
CALIFORNIA REGIONAL WATER QUALITY <XlNTROL BOARD
SAN FRANCIS<Xl BAY REGION

ORDER NO. 88-039
UPDATED WASTE DISCHARGE REQUIREMENTS

MARrINEZ TERMINALS
MARrINEZ
<XlN'I'RA <XlSTA COUNTY

'Ihe california Regional water Quality Control Board, San Francisco Bay
Region (hereinafter called the Board), finds that:

1. 'Ihe Board, on May 20, 1987 adopted Order No. 87-048, waste discharge
requirements for Landsea Marine Ter:minal, a bulk oil storage and
transfer facility. 'Ihe facility operates a surface ilnpoundment which
receives wastewater consisting of stonnwater runoff and product water
bleed-off. 'Ihe Order requires the discharger to comply with or apply
for exerrq;>tions to the construction, siting, and operating requirements
for the surface impoundment in accordance with Title 23, Chapter 3,
Subchapter 15 of the california Administrative Code hereinafter called
Subchapter 15.

2. Finding 1 of Order No. 87-048 states that the CMnerB of the tenninal
are in bankruptcy proceedings and the Landsea Marine Ter:minal is under
the possession, operation, and control of the receiver, Paul B.
Andrew. Landsea Marine Ter:minal is no longer in bankruptcy and as of
November 18, 1987 is now cwned and operated by Martinez Ter:minals,
Limited (hereinafter called the discharger).

3. Specification B.2 of Order No. 87-048 states that the surface
impoundments shall be operated to ensure that wastes will be a minimum
of five feet above the anticipated elevation of the tmderlying
grotmdwater. An exception to this may be granted by the Board besed
on a demonstration submitted by the discharger pursuant to Section
2510(b) and (c) of Subchapter 15.

4. Provision c.La of Order No. 87-048 requires the discharger to either
submit a detailed proposal and time schedule for the necessary
modifications or submit a demonstration for exception for Specification
B.2 by August 15, 1987.

5. 'Ihe discharger submitted a letter dated July 20, 1987 requesting an
exerrq;>tion to specification B.2. 'Ihe discharger demonstrated that
compliance vlith the geologic siting criteria of Section 2530 (c) of
Subchapter 15, as stated in specification B.2, is not feasible because
it is unreasonably burdensome and will cost substantially more than
engineered alternatives, 'Ihe discharger has proposed an engineered
alternative, pursuant to Section 2510 (b) of Subchapter 15 that is
consistent with the performance goal of Section 2530 (c) and affords
equivalent protection against water quality impainnent.








