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Comments on Draft of 9 19 2014 Cambria ORDER NO R3 2014 0050 

 

Page 3 and 14 
 “DDW submitted to the Regional Water Board the Findings of Fact and Conditions for 
the Project adopted by DDW on September 9, 2014 (DDW Findings of Fact and DDW 
Conditions, respectively).” 

Page 3, #11, we only have a letter. 

Page 3, #13, #3, you could at add AOP to the list under AWTP. 

Page 4, B – Under pre-treatment chemicals you should add the chlorine and ammonia. 

 

Page 6, D. Chemical systems, the plan was to inject additional chlorine after the 
stabilization to have free chlorine being injected into the well.  This will protect the well 
from bacteriological clogging and also provide additional virus kill for the free chlorine 
contact time from the AWTP to the injection well.   

Page 13 
Revise the following strikethrough and underlined words: 
24.  Recycled Water Retention Time - Based on the Groundwater Model Technical 

Memorandum (Cambria Emergency Water Supply Title 22 Engineering Report), 
the predicted recycled water retention time is no less than 180 120 days before it 
enters wells SS-1 and SS-2. Wells SS-3 and SS-4 will not be used during the 
emergency supply system operation. 

The CCSD is conducting a tracer test to determine the retention time of injected 
treated water. The test will determine how much time elapses between treated 
water injection and mixing with the CCSD water supply wells. The tracer test 
involves injecting water from well SS-2 into the newly constructed RIW-1 
approximately 1,800 feet to the southwest. A tracer solution composed of 
enriched boric acid containing 96 percent 10B isotope is added to the injected 
water.  The tracer will be the bromide ion, in the form of potassium bromide. This 
tracer does not have a notification level, public health goal or MCL for drinking 
water systems in California. The bromide ion is conservative and does not sorb 
to the aquifer matrix, so its rate of movement is the same as groundwater. This 
compound is commonly used to assess groundwater velocities and residence 
times. A tracer concentration of 10 mg/L of bromide will be used to provide 
adequate concentrations for assessing breakthrough.  The intermediate injection 
well, MIW-1 and well SS-2 will be sampled and analyzed for boron isotope 
signature to establish retention time. An existing engineering report predicts a 
retention time and the tracer study is being conducted to verify the model. The 
tracer test results will be included in the final draft order. 

Comment [BPB1]:  There was no separate 
FOF for this project, just the letter from us on 
the T22 report. 
 

Comment [BPB2]: Recent email on the 
current results predict 120 

Comment [SK3]: I don’t believe there is an 
SS#4. 
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Page 14, No. 29 and 30, DDW did not provide a Findings of Facts.  Since your 
regulation became final in June 2014, we did not have to provide an FOF, only a 
recommendation letter which we did.  Also, we did not hold a hearing.  The 
adopted regulation requires the project proponent to hold a hearing which they 
did on August 4, 2014.   Our Division is still called the “Department” in #30.   

 
Page 19, #44 also page 21 and 22 – mentions FOF. 

Page 22, #8 has your operator certification requirements.  On page 25, first bullet, I put 
operator certification in the DDW letter because after review of the Wastewater operator 
certification, a determination was made by someone in Sac that this plant did not need a 
wastewater operator because it was not a wastewater plant.  I am not sure what all this 
means but if you leave this in, I assume you will tell Cambria they only need a drinking 
water treatment operator.  Is this correct?  Or can you remove #8? 

Page 25 

 “Calculations of the LRV shall be based on a pressure decay rate (PDR) 
value with an ending pressure that provides a resolution of 3 1-1m microns or 
less.” 

 
Page 26 
“o   The UV/peroxide system shall be operated as has been designed to meet the 

groundwater recharge regulations, providing a minimum 0.5-log reduction of 1,4-
dioxane. The UV system is a Trojan UVPhOx 72AL75, which was pilot-tested at 
the City of San Diego IPR Demonstration Facility at a 1.0 mgd flow rate. Based 
upon this testing, power level shall be 13 kW or greater; and UV intensity shall be 
21 mW/cm2cm2 or higher. 

o   The UV system must be operated with online monitoring and built-in automatic 
reliability features that must trigger automatic diversion of effluent to waste by the 
following critical alarm setpoints. 
• UV intensity below 21 mW/cm2 cm2 

Page 28- tracer study bullet.  Since the tracer did not make the 2 months, we need to 
change the language of this paragraph.  I have proposed the change below: 

 The tracer study final report, currently being conducted by the CCSD and their 
consultant, will be submitted to the DDW and the RWQCB prior to the injection of 
the AWTP treated supply.  The tracer study, recalibrated model, and the 
operation of the CCSD wells will need to show at least 2 months of travel time 
between the injection well and the nearest potable extraction well being used.  
CCSD may be required to conduct additional tracer studies following operation of 
the AWTP. 

 

MRP No. R3-2014-0050 
Draft of September 19, 2014 

Comment [JD4]: This includes all potable 
wells in the area (e.g. Clyde Warren).  Could we 
add, “ the tracer study shall also demonstrate 
no other domestic wells used for potable 
purposes are closer than 2 months to the 
injection well”? 
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The DDW letter requires the operational monitoring of the AWTF be submitted monthly.  
Does that need to be included in the MRP? 
 
Page MRP-4 
i.  The OMMP shall cover critical operational parameters to include routine testing 

procedures for the microfiltration (MF), reverse osmosis (RO), and ultraviolet 
(UV)/advanced oxidation process (AOP) systems, optimization of the UV dose for 
disinfection and AOP for reduction of light-sensitive trace contaminants, and all 
treatment processes, maintenance and calibration schedules for all monitoring 
equipment, process alarm set points, and response procedures for all alarms in 
each treatment process of the Cambria AWTF, including criteria for diverting 
recycled water if water quality requirements are not met, start-up, emergency 
response and contingency plans. During the first year of operation of the 
Cambria AWTF, all treatment processes shall be operated in a manner to provide 
optimal reduction of microbial, regulated and nonregulated contaminants. Based 
on this experience and anytime operational changes are made, the OMMP shall 
be updated. 

Page MRP 10(k) and 11(c) requires an engineer experienced in wastewater treatment.  
This being more of a water plant, should we say wastewater or water treatment.  I think 
either would work. 
 
MRP 10, 4(iii),  Please change the sentence to the following: 
 Projections of the arrival time of the recycled water at all monitoring and 

extraction wells and the percent of recycled water at each location. 
 
 
Table M-4: Recycled Water Discharge Limits Monitoring 
Total nitrogen Weekly twice per week at least 3 days apart 

 
Table M-5: Inorganics with Primary MCLs Chromium VI 

Table M-12: Remaining Priority Pollutants Chromium VI 

 
Table M-11: Constituents with Notification Levels 
1,4-Dioxane     Annually Quarterly 
 
Table M-13: Constituents of Emerging Concern 
Sucralose  Annually Quarterly 

MRP Page 20 f. – In DDW’s letter and copied into VII of the Order, we ask for a monthly 
report on the operation of the treatment plant.  We have all drinking water treatment 
plants report monthly.  The lab monitoring is fine quarterly reporting.  I would like to say 
here that monthly reporting of everything in bullet three of Section VII is required in a 
monthly report so we know how the TP is operating. 

Comment [SK5]: This can be reduced to 
weekly after 12 months of data. 

Comment [BPB6]: Now is an MCL 

Comment [BPB7]: It should be sampled 
frequently since they picked the option of 
designing the AOP based upon 1,4 dioxane 

Comment [SK8]: This can be reduced to 
annually with the others after 12 to 24 months of 
data. 

Comment [BPB9]: This is a good 
performance surrogate for RO 

Page 37 / 98 Item 20 Attachment 4 
November 13-14, 2014 

Comment Letters 



 

General Comment 

One other comment, the permit does not address the following:  We need to include this 
language somewhere. 

“§60320.201. Advanced Treatment Criteria. 

(i) Each month a project sponsor shall collect samples (grab or composite) 
representative of the effluent of the advanced treatment process and have the samples 
analyzed for contaminants having MCLs and notification levels (NLs).  After 12 
consecutive months with no results exceeding an MCL or NL, a project sponsor may 
apply for a reduced monitoring frequency.  The reduced monitoring frequency shall be 
no less than quarterly.  Monitoring conducted pursuant to this subsection may be used 
in lieu of the monitoring (for the same contaminants) required pursuant to sections 
60320.212 and 60320.220.   The first sample of the effluent needs to be collected in the 
first five days of operation of the AWTP. 
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From: Lynne Harkins [mailto:L.Harkins@charter.net]  

Sent: Friday, October 17, 2014 3:26 PM 
To: Hamilton, Mary@Waterboards 

Subject: Re: changes in SS Creek 

 
Thanks very much, Mary- 
It does definitely appear that ccsd is discharging to the perc pond closest to SS Creek again because this area 

was dried out w/dirt/clay bottom cracked not long ago. 
It's said to be 4' above GW, but then they've excavated at least 2' into the area (aren't they supposed to have 2' 

of" freeboard"), so this is where connectivity with creek is a problem/concern.  Do you routinely check 

for wastewater indicators in creek? 
Thank you, 
Lynne 
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On Oct 17, 2014, at 2:45 PM, Hamilton, Mary@Waterboards wrote: 

 

Hi Lynn, 
Thank you for sharing your photos and observations from San Simeon Lagoon.  I collected samples from 
the foot bridge on Wednesday the 15th.  On that day we observed the brown water color you describe 
and you are correct, we could see decaying algae suspended throughout the water column.  Not 
surprising considering the closed lagoon and the extremely high biomass of algae that has been in the 
lagoon this summer.  
  
The measurements we took onsite also showed very high salinity. I am assuming that the high surf from 
earlier this week resulted in some waves cresting over the sand bar and into the lagoon.   The elevated 
salinity was far too high to be from sub surface alone. 
  
As far as I know there have not been any surface discharges into the Lagoon from the treatment 
plant.  If you are aware of any illicit discharges please do notify us immediately. 
  
Thank you and feel free to contact me anytime with questions or other observations you feel we should 
know about. 
Mary  : ) 
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 º° º º°         º º°           º° º º°                     º° º° º º° 
><((((º>· º°'. . .. . ><((((º>· º°º° . . .. .. ... ><((((º>  º° º 
Mary S. Hamilton 
Environmental Scientist 
Central Coast Water Quality Control Board 
Central Coast Ambient Monitoring Program (CCAMP) 
895 Aerovista Place, Suite 101 
San Luis Obispo, CA 93401 
805-542-4768 
www.ccamp.org 
  
From: Lynne Harkins [mailto:L.Harkins@charter.net]  
Sent: Friday, October 17, 2014 1:49 PM 

To: Hamilton, Mary@Waterboards 

Subject: changes in SS Creek 
  

Some photos, Mary, to show changes which have happened since Tina sent you 10/1 set with the 

algae cover on creek (which was the case as you know for months before/thru summer) 

  

This water in creek/lagoon got really high on 12th and 13th-These photos from 12th were taken 

hours after high tide...notice how high water was between foot and car bridges inside 

campground 

with rocks submerged as compared to photo I took yesterday.  The water is horrible looking; 

darkened with a light brown scum.  The result of all that algae dying? wastewater release? Have 

you 

tested recently? 

  

Thanks for any information. 

  

-Lynne 
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To: CCRWQCB 
San Luis Obispo 
 
From:Lynne Harkins 
Cambria, Ca 
L.Harkins@Charter.net  
 
Regarding this document: 
 
STATE OF CALIFORNIA  
CALIFORNIA REGIONAL WATER QUALITY CONTROL BOARD  
 CENTRAL COAST REGION  
 81 Higuera Street, Suite 200  
 San Luis Obispo, California 93401-5427  
  
WASTE DISCHARGE REQUIREMENTS ORDER NO. 01-100  
Revised Draft of September 19, 2014  
  

For  
 CAMBRIA COMMUNITY SERVICES DISTRICT WASTEWATER TREATMENT PLANT,   
SAN LUIS OBISPO COUNTY  

 

To All Concerned: 
Thank you for this opportunity to comment. 
Given that San Simeon Creek has been listed as Impaired since 2010 owing to nitrate, low dissolved oxygen, 

chloride and sodium, with "Wastewater-land disposal"  listed as a cause,  the revisions to this Order No. 01-

100 for Cambria CSD WWTP don't seem sufficient to address the on-going degradation of this creek which is 

supposed to be protected by several state and federal special designations.  Though the creek may get some 

higher quality water as mitigation for proposed withdrawals, the 
fact that 90,000 gallons a day of backwash (with added chemicals) and other toxins removed by a 

microfiltration process can be added to these percolation ponds  
seems to bode ill for the health of this creek and all living things that depend on it. 
 
In addition to the 303(d) listing for nitates, low oxygen, chloride and salts; there's evidence that mercury is 

potentially a concern as well.  Click to enlarge CCAMP 310SSC  
2004 test result below. Additionally, 2011 & 2013 biosolids reports for Cambria Wastewater 

treatment had > 1000 ppb dry total Hg ( > 200 and 300 ppb THg wet) 

Secondary treatment would not remove all of Hg in wastewater, so some potentially going up to 

percolation ponds 

in solution and/or suspension.  I also referred to this in my Title 27 permit comments. 

  

*newer research points at wastewater plants as being site for methylation 

  

  

*conditons created by impairment of San Simeon Creek by wastewater application to nearby 

land (high nutrient&algae/low oxygen)-increase potential for methylation of that Hg, 

too.  Methylation makes Hg highly soluble and bioavailable, so it's being released from 

sediments into the creek habitat/water/food web. 

   

 
Is there not reason to consider a Reasonable Potential Analysis for the impacts to water quality related to 

Cambria CSD effluent, mercury and conditions which enhance the potential for mercury methylation?  Further 

graphics below illustrate how rapidly concentrations of mercury (Hg)can increase with methylation-especially 
through algae. 
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About 400,000 lbs of liquid mercury/quicksilver were removed from the Upper and Lower Cambria Mines on 

San Simeon Creek a few miles inland 
of the CCSD's wastewater disposal site.  The concern is that with inorganic natural or legacy mine Hg deposits 

in sediments, CCSD's wastewater is adding nutrient, leading to algae blooms and low oxygen in percolation 

ponds and ,then in the creek, thru apparent perc pond connectivity with the SS Creek/upper lagoon which has 

led to the 303(d) listing of the creek for Nitrate (algae increase)and low dissolved oxygen. These conditions 

enhance the potential for the bacterial action which changes inorganic mercury into organic methylmercury 

which is highly soluble and very readily taken up by surrounding biota... biomagnifying/bioaccumulating as it 

moves through the food web. 
I have asked Waterboard staff to explain how they can be assured that there isn't a potential problem with Hg 

and MeHg.  I'm asking here again. 
 
Below a graphic from State Waterboard slideshow from Summer 2014 mercury focus group...showing some of 

the math.   I prefer the graphic from Florida Everglades work which shows biomagnification from 0.10 parts 

per trillion in water up thru food web to 4,800,000 ppt- in a heron's egg. 
That's a 48,000,000 fold increase that could take place in a season in the life of the beautiful Green Heron 

perched on a branch over San Simeon Creek I photographed 
this summer-with an unfortunate, but true representation of the creek's algae situation in the background. Other 

recent changes are detailed in an exchange I had with 
Environmental Scientist Mary Hamilton. (email attached) 
 
Thank you for your attention to my concerns. 
-Lynne Harkins 
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