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Item 2

February 28, 200l, Workshop

STATE OF CALIFORNIA

STATE WATER RESOURCES CONTROL BOARD

ORDER:  WQ 01-

	


In the Matter of the Petitions of

TOSCO CORPORATION, WESTERN STATES PETROLEUM ASSOCIATION,

BAY AREA DISCHARGERS ASSOCATION,

CENTRAL CONTRA COSTA SANITARY DISTRICT, CONTRA COSTA COUNCIL,

AND WATERKEEPERS NORTHERN CALIFORNIA, ET AL.

For Review of Waste Discharge Requirements for the Avon Refinery, Order No. 00-011,

as amended by Order 00-056 [NPDES Permit No. CA0004961],

and for the Rodeo Refinery, Order No. 00-015 [NPDES Permit No. CA0005053]

Issued by the

California Regional Water Quality Control Board, 

San Francisco Bay Region

SWRCB/OCC Files A-1283, A-1283(a)-(e), A-1289, A-1289(a)-(c)

	


1.  Page 12, line 5:  replace “waters” with “water”. 

2.  Page 13, line 2:  add “other than 2,3,7,8-tetrachloro-dibenzo-p-dioxin (2,3,7,8-TCDD)” after “compounds”.  

The sentence will now read:  “All of these pollutants, with the exception of dioxin and furan compounds other than 2,3,7,8-tetrachloro-dibenzo-p-dioxin (2,3,7,8-TCDD), are priority toxic pollutants.”

3.  Page 16, first full paragraph, last sentence:  revise last sentence to read:  “These include the classification of Suisun Bay as a marine water, the regulation of dioxin and furan compounds discharged from the Golden Eagle refinery, and the deletion of an effluent limitation credit for reclaimed water use.”

4.  Page 24, line 8:  add “(emphasis added) after ‘“as TMDL . . . development).’”

5.  Page 24, second full paragraph:  replace third sentence with:  “A TMDL, thus, is ‘derived from, and complies with’ the applicable water quality standard.  A water quality-based effluent limitation that is consistent with the waste load allocations in a TMDL likewise is derived from and complies with the standard.(fn. 101).”

6.  Page 26, third full paragraph, line 4:  add “in the vicinity of the refinery discharges” after “Bays”.  

The sentence will now read:  “The Board’s preliminary review of ambient water column data for Suisun and San Pablo Bays in the vicinity of the refinery discharges supports this conclusion for nickel and mercury.”

7.  Page 28, first full paragraph:  delete “through the TMDL process” at the end of the last sentence and replace with: “that are consistent with the wasteload allocations in the TMDLs.”

The sentence will now read:  “Interim, performance-based mass limits under these circumstances are a reasonable step to preserve the status quo until final water quality-based effluent limitations can be established for these pollutants that are consistent with the wasteload allocations in the TMDLs.”

8.  Page 32, first full paragraph, last word:  replace “mercury” with “selenium”.

9.  Page 35, last paragraph:  revise the first sentence to read:  “Under the Policy, if a pollutant was not detected in any effluent samples and all the reported detection limits for the pollutant are equal to or greater than the most stringent applicable criterion or objective and detected ambient background concentrations of the pollutant are greater than the applicable criterion or objective, the Regional . . .”

10.  Page 41:  insert the following Table 4 after the first full paragraph:

“TABLE 4

Salinity at the Davis Point and Pacheco Creek Monitoring Stations

	Date
	Cruise
	Salinity*
	Salinity*

	
	
	Davis Point
	Pacheco Creek

	
	
	
	

	02/07/94
	4
	18.5
	12.6

	04/26/94
	5
	19.7
	8.6

	08/22/94
	6
	22.5
	12.8

	
	
	
	

	02/13/95
	7
	9
	ND

	04/19/95
	8
	5.8
	ND

	08/21/95
	9
	15.4
	5.5

	
	
	
	

	02/12/96
	10
	3.8
	ND

	04/22/96
	11
	7.9
	ND

	07/23/96
	12
	19.3
	6.2

	
	
	
	

	01/27/97
	13
	0
	0

	04/21/97
	14
	16.5
	7.2

	08/04/97
	15
	20
	6.2

	
	
	
	

	02/02/98
	16
	0.6
	0

	04/14/98
	17
	4.7
	0

	07/27/98
	18
	13.8
	0.2


ND = Not detected
*(ppt)”

11.  Page 42, second sentence of first full paragraph:  delete “2,3,7,8-tetrachlorodibenzo-p-dioxin (2,3,7,8-TCDD)” and replace with “2,3,7,8-TCDD”.

12.  Page 48, line 7:  replace “nor” with “or”.

The sentence will now read:  “In addition, there were no significant differences between the profiles or concentrations . . .”

13.  Page 50, second full paragraph, last sentence:  revise the sentence to read:  “A limit that implements or is consistent with the wasteload allocations in a TMDL complies with the exception in Section 303(d)(4) for nonattainment waters.”

14. Page 53, second full paragraph, last sentence:  revise the sentence to read:  “Given this uncertainty, the Regional Water Board acted properly in reinterpreting its narrative toxicity objective for dioxins and furans to mean final water quality-based limits based on either the wasteload allocations in a TMDL or no net loading.”

15.  Page 55:  add following text immediately before “III.  Administrative Record”.


“3.  Deletion of Effluent Limitation Credit for Reclaimed Water Use


Contention:  The Regional Water Board decided not to include in the Golden Eagle permit an effluent limitation credit for reclaimed water use that was in the prior permit.  Instead, the new permit includes a finding that the discharger had not used reclaimed water over the last 5 years for any refinery processes, and that if the discharger decides to use this source in the future the permit may be amended.
  The District contends that this action was improper because it discourages the use of recycled water.  The District also cites the difficulty in reopening the refinery’s permit.


Finding:  In the late 80’s the refinery first used reclaimed water supplied by the District and the Contra Costa Water District for cooling tower make-up water.  The refinery did not use reclaimed water during the five-year permit cycle prior to adoption of Order No. 00-011.  When the refinery’s permit was up for renewal, the Regional Water Board asked Tosco whether the company had any plans to use this water source.  Tosco indicated that it did not.  Under these circumstances, the  Regional Water Board decided to delete the credit.  The refinery now has a new owner, and its plans regarding reclaimed water use are unknown.


This Board, as well as the Regional Water Board, certainly recognizes and concurs in the strong legislative mandate to encourage water reclamation and recycling in order to conserve our existing water resources.
   The Board is remanding the Golden Eagle permit to the Regional Water Board for reconsideration and revision.  At that time, the Regional Water Board can explore with the new owner whether Ultramar intends to use reclaimed water in its refinery processes.


The District has pointed out that the combined mass emissions of impairing pollutants discharged to Suisun Bay can be reduced by the refinery’s use of reclaimed water.  The Board encourages the Regional Water Board to consider whether an effluent limitation credit could be authorized as part of a mass offset program.”

16.  Page 59, fourth line:  add after the colon:


“(  The consideration of dilution in the reasonable potential analysis for impairing pollutants


(  The alternative final limits for impairing pollutants


(  The interim, performance-based mass limits for copper, mercury, and nickel


(  Effluent limitations for pollutants not detected in the effluent; and


(  Waste minimization plans.


IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that Order No. 00-015, as amended by Order No. 00-056, is remanded to the Regional Water Board to revise the 12-year schedule to comply with water quality standards for dioxin and furan compounds to 10 years.”

The energy challenge facing California is real.  Every Californian needs to take immediate action to reduce energy consumption.
For a list of simple ways you can reduce demand and cut your energy costs, see our website at www.swrcb.ca.gov.
�  Finding 54 of the permit states:  


	“The Previous Order allows for the use of an unspecified amount of reclaimed water provided by [the District] and the Contra Costa Water District (CCWD) for cooling tower make-up water.  Over the last five years, the Discharger has not used reclaimed water as influent supply for any refinery processes.  In addition, the Board has rescinded the permit for CCWD’s reclaimed water project.  As a result, this Order discontinues the provision for allowing effluent limitation credit for reclaimed water use.  Should the water reclamation project be revived and if the Discharger has a plan to use reclaimed water, this Order may be amended.”


� See, e.g, Wat. Code Secs. 13500 et seq., 13550 et seq;  State Water Board Res. 77-1.
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