Response to Comments on the Tentative Cease & Desist Order for SFO WQCP


CALIFORNIA REGIONAL WATER QUALITY CONTROL BOARD

SAN FRANCISCO BAY REGION

Response to Comments


For Item No. 8

Public Hearing

To Consider Imposition of a Cease and Desist Order for Discharge of Partially Treated Wastewater to Waters of the State for the

City and County of San Francisco, San Francisco International Airport

                     Water Quality Control Plant

City and County of San Francisco Comments (dated November 15, 2001)

1. Discharger disputes that 13 of the 81 NPDES permit effluent limitation violations occurring at the Water Quality Control Plant (WQCP) from March 1995 through June 2001, are, “not actual discharges in excess of effluent limits, but represent erroneous sample readings required to be reported to the Board”.  

Response to Comment 1:  The Discharger has not provided any documentation that a portion of the 81 violations were lab errors.  Board staff reiterate the validity of the violations, as they were derived from the Discharger’s own monthly monitoring reports.  There was no reference to laboratory sampling error in any of the relevant self-monitoring reports.  

2. Discharger disputes that six of the 81 violations, are, “Pass through pretreatment violations are those caused by the prohibited introduction of certain substances into the influent that are not treatable by the WQCP.”  

Response to Comment 2:  The Discharger is responsible for source control to prevent such "pass through" violations via the influent to the WQCP that causes effluent limit violations of its NPDES permit.  The Discharger should consider improving its source control program as part of the corrective actions that are required by the tentative Cease and Desist Order. 

3. Discharger disputes that one of the 81 violations is due to an operational upset, which is related to process control, and that would not have been prevented by having adequate plant redundancy.

Response to Comment 3:  The Discharger is responsible for appropriate operation and maintenance of its WQCP to be in compliance with its NPDES permit.  Operational upsets are not excuses for permit violations.  
4. Discharger disputes that 43 of the 81 violations resulted from excessive influent flow to the treatment plant during heavy rainfall years, and that no such violations were reported during years where rainfall was not as heavy.  The Discharger also claims that reduction of inflow and infiltration (I/I) has been implemented and effective.

Response to Comment 4:  The WQCP needs to be designed for the fluctuating influent flow patters of the Bay Area due to varying rainfall events.  Order No. 95-054, the previous NPDES permit, required the completion of additional treatment units by January 1, 1998, to bring treatment plant reliability to acceptable standards.  An adequately designed treatment plant would be better prepared to treat a high influent flow. To assert its I/I reduction was effective, the Discharger provided two rain events with corresponding influent flows; presumably one before and one after the I/I work.  That is far from adequate to try to demonstrate the effectiveness of the I/I work.  Long-term monitoring (during wet months for several years) at strategic locations within the collection system will be necessary to demonstrate the effectiveness of the I/I work.   

5. Discharger requests that if a Cease and Desist Order is issued, that the changes contained in the edited red-lined attached version of the Tentative Order be incorporated.  

Response to Comment 5:  The vast majority of the editorial comments in the attachment relate to the findings of the Tentative Cease and Desist Order.  The findings as they are currently written accurately summarize the history of non-compliance at the WQCP, and provide a sound basis for the enforceable provisions of the Tentative Order.  

6. Discharger requests that a 3 month extension be granted for Task ii (Completion of the Design of the Approved Corrective Actions) in Provision 1 of the Tentative Cease and Desist Order.  The Discharger also proposes other alternative compliance dates.

Response to Comment 6:  The Discharger has provided no basis for the request for an extension to complete the design of the approved corrective action. The Discharger's proposal of "210 days after approval of the design drawings" in lieu of a specific date is not acceptable because the tentative order does not specify when the design drawings have to be approved.  Therefore, such a "rolling" schedule is confusing and difficult to enforce.  Board staff feels the proposed schedule in Provision 1 of the Tentative Cease and Desist Order is reasonable for the purpose of increasing WQCP reliability.   
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