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.. RESPONSE TO COMMENTS - APRIL 10; 2007 - .
-~ REISSUANCE OF NPDES PERMIT NO. NH0100854 .~ .
TOWN OF FARMINGTON WASTEWATER FACILITY e
- - FARMINGTON, NEWHAMPSHIRE -~ . =

. .«me October 20, 2006 tﬁrdu’gh Novyember 18, 2006, the U.S. Environmental Pfo'téétibr;

Agency (EPA-New England) and the New Hampshire Department of Environmental ~

. -Services, Water Division (NHDES-WD) solicited public comments on the draft National
~ Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit to be reissued to the Town of -
_'F_armingtdn,NH. . L S S S

. . EPA-New England received comments from ﬂ_u:;Toanof Farmington and the .
* Conservation Law Foundation during the public comment period. The following are -

responses to those comments and a description of changes made to the public-noticed

- 'permit as a result of those comments. A copy of the final permit may be obtained by )

writing or calling Dan Arsenault, United States Envirofimental Protection Agency; 1

-Congress Street, Suite 1100-(CMP), Boston, Massachusetts 021 1~4—2023';-Telephone (617)

918-1562. Copies may also be obtained from the EPA Region'T web site at .- -

 hitpi//www.epa.goviregionl /npdes/index html.

'COMMENTS FROM THE TOWN OF FARMINGTON
GENERAL COMMENTS: - |

'GENERAL COMMENTS:
COMMENT NO. 1:

 “The Farm’ing’ton Wastewater Treatment Facility (WWTF) was constructed in 1976. The |
. WWTF was not designed for ammonja-nitrogen, phosphorus or metals removal and,

therefore, will not achieve the specified effluent limits without a significant capital
upgrade. Specifically, the following conditions preclude the Town from meeting the o
DRAFT limits: , . " . RS o

® The existing mechanical brush aérators are undersized for:peak oxygenation
requirements during summer time operations, primarily related to nitrification

~ oxygen demand. - . - ’ ' '

¢ - The existing secondary clarifiers are marginally sized for chemical phosphorus

- removal. T ' ' '
¢ The existing WWTF has no chemical storage and feed facilities required for
- phosphorus removal and supplemental alkalinity (due to nitrification).

* The existing WWTF solids handling facilities consist of sand drying beds, which
are not functional in the winter, and an aerobic digester/sludge holding tank,
which holds approximately 23 days of waste sludge under current conditions.
The WWTF does not have a viable outlet for biosolids disposal during the winter
months. Currently, the WWTF staff fill the sludge holding tank and one.
oxidation ditch with waste biosolids during the winter months and dewater these







o blosohds durmg the spring ‘months by way of rental dewatermg eqmpment _
' -Without the second oxidation d1tch available for operatlon there is insufficient -
- tank volume to reliably meet the non-summer ammonia limit. The second =

- oxidafion ditch cannot be made available without providing alternative solids
: _handlmg faq111t1es (capltal nnprovement) or procedures (mter—mum01pal

.- .agreement). .’

.« The emstmg WWTF has no means to prowde for metals removal 7

- ,RESPONSE NO 1:

| We understand that the ex1st1ng treatment plant will be unable to achleve many of the B

- new water quahty—based limits in the reissued permit.” BPA cannot establisha

 compliance schedule in the petmit for achieving the limits because the NH Water Quahty '
. Standards do not specifically include such an authorization. -We anticipate t that followmg

the effective date of the permit, EPA or NHDES will issue a reasongble comphance j

. -scheduile in an administrative.order. If you wish to dlscuss this matter with EPA’s.
enforcement program you should contact Joy Hilton in the Reglon I Office of

Envnronmental Stewardshlp at (617) 918- 1877 B A

. iCOMMENT NO. 2:

“The New Hampshlre Department of Environmental Services (NHDES) has identified

B the Cocheco River as requiring a Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) Study; however,

thre NHDES has not completed the Cocheco River TMDL Study and is not currently

- . scheduled to do so untll 2009 or later. The DRAFT effluent limitations are almost

* certainly higher, if not s1gmﬁcantly higher, than what could eventually result from a .
TMDL Study. The Town of Farmington is a relatlvely distressed community with a low
Median Household Income relative to others in the State of New Hampshire and New
England. The issuance of these DRAFT effluent limitations prior to the completion. of
the expected TMDL Study put the Town in an extremely difficult situation relative to
recognizing its effluent treatment and disposal obligations and to planning and. .
implementing a capital proj ject which is responsible to the rate payers and tax payers of

* the Town of Farmington.”

RESPONSE NO. 2:

The segment of the Cocheco River which includes the Farmington discharge has been
identified by New. Hampshire’s 2004 303(d) list as being impaired for aluminum,
dissolved oxygen saturation, dissolved oxygen, pH, mercury and escherichia coli.
Municipal point sources and landfills have been identified as the probable sources of the
dissolved oxygen impairments. NHDES collected data during the summers of 2001 and
2002 for a dissolved oxygen TMDL that is not scheduled to be completed until 2009 or
later (the most recent NHDES schedule is that the draft TMDL will not be completed
until June 30, 2011). As stated above, the probable sources of water quality impairments
in this section of the river are municipal point source discharges and landfills, and the







- fail to meet thlf-s' standard.

data collected by NHDES shows that the Farmington discharge causes of contributes to

- vilaons of wte uaity standard.

Pursuant to New Hampshire Surface Water Quality Regulation Env-Ws 1703.07(),

Class B waters shall have a dissolved oxygen content of at least 75% of saturation, based

on a daily average, and an instantanéous minimum dissolved oxyger of atleast Smg/l. - .~
" As can be seen in the Table shown below, all but one of the data points above o

Farmington’s outfall meet the instantaneous minimum dissolved oxygen co'ntent_'_qf 5
mg/l, while 19 data poitits on the main stem of the Cocheco below Farmington’s.outfall - -

o :_Saml"l_ing — August 2,2001 August8,2001 " | -

Dissolved Oxygen Monit.ofixigDa‘t'a (Ln#)

August 1, 2002

- quality based limits at this time.

Location AM. PM [ AM ‘PM CAM | PM
126-Cech | 844 790 | 778 | 737 Y738 | 703
1-Mdr' | 763 775 68 | 724 | 606 | 713

| 25-Cch - 9.17 803 | 846 | 819 " | "7.68

1-Dms” 649 | 723 591 .| 6.65 629

- [238-Ceh |- 793 | 9.09 622 | 847 7.76
POTW® |~ 7609 AV
|23M-Cch | 555 | 828 | 674 8.03

23D-Cch | - 503 | 563 . B 7.75
OA-Pok® | 363 | 451 ' 4.05
[23-Cch | 583 ' - 6.8

1 22U-Cch ‘ -
- [1228-Cch 5.6
[ 1-Rat® . 6.64

22J-Cch 5.60 | Bel - 147
22-Cch 5,59 543 | 5.3 634
21M-Cch 7.11 648 | - 674 | 694
21-Cch 7.89 _ 727 |- 539 ] 763
1. Mad River. g ' 4. Pokamoonshine Brook.

 2.Dames Brook = : - 5. Rattlesnake River.

3. Farmington Wastewater Facility.

Where it is shown that a pollutant has the reasonable potential to cause or contribute to a
violation of water quality standards, the permit must include an effluent limit on that

pollutant, The diurnal swings'in dissolved oxygen between the morning and afternoon

readings, particularly in the August 1, 2002 data, show that phosphorus discharges are
causing or contributing to these violations, EPA understands that the TMDL will contain
an allocation for biochemical oxygen demand and fotal phosphorus, and those limits may
be more stringent than the limits in this permit. However, we believe that is necessary to -
move forward with water quality-based phosphorus limitations given water the quality
data of the Cocheco River. Additionally, uncertainty regarding the date for completion

-and final approval of a TMDL is another factor in the decision to proceed with water







In the absence ofa TMDL EPA is requlred to use avallable mformatlon to- estabhsh .
water quality limits when issuing NPDES permits to nnpalred waters. See generally 40 .
C.E.R. § 122.44(d). EPA has used the data collected by NHDES for the TMDL and has -
established water-quality based limits for total phosphorus using this data, applicable - "

_ narrative State water quality standard, Federal water quality cntena guidance, and other -

- relevant information. Effluent limitations for copper and. ammoma are based upon State
o : Surface Water Quahty Regulatlons Env-Ws 17 03. 21 '

’COMN[ENT NO. 3

* The Town is currently preparmg a wastewater fa01ht1es evaluatlon The proactive -
- evaluation includes river-based, Iand-based and a combmatlon land{nver-based
dlscharge opt10ns : : : 5 :

- RESPONSE NO. 3:

We applaud the Town for moving forward w1th fa01l1t1es planmng This is a necessary
first step in completing’ upgrades necessary to comply with the new permlt limits. We -
would encourage a full investigation of ground water disposal options since e11mmat10n
of the point source discharge would obviate the need for an NPDES permit. If a point

- source discharge alternative is selected the Town should give strong preference to
-technologies whlch are eas11y retroﬁtted to attain more strmgent dlscharge limitations for -
phosphorus ' : : : :

. COMMENT NO. 4:

] “Based on the above; the Town requests the.t the DRAFT effluent li—mit_s.be, modiﬁed‘e-‘s‘
summarized below until such time as the State of New Hampshire or the Environmental
Protection Agency eompletes a TMDL Study for the Cocheco River.”







-

,Di"aft' NPDES Llcence ’

Pr'oposed NPDES License i

Parameter
- L : (October 2006)
Flow g —1.0.35 mgd (MA) ' 035mgd(MA) L
Biochemical‘Oxygen Demand” - | 30 mgﬂ 88 lbs/day (MA) | 30mg/1-88 lbs/day (MA)
Lo o : "1-45 mg/l - 131 Ibs/day (WA) - | 45mg/l- 131 lbs/day. (WA) ,
L ] L . | 50 mg/l 146 lbs/day (DM) ~ . .| 50 mg/l — 146 Ibs/day (DM) "
Total Suspended Solids. . | 30 mg/l - 88 Ibs/day (MA) - - | 30 mg/I - 88 Tbs/day M)
. . |45 mg/l - 131°Tbs/day (WA) | 45mpg/l - 131 Ibs/day (WA).~
- 150 mg/l - 146 Ibs/day (DM) - 150 mgL146 lbs/day (DI\Q '
IpH = = - 65-8.0 -. . .| 6580 L
Escherichia"coli " 126/100 ml (GM) ' {+126/100 ml (GM)
’ -| 406/100 mt (DM) .. | 406/100ml (DM) ©
Dlssolved Oxygen >5mg/lJune1-0ct. 1) 1> 5mg/l(June 1 - Oct 1)
. Chlonne Res1dual 10056 mg/t (MA) . - 1 0:056 mg/l (MA) _
. | 0.10 mg/l (DM) 0:10 mg/l (DM) -
5 Total Recoverable Copper : |.0.014 mg/t (MA) - ‘Report (MA)
0.019 mg/l (DM) o Report (DM)
' Ammoma-Nltrogen 15.3 mg/l (MA) Summer . | Report (MA) Summer _
_ - 1.30:1 mg/l (MA) Wmter B | Report (MA) Winter
- : . Report (DM) - Report.(DM). '
‘Total Phosphoms -0.5 mg/l (MA) Summer ) Report (MA) Summer .
{ 1.0 mg/l (MA) Winter _Report (MA) Winter -
Orthophosphosphoms . {-Report (MA) ' 1-Report (MA) '

MA= Montbly Average WA = Weekly Average DM Daﬂy Max1mum, GM = Geometric Mean

RESPONSE NO. 4

__ As stated above, in the absence of a TMDL and uncextamty regardmg the tlme frame for -
1ssuance of a final TMDL, EPA believes it reasonable to move forward with permit
issuance given the water quality data from the Cocheco River. Addltlonally, 40 C.FR.
122.44(d)(1)(iii) requires pollutant to be limited if there is reasonable potentidl for the
discharge to cause or contribute to exceedances of apphcable water quality criteria,
Therefore, limits for total recoverable copper, ammonia nitrogen,-and total phosphorus
have been included in the permlt We niote that the TMDL is not being done for copper v

This limit is based on numeric state water quahty cntena

| FACT SHEET SPECIFIC 'COMMENTS:

COMMENT NO 1:

“Page 5, Flow. The Town exceeded 80 percent of the O 35 mgd monthly average design
flow (0.28 mgd) for greater than 3 consecutive months in 2005. The Town is currently
implementing a wastewater facilities evaluation and an infiltration/inflow (I/I) study. As
- a part of these studies, the Town is reviewing influent flow and load projections, I/l
sources and potential flow reduction, and wastewater treatment facilities needs and







up grade requrrements to meet current and pl‘OJ jected efﬂuent hnntatrons for a river .

h ,_dlscharge, land—based discharge and a combmatron rrver/land-based drsoharge ”

) RESPONSE NO 1. ) ‘

- Agam we applaud the Town for undertakrng these plannmg efforts Controll_mg I/I
.. minimizes the necessary wastewater treatment capa01ty and also prevents overﬂows of

X the eollectron system durlng wet weather - S :

CONHVIENT NO 2:

: “Page 9, Phosphorus The E act Sheet does not recogmze the. NHVRAP data collected on
“the Cocheco River. Itis unportant to.note that the 2004 and 2005 NHVRAP Cocheco.

~ . River Water Quahty Report showed in-stream total phosphorus coricentrations of less -

-than 0.033 mg/l and 0.037 mg/l, respectively, both upstream 26- Cch) and downstream }1 1
- (23- Cch) of the Farmmgton W W'I F. Thrs mformatron should be included ini the Fact -
: Sheet . . ) :

: Further whereas the hm1t is based on Judgrnent the Town requests that the phrasmg in

~ the last paragraph on page 11 should be modified to. include a statement similar to “Using
Best Professional Judgment, EPA has applied the Gold Book ctiterion...” Ifthe

‘ antrcrpated TMDL Study concludes that a higher limit is justified, will th1s current
licensing action preclude raising the limit based on the anti-backsliding provrsrons of the
Clean Water Act? Or can the: hmrt be raised based on “New Information” provisions?”

RESPONSE NO 2

The information concermng'upst'rearn and downstream phosphorus level from the 2004 o
and 2005 NHVRAP Cocheco River Water Quahty Report has been mcluded in the
administrative record

EPA dlsagrees that the phosphorus hrmt was estabhshed using Best Professronal

Judgment. Best Professional Judgment is a procedure for establishing case—by-case

~ technolo gy-based linits for non-POTWs (see CWA at 402(a)(1)(B) and 40 CFR Part

- 125.3) - The total phosphorus limit is a water quality based limits established using the
Gold Book recommended crrterla of 0.1 mg/1 to interpret the state’s narratrve water

quahty criteria. - :

If an approved TMDL concludes that a higher phosphorus limit is justified, the limit can
be modified. This modification would be allowed under 40 C.F.R. §122.62(a)(2) which
allows a permit to be modified if new information becomes available that was not
available at the time of permrt issuance.







. “Pagé 1: The 'z_ip' cdde for'Farmin:gton is 0'3835;’-’ :

RESPONSE NO. 1:

‘This 4ilnf§rma_tion has been iliéluded in the admiljistréﬁ\}e"récofdl . | B

COMMENT NO. 2:

Vo

- “Page, Part I.A.1: The exféting final effluent sample lOcatidn for a1¥ parameters requiﬁng |
- a24-hour composite sample is at the outlet of the secongdary clarifiers and the existing:

final effluent sample locations for all parameters requiring a grab sample is at the effluent

aeration chamber. The Town should request that the existing sample locationsbe . ...
approv‘ed_by EPA and NHDES until such time as a WWTF upgrade is completed.” -~ = -

' RESPONSE NO.2: -

EPA concurs that the iexistj_ng,sa‘mpling’ locations for 24-hour coinpoéite'and grab

) ‘samples are appropriate until such time as the treatment plant upgrade is completed.

COMMENT NO. 3:

“Page 2, Part I.A.l--TotaI Coiiper:‘ EPA Method 1669 does not specifically mention the
. use of automatic composite samplers and this method would potentially increase the

Ppotential for sample contamination. The Town requests that the sample type be,changed'.

~ from 24-hr composite to grab.” .

RESPONSE NO. 3:

The sample type for total reco*)erable c’oﬁpef on page 2 of 11 of the permit has been
changed to a grab sample. ’ . R

COMMENT NO.4:

“Page 2, Part L.A.1 - Total Cbpper: See General Comments above.”

RESPONSE NO. 4:

40 CFR. 122.44(d)(1)(iii) requires-pollutant to be limited if effluent concentrations
exceed applicable water quality criteria. Therefore, a limit for total recoverable copper
has been included in the permit. ‘ ' :







'_'COMMNENTNOS cre e

o . “Page 2 Part LAT- Ammoma See General Comments above

v 'RESPONSE NO.5:

40 C.F. R 122. 44(d)(1)(111) requires pollutant to be lmnted 1f efﬂuent concentrat1ons

“exceed apphcable water quahty criteria. Therefore a 11m1t for ammoma mtrogen has
~been mcluded in the perm1t '

| COMMENT NO. 6: :
, »"‘Page 2, Part I Al- Total Phosphorus See General Comments above
'VRESPONSE NO. 6: [

40C. F. R 122.44(d)(1)(iii) tequires pollutant to be hm1ted if efﬂuent concentratlons

exceed applicable water quality. cntena Therefore a lmnt for total phosphorus has been '
included in the perm1t : :

CONIMENT NO 7

'“Page 5 Part I.A/4: Whereas the Town has had long standing i issues with

. infiltration/inflow-and periodically has influent values which are léss than 2001 mg/l, the
- Town requests that the followmg sentence be added at the end of the Paragraph: “The

requirement to maintain a minimum of 85 percent removal shall be wa1ved if the mﬂuent_ _'

“concentration of BOD or TSS drops below 200 mg/1””

| RESPONSE NO 7x

Pursuant to 40 C FR. § 133 103, the Regional Administrator is authonzed to substltute '

either a lower percent removal requirement or a mass loading limit for the percent
- removal requrrements prov1ded that the perm1ttee satlsfactonly demonstrates the
followmg thiee prov1s1ons '

1. The treatment works 18 cons1stently meeting, or will consistently meet, its permlt '
effluent concentration limits but its percent removal requirements cannot be met
- due to less concentrated influent wastewater. ,
2. To meet the percent removal requirements, the treatment works would have to
- achieve significantly more stringent limitations than would other wise be requlred
by the concentration-based standards.
3. The less concentrated influent Wastewater is not the result of excessive I/I







-Since the _ylesé"conceﬁ‘trated‘ iﬁﬂuqﬁt wastewater is aresulf of 11, jthé percéﬁt 'removal for

both BOD; and TSS shall remain at 85%. Additionally, as can be seen: frorh the table
below, the effluent conc_entration’s haye not been conSistently met w’hen percent removals-

‘have been below 85%. -

123104 228005 Permit Limit

| TSS % Removal * - - 80 57T 85
| BODs % Removal - - - 82.7 . 683 - . 85
.| BOD Mon. Ave.(mgh) = 41 - . .508 = . 30
BOD Week Ave.(mg/ly) - - 55 - 565 - 45
|BODMax.Day(mg/) 67 - 61 S50
| TSS Mon. Ave. (mg/) - 322 . 64 C 30
TSS Week Ave. (mg/l) - 56 - 120 R &

" TSSMax-.Day(ingA) . 56- - 186 Y- 50

- N
T &~

© . COMMENTS FROM THE CONSERVATION LAW FOUN’DAT_ION."
- COMMENT NO.1:

_ '.'f‘Ih-ligHt of (1) iﬁcreasing,nitfb'gcn loading trends m the Great Bay Estuary, (2) the
- significant contribution to those loads from the Cocheco River, and (3) recognition by’

miultiple agencies that total nitrogen limits are needed for freshwater rivers that are

tributaries to the estuary, the draft NPDES permit’s failure to in any way address total
‘nitrogen must be corrected. The draft permit’s deficiency in failing to-address total

nitrogen is greatly compounded by the additional fact that the Cocheco River has been

identified as not meeting aquatic life uses as a result of dissolved oxygen concerns,
--among others, and that the TMDL to address this impairment has not yet been conducted -
- (despite a 2005 schedule for doing so). See Fact Sheet, Permit No. NH0100854 at 11. -

See also Draft 2006 List of Threatened or Impaired Waters that Require:a TMDL

In light of the foregoing, CLF urges EPA-and NHDES to require discharge 1imitaﬁons
and reporting requirements relative to total nitro gen. With respect to the specific limit for

- total nitrogeh, it is CLF’s position that, in light of cumulative stresses to the Cocheco
River and Great Bay estuary, ‘a limit of 8 mg/1 is not sufficient. Rather we note that a

limit of at least 3 mg/1 is achievable and urge EPA and NHDES to impose a discharge
limit for total nitrogen that ensures the maintenance of water quality standards in the
Cocheco River and in the estuary, and mitigates current nitrogen loading trends and
associated impacts to the estuary.” ' ‘ ' o

RESPONSE NO.1:

In genéral, NPDES permit limits are based on either technology requirements or water
quality requirements, whichever are more stringent for any given pollutant. In the case of







' .Pubhcly Owned Treatment Works (POTWs) EPAis dlrected to estabhsh technolo gy -

. treatment tequirements based upon secondary treatment standards (see § 301 0fthe . -

* CWA, 40 C.F.R. Section 125.3(a)(1)(i), and 40 C.FR. Part 133).. These technology- ,
. based requrrements were specified in the draft permlt and are retained in the final permit. -

The secondary treatment requlrements in 40 C.F.R. Part 133 do not specify a technolo gy-

' based limit on mtrogen FPA does not drspute that meeting a limit of 3 mg/1is-
technologically feasible. Nevertheless, because the technolo gy-based requirements for -
POTWs do not include limits on nitrogen, the Region may not.set a technolo gy-based
nhitrogen pernnt limit on Farmmgton s dmcharge : :

 In the case of estabhshmg a water-quahty based permlt lmnt EPA must ﬁrst determme :
- whether the discharge will cause, has the reasonable potential to cause, or contributes to
" . anexcyrsion above any state Water quality standard, mcludmg narratrve criteria (see 40

G F R. Sectmn 122 44(d)(1))

*New Hampshlre has not as yet adopted a numeric cntenon for: mtro gen although the o
New Hampshire Estuary Program (NHEP) has agreed to lead an effort to develop Water
quality criteria for estuarine waters. Data from NHEP indicators such as dissolved

" - oxygen, chlorophyll-a,, total suspended solids, and eelgrass biomass are being reviewed to

better understand nutrient dynamics and impacts in the Great Bay Estuary. The outcome’

- of this analysis will be recommendations to the State ‘Water Quality Standards Adv1sory .

~-Committee for specific criteria to protect the water quality of New Hampshire’s estuaries
from the effects of excess nutrients (See State of the Estuaries, 2006, New Hampshire
Department of Envrronmental Services, pg. 13). Currently, the water quahty standards
provide that “Class B-waters shall contain no phosphorus or nitrogen in such.
concentrations that would impair existing or designated uses, unless naturally occurrmg
Env-Ws 1703.14(b). Excess nitrogen can affect water quahty by causing algae blooms
and/or low dissolved oxygen levels, both of which can impair existing or designated uses.
To date, neither of these conditions is evident in the Great Bay Estuary ‘While the
‘commenter has submitted information indicating that the trend-of dissolved inorganic
nitrogen concentrations in the Great Bay estuary is generally upward, this mformatlon is .
insufficient to indicate that Farmington’s drscharge will cause, has the reasonable
potential to cause, or contributes to an excursion of water quahty standards. Therefore, at
the current time, EPA does not have sufﬁcrent justification to 1mpose a nitro gen limit for -
this dlscharge

The commenter states that the “NHDES recommended 8 mg/l” in the context of the -

Seacoast Region Wastewater Management Study.EPA does not believe that this ,

‘information is relevant to the permitting action. The NHDES comments were made on a

draft “methodology” for development of future WWTE discharge limits. The .

- “recommended” nitrogen levels were not based on information relevant to the Great Bay
estuary, rather. they were taken from the State of Conmecticut’s Long Island Sound.

Nitrogen Total Maximum Da11y Load (TMDL) The purpose of this methodology was to

allow planners to evaluate various wastewater management alternatives in New -

Hampshire’s seacoast region. These ‘hypothetical” permit limits were proposed for the

year 2025. The “proposed” permit limits could be used to determine the need for future

10







W WFT up grades in the seacoast area. The draft methodology clearly states that these '
“proposed future limits are mtended to be only (emphasis added) used in this study as a »
means of oompanson for the various wastewater management alternatives and should not

* be taken to have any legal implication or indicate suggested future permit limits.”

other word, these hypothetrcal permrt hrmts were to be used only asa planmng tool

Whlle 1t is EPA’s pos1t10n that there eurrently is not Sufﬁclent Justlﬁcatlon o 1mpose a
- nitrogen limit on the discharge, the final permit includes a monitoring requirement for
~ total nitrogen at a frequency of twice per month. ‘Should water quahty criteria for total -
~ nitrogen be developed, this: momtormg data can be used to detemnne Whether ornot a

-+ permif limit would be needed

i COMMENT NO. 2

“In hght of the foregomg, and in hght of the downstream 1mpa1m1ent of the Coeheeo :
- River relative to dissolved oxygen saturation, the. draft NPDES pérmit should be .
- amended to include.a more stringent phosphorus limit of at least 0.3 mg/l, and any further
limitation necessary to ensure the attainment and maintenance of water quality: standards
- This is especially important in light of the fact that according to NHDES’ 2004 Section
303(d) list, a TMDL to address d1ssolved oxygen was scheduled for 2005 and has yet to
~ be completed.”

RESPONSE NO.2:

' CLF is correct that a TMDL 1s scheduled to be done for the Cocheco River. This TMDL
. was. ongmally scheduled for completion iri 2005 but the completion date has been pushed
out to 2011. In the absence of a TMDL, EPA is required to use available information to

establish water quality limits when issuing NPDES permit to impaired waters (See
generally 40 C.F.R. § 122. 44(d)). EPA has used instream monitoring data collected by

- the NHDES for the TMDL and has estabhshed a water quality based limit for total
phosphorus using this data, applicable narrative State water quality:criteria, Federal water
quality criteria guidance, and other relevant information discussed in the “Phosphorus”

- section of the fact sheet. EPA beheves the summer time phosphorus limit of 0.5 mg/1 and

~ the winter time limit of 1.0 mg/l are protective of the water quahty of the Cocheco River.
However, if an approved TMDL shows that more stringent phosphorus limits are

- necessary or if NHDES promulgates numeric water quality criteria for phosphorus then

o the penmt can be. mod1ﬁed pursuant to 40 C. F R. § 122. 62(a)(2)

COMMENT NO. 3

“In addition to the above it is important to note that NHDES’ draft 2006 303(d) list
identifies the Cocheco River as not imeeting aquatic life uses as a result of impairments

- caused by lead. The draft NPDES permit needs to be amended to include specific limits
relative to lead (as well as aluminum for which the river is also impaired), to ensure that
the fac111ty s effluent d1scharge will not cause or contribute to this water quality
violation.”

11







- _'- RESPONSE NO.3:

: CLF is correct that the NHDES draft 2006 303 (d) hst 1dent1ﬁes thls stretch of the "
- Cocheco River as not meeting aquatic life criteria as a result of lead. Addltlonally, the _
2004 303(d) list (and the draft 2006 303(d) list) identifies th1s stretch of the: Cocheco

: R1ver as not meetmg aquatlc life cntena for alummum S

~ Inorder to evaluate the efﬂuent concentrat1ons of lead and alummum in the efﬂuent from o
. the Town of Farmington Wastewater Fac1hty, tox101ty tests from the last six years were

rev1ewed ‘The aluminum and lead. concentratwns in the efﬂuent ﬂom these tests are

’ shown below.
Pb and Al Tox1c1ty Test Concentratlons - ; L
Date .| - Effluent Concentration(mgd)y = | . [ .~
4 Aluminum . Lead &
9/06 | <001 <0.005
2/06 ) 0016 0009 -
7105 . <0.01- | . 0008 -
3705 005 - . <0.005 .-
804 003 - . <0.005
3/04 ' 004 - |- _<0.005
7/03 004 0018
~1/03 0.052 - ~ <0.003 -
702 | _0.0851 - = _<0.0026
3/02 - 0.0425 <0.0026
7/01 <0.0197 ~ <0.0026
3/01 . 0.0439 ~0.0027

The acute and chromc criteria for alummum are 0.750-and 0. 087 mg/l respectlvely Each

'_ . of the efﬂuent samples above are less than the chronic threshold of 0.087 mg/], therefore
EPA does not beheve that an effluent limit is warranted for this pollutant :

‘The acute and ehromc cntena for lead are 0.0141 and 0.00054 mg/l, respectively. Witha .

dilution of 5.1, apphcable permlt limits for this pollutant would be a monthly average of
0.0028 mg/1 and a daily maximum of 0.072 mg/l. Based on the data above, the monthly
average threshold of 0.0028 mg/l has been exceeded on at least three occasions. Four of
the tests have results of less than 0.005 mg/l and one has a result of less than 0.003 mg/1.

- Since the minimum level of detection for these tests is above the monthly average limit of

0.0028 mg/! there is a possibility that the lead criteria was also exceeded in these tests.
Therefore, glven the fact that the monthly average limit of 0.028 mg/l was exceeded on
three occasions and six of the tests have questionable results, a monthly average effluent

~ limitation for lead of 0.0028 mg/I'has been jncluded in the permit. The permit also

requires monitoring and reporting of the daily maximim effluent lead concentrations.
The monitoring frequency shall be two (2) times per month using a 24-hour composite

sample. The testing shall be performed using EPA Method 200.8.
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TESTING METHOD FOR ESCHERICHIA COLI BACTERIA

e On March 26,2007, 40 C.F.R. Parts 136 and 503 were modlﬁed Among these

. ‘modifications, were changes to the approved methods for Escherichia ¢oli (E. coli)

- bacteria testing. EPA method 1103.1 which was specified in the draft permit is no- longer
~ .approved for E. coli testmg in a wastewater matrix. The permit has been modified to- o
specify E. coli testing using a method: approved ih 40 C.F.R.Part 136, List of Approved 7
j B1010g1ca1 Methods for Wastewater and Sewage Sludge
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