UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
REGION I
OFFICE OF ECOSYSTEM PROTECTION
ONE CONGRESS STREET
SUITE 1100 (MAIL CODE: CAA)
BOSTON, MASSACHUSETTS 02114-2023
FACT SHEET

DRAFT NATIONAL POLLUTANT DISCHARGE ELIMINATION SYSTEM (NPDES)
PERMIT TO DISCHARGE TO WATERS OF THE UNITED STATES

PUBLIC NOTICE START AND END DATES:
PUBLIC NOTICE NUMBER:
NPDES PERMIT NO.: NH0100692
NAME AND ADDRESS OF APPLICANT:
Town of Epping
Town Hal
157 Main Street
Eppi ng, New Hanpshire 03042-2440
NAME AND ADDRESS OF FACILITY WHERE DISCHARGE OCCURS:
Eppi ng Wastewater Treatnment Facility
Lagoon Road (off State H ghway 125)
Eppi ng, New Hanpshire
RECEIVING WATER: Lanprey River (Hydrol ogic Basin Code 01060003)
CLASSIFICATION: B
I. Proposed Action, Type of Facility, and Discharge Location.
The above nanmed applicant has requested that the U S.

Environnmental Protection Agency (EPA) reissue its NPDES permt to
di scharge into the designated receiving water. This FACT SHEET

forms the basis for that reissuance. In addition, the public
notice process for this FEACT SHEET and DRAFT PERMT is also
intended to fulfill the public review process of the Lamprey River

Total Maximum Daily Load Study report conducted by the New
Hanpshire Departnent of Environnental Services, Water Division
(NHDES-WD). It is this maxinmum daily | oad study that fornms the
technical basis for many of the effluent Iimts placed in this
draft permt and discussed/summarized in this FACT SHEET. Copies
of the State report can be obtained from NHDES-WD or inspected at
their office in Concord, New Hanpshire at the address shown in
Section VII. EPA/State Contacts of this FACT SHEET.

The above naned receiving water (Lanprey River) is designhated d ass
B pursuant to RSA 485-A:8, and as such, is considered as being
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acceptable for swimmng and other recreation, naintenance of
shellfish and other fish life, and for use as a water supply
foll ow ng adequate treatnent.

Epping’s discharge to the above naned receiving water is from a
secondary wastewater treatnent plant with a design flow of 0.27
mllion gallons per day (M3D); however, the Town of Epping has
requested an increase in design flowto 0.50 M& by letters dated
May 14, 1998, and July 21, 1999. This increase will require Epping
to build an advanced wastewater treatnent plant with significantly
nore stringent Five-Day Carbonaceous Biochem cal Oxygen Demand
(CBODs) and Total Suspended Solids (TSS) renoval s than required by
Secondary Treatnent Regul ations in 40 Code of Federal Regul ations
(CFR) Part 133 and one with phosphorus renoval. The Lamprey River
Total Maximum Daily Load Study i ndicates a treatnent plant upgrade
to advanced is required at either design flow nmentioned above to
nmeet the State’'s Surface Water Quality Regulations for Epping s
di scharge into the Lanprey River.

The discharge is conposed of treated donestic (nunicipal)
wastewater wth mnor conmercial contributions. No industrial
contributions are present at this tine. The existing Epping
Wastewater Treatnent Facility (Epping WMF) is a two (2)-celled
primary aerated | agoon systemproduci ng secondary quality effluent.
During the period July 1997 through June 1999, Epping’'s WMF
di scharged on an average nonthly basis from 96,403 to 450, 350
gal | ons per day (gpd) and on a daily maxi num basis from 130,430 to
1,017,300 gpd of treated effluent. This wide range in flows,
particularly in the maximumdaily values, is primarily related to
infiltrationinto the collection system However, during this sane
tinme period, the treatnent works did not discharge during July
t hrough August 1997, and August through Septenber 1998. Likew se,
in 1996, the treatnment works did not discharge during July through
Sept enber . Normal ly, the treatnment works has a “no discharge
period” that |asts sonewhere between two and three nonths each
summer. However, during the sumrer of 1999 they had a shorter than
normal no discharge period lasting only from August 1t through
Sept enber 16'". Normal facility practice is not to discharge during
the sumrer nonths when river flows at the treatnment works fall
below 6 cubic feet per second (cfs), which is twi ce the annual
seven (7) consecutive-day nean |low flow at the 10-year recurrence
interval (7QL0), or the critical lowflowcondition of 3 cfs. This
no discharge period resulted from a verbal agreenent between the
NHDES- WD and t he Town soneti nme between 1986 and 1990, and is not a
requirenent in the existing NPDES permt. However, this no
di scharge practice will be discontinued in the upgraded facility as
that plant will be designed to protect the State’s Surface Water-
Quality Regulations year round in the receiving water (Lanprey
River) at that streans 7QL0 fl ow. Hereinafter, New Hanpshire’'s
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Surface Water Quality Regulations are referred to as the NH
St andar ds. In addition, the wupgraded plant wll not have
sufficient |agoon space to store treated effluent for the two to
three nonth period each sumrer as has been the recent practice.

The Town and their consultant engi neers, in recent discussions with
EPA and NHDES-WD, have indicated they intend to use the ZenoGen"
Wast ewat er Treatnment Process in this upgraded facility. According
to ZenoCGemis literature, “The ZenoGem Process is a proprietary
ZENON technol ogy that consists of a suspended growth biol ogica
reactor integrated wth a mcrofiltration nmenbrane system based on
the ZeeWwed(™ hollow fibre nenbrane. Essenti al l y, t he
mrcofiltration systemreplaces the solids separation function of
secondary clarifiers and sand filters in a conventional activated
sl udge system”....... The conpany literature goes on to say
...."The mcrofiltration nmenbranes are typically subnerged in an
aeration tank, in direct contact wth the mxed liquor. Through
the use of a suction duty punp, a vacuumis applied to a header

connecting the nenbranes. The vacuum draws the treated water
through the hollow fibre mcrofiltration menbranes and into the
punp. Treated water is then discharged by the punp.” The reader

shoul d note that “m xed liquor” is the termused when referring to
the process of mxing activated sludge in an aeration tank with
primary effluent (raw wastewater) and return sl udge.

According to the consultant’s report to the Town on their
conceptual design for using the mcrofiltration process, “The
mcrofiltration process will consist of a two train design. Two
concrete process tanks or bioreactors will be sized for a HRT of 6
hours for the design flow. ...(editorial note: HRT neans Hydraulic
Retention Tine).... Peak flows into the systemw || be equalized
using the existing primary | agoon as an equalization basin. Each
tank will also contain an aeration diffuser system A new bl owner
bui l ding with new bl ower and punpi ng equi pnent will be provided to
meet the aeration and punping requirenments of the mcrofiltration
process.” This upgraded facility will be built on the site of the
existing facility and will use the existing primary |agoon as a
fl ow equalization basin prior to the mcrofiltration bioreactors.
Therefore, there is no need to relocate the outfall.

The Town has requested that its engi neering consultant prepare a
tentative cost estimate for the upgraded facility for presentation
at Eppi ng’s Annual Town Meeting in March/ April 2000. |If everything
goes according to schedule, Epping’s Town nanager anticipates
construction for the upgrade to begin later part of 2000 wth
conpletion by the end of 2001. The reader should consider these
dates as prelimnary estimates since the design contract has not
yet been awarded by the Town.

Location of existing treatnment works (sane site for the upgrade)
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and its Qutfall 001, both |located on the north side of the Lanprey
Ri ver, and receiving water (Lanprey River) are shown in Attachnent
A

II. Description of Existing Effluent Discharge, Receiving Water
and Other Related Matters.

A. Description of Existing Effluent Discharge

A quantitative description of the existing discharge in terns of
recent effluent-nonitoring data (July 1997 through June 1999) is
shown in Attachnent B. These data were conpiled from nonthly
Di scharge Mnitoring Reports (DMRs) submtted to EPA by the
permttee.

B. Uses of the Lamprey River

Downstream of this facility, the Town of Durham w thdraws water
directly fromthe river for water-supply purposes whil e Newrarket,
who has rights to withdraw water directly from the river and
mai ntai ns a direct connection to the river, is presently not using
it as a water-supply source. Durhamis use of this river is as a
st andby (energency) source, mainly in the summer nonths, to augnent
its regular sources of water supply. During 1997, the town
w thdrew a total of 8.89 MIlion Gallons fromthe river, while in
1998, it withdrew no water.

C. Recent Permit History

The permttee's currently effective permt was issued by EPA on
Decenber 24, 1985, and expired on Decenber 24, 1990. The 1985
permt has remained in effect because of tinely reapplication by
the permttee (40 CFR Part 122.6). Hereinafter, the Decenber 1985
permt is referred to as the existing permt. The existing permt
contained effluent limts which were required by the secondary
treatment reqgul ations (40 CFR Part 133). The draft permt contains
limts nore stringent then the secondary treatnment regul ations.
The basis for these water-quality limts in this draft permt is a
study perfornmed by the NHDES-WD on t he Lanprey River as part of the
Lamprey River Total Maximum Daily Load Study. The recommended
limts were forwarded by letter dated May 18, 1999, after the
di ssol ved oxygen nodel was rerun based on EPA coments in its
tentative approval letter and final changes to the treatnent works
conceptual design. The NPDES permt, when issued, will, therefore,
finalize tentative approval. NHDES-WD has determ ned the maxi num
anount of pollutants the Epping WMF can release to the river
W t hout causing a violation of NH Standards for dissolved oxygen.
The primary pollutants of concern in the Lanprey R ver study are
t hose whi ch depl ete di ssol ved oxygen.
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D. Lamprey River’s Special Protection Status

The | ower portion of the Lanprey River was designated for special
protection under the State's Rivers Mnagenent and Protection
Program on June 26, 1990, and was designated a "WIld and Scenic
Ri ver" under the National WIld and Scenic Rivers Act on Novenber
12, 1996. Specifically, State regulations protect the segnent
flowng through the towns of Lee and Durham and Federal
regul ations protect the 11.5 river mle segnent fl ow ng through the
towns of Lee, Durhamand Newmrar ket fromthe Epping/Lee town line to
its confluence with the Piscassic River in Newrarket. This neans
that the river segnment flow ng through the towns of Lee and Dur ham
has dual status and coverage. Under the WIld and Scenic River
Program retaining and preserving the natural characteristics of
the river system is essential to maintaining the river as
envi sioned when included in the National WIld and Scenic River
inventory. To this end, it's the intent of this draft permt to
insure that this discharge does not cause the State's assigned
Cl ass B designation for the Lanprey River to be viol ated.

The reader is referred to the June 1995 Lamprey Wild and Scenic
River Study Draft Report published by the National Park Service's
North Atlantic Regional Ofice in Boston, Mssachusetts for an
overview of the regul atory protections, prohibitions and nmanagenent
tools that each State and Federal program affords these river
segnents. Specific questions regardi ng these various prograns can
be directed to M. Janes MicCartney at (603) 271-3503 for the
State's Rivers Managenent and Protection Programand to M. Jam e
Fosburgh at (617) 223-5203 for the Federal National WId and Scenic
Ri vers Act.

The Epping WMF discharges to the river about 5 river mles
upstreamof the Epping/Lee town |line which is the beginning of the
streamreach protected by both prograns.

As an update, Epping s electorate voted at their |last town neeting
(March 16, 1999), to request that the portion of the Lanprey River
flow ng through the town itself be included in the “WIld and Scenic
Ri ver” program Once this request is enacted, the “WId and Sceni c
Ri ver” designati on woul d cover an unbroken stretch of river flow ng
t hrough the towns of Epping, Lee, Durham and Newmarket. The town
has filed the appropriate paperwork for its inclusion under the
National WId and Scenic Rivers Act with Congressman Sununu’s
Ofice.
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III. Limitations and Conditions.

Ef fl uent limtations, nmoni tori ng requi renents, and any
i npl enentation schedule (if required) are found in PART I of the
draft NPDES permt. The basis for each limt and condition in the
draft permt is discussed in the follow ng sections of this Fact
Sheet .

IV. Permit Basis and Explanation of Effluent Limitation
Derivation.

A. General Regulatory Background

The Cl ean Water Act (ACT) prohibits the discharge of pollutants to
waters of the United States without a National Pollutant D scharge
Elimnation System (NPDES) permt unless such a discharge is
ot herwi se aut hori zed by the ACT. The NPDES permt is the nmechani sm
used to inplenent technology and water-quality based effl uent
limtations and other requirenents including nonitoring and
reporting. The draft NPDES permt was devel oped i n accordance with
various statutory and regul atory requirenents established pursuant
to the ACT and any applicable state adm nistrative rules. The
regul ati ons governing EPA's NPDES permt program are generally
found in 40 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Parts 122, 124, 125
and 136. Many of these regul ations consist primarily of managenent
requi renents common to all permts.

EPA is required to consider technology and water-quality based
requirenents as well as all requirenents/limtations in the
exi sting permt. Technol ogy-based treatnent requirenents represent
the mninmum |l evel of control that nust be inposed under Sections
301(b) and 402 of the ACT (See 40 CFR 8125 Subpart A). Secondary
treatnment technology guidelines (effluent limtations) represent
the mninmum |l evel of control for Publicly Owmed Treatnent Wrks
(POTW) and those guidelines can be found in 40 CFR 8133.

In general, all statutory deadlines for neeting various technol ogy-
based gui delines (effluent limtations) established pursuant to the
ACT have expired. For instance, conpliance with POTWtechnol ogy-
based effluent |imtations is, effectively, from date of permt
i ssuance (40 CFR 8125.3(a)(1)). Conpliance schedul es and deadl i nes
not in accordance with the statutory provisions of the ACT cannot
be authorized by a NPDES pernmit. See 40 CFR 8122.47.

Technology guidelines, comonly <called "Effluent Limtation
Gui delines” (40 CFR 88133 and 400-471), apply to POIW and
i ndustries, respectively. Limtations in these regulations are
usual |y expressed in terns of all owabl e pollutant concentration or
al l owabl e pollutant discharge rate per unit of production rate.
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These guidelines are used in conjunction with either a long-term
average production rate and/or a treatment facility's design fl ow
For POTWs, only the facility's design flow, not its actual flow or
sonme projection thereof during the life of the permt, is used.
See 40 CFR 8122.45(b)(1).

Water-quality based |imtations are required in NPDES permts when
EPA and the state determne that effluent limts nore stringent
t han technol ogy-based limts are necessary to maintain or achieve
state or federal water-quality standards. See Section 301(b)(1)(CO
of the ACT. Receiving stream requirenents are established
according to nunerical and narrative standards adopted under state
| aw for each streamclassification. Wen using chem cal-specific

numeric criteria to develop permt limts, both the acute and
chronic aquatic-life criteria, expressed in ternms of maxi num
al l omwabl e instream pollutant concentration, are used. Acut e

aquatic-life criteria are considered applicable to daily tine
periods (maxi mumdaily limt) and chronic aquatic-lifecriteria are
considered applicable to nonthly time periods (average nonthly

[imt). Chem cal -specific limts are allowed under 40 CFR
122.44(d)(1) and are inplenented under 40 CFR 8122.45(d). In
addition to the average weekly limt for POTW  under

40 CFR 8122.45(d), the Region believes it’s necessary to establish
a mximumdaily limt since the basis for the average weekly [imt
derives from the secondary treatnment requirenents (Carbonaceous
Bi ochem cal Oxygen Denmand [ CBODs], Bi ochem cal Oxygen Demand [ BODs]
and Total Suspended Solids [TSS]) and is not directly related to
achieving chemcal specific water-quality standards for toxic
pol lutants which are based on an acute (short-term and chronic
(long-term criteria. Gven that, it would be inpracticable to
rely only on nonthly or weekly average limts to ensure that Water
Qual ity Standards for toxic pollutants are net.

A POTWs design flowis used when deriving constituent limts for
both daily, weekly and nonthly time periods. Also, the dilution
provided by the receiving water is factored into this process,
particularly for the daily and nonthly time periods. Narrative
criteria are often used to limt toxicity in discharges where: (1)
a specific pollutant can be identified as causing or contributing
to the toxicity but the state has no nuneric standard; or (2)
toxicity cannot be traced to a specific pollutant.

Awater-quality standard consists of three el ements: (1) benefici al
desi gnat ed use(s) for a waterbody or a segnent of a waterbody; (2)
anuneric or narrative water-quality criteria sufficient to protect
the assigned designated wuse(s); and (3) an antidegradation
requi renent to ensure that once a use is attained, it will not be
er oded.

A NPDES permt shall limt any pollutant or pollutant paraneter
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(conventional, non-conventional, toxic and whol e effl uent toxicity)
that is or may be discharged at a level that causes or has
"reasonabl e potential"” to cause or contribute to an excursi on above
any water-quality criterion. See 40 CFR 8122.44(d)(1). An
excursion occurs if the projected or actual in-streamconcentration
exceeds the applicable criterion.

I n determ ni ng "reasonabl e potential", EPA considers: (1) existing
and planned controls on point and non-point sources of pollution;
(2) pollutant concentration and variability in the effluent and
receiving water as determned from permttee' s reissuance
application, DMRs, and state and federal Water-Quality Reports; (3)
sensitivity of the species to toxicity testing;, (4) statistica
approach outlined in Technical Support Document for Water Quality-
based Toxics Control, March 1991, EPA/505/2-90-001 in Section 3;
and, where appropriate, (5) dilution of the effluent in the
receiving water. In accordance with New Hanpshire statutes and
adm nistrative rules (RSA 485-A: 8,VlI, Env-W 430.25 and 430. 26),
avail abl e dilution for discharges to freshwater receiving waters i s
based on a known or estimted value of the annual seven (7)
consecutive-day nmean low flow at the 10-year recurrence interval
(7QL0) for aquatic life or the nmean annual flow for human health
(carcinogens only) in the receiving water at the point just
upstream of the discharge. Furthernore, 10 percent (% of the
receiving water's assimlative capacity is held in reserve for
future needs in accordance with New Hanpshire's Surface Wter
Qual ity Regul ati ons Env-Ws 430. 25.

The permt may not be renewed, reissued, or nodified with |less
stringent Iimtations or conditions than those conditions in the
previous permt unless in conpliance with the anti-backsliding
requi rement of the ACT (See Sections 402(o) and 303(d)(4) of the
ACT and 40 CFR 8122.44(1)(1 and 2)). EPA' s anti backsliding
provisions found in 40 CFR 8122.44(1) prohibit the rel axation of
permt limts, standards, and conditions unless certain conditions
are met (See Section C below). Therefore, unless those conditions
are nmet the |[imts in the reissued permt nust be at |east as
stringent as those of the previous permt.

The ACT requires that EPA obtain state certification which states
that all state water-quality standards will be satisfied. The
permt must conformto the conditions established pursuant to a
state certification under Section 401 of the ACT (40 CFR 8124.53
and 8124.55). EPA regulations pertaining to permt limts based
upon water-quality standards and state requirenents are contai ned
in 40 CFR 8122. 44(d).
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The conditions of the permt reflect the goal of the ACT to achi eve
and then to maintain water-quality standards. To protect the
existing quality of the State's receiving waters, the NHDES-WD
adopt ed Antidegradation requirenents in their Septenber 30, 1996
Surface Water Quality Regulations (Env-W 430.31 through 430. 45)
Hereinafter, New Hanpshire's Surface Water Quality Regul ations are
referred to as the NH Standards.

E. Lamprey River Total Maximum Daily Load Study

Section 303(d)(1)(A) of the ACT requires each State to identify
wat ers for whi ch secondary or technol ogy based effluent Iimtations
are not stringent enough to neet water quality standards. Section
303(d) (1) (O requires that the State establish a Total Maximum
Daily Load (TMDL) for the waters identified above.

The NHDES-WD has included the Lanprey River on its 303(d) list as
water quality limted for D ssolved Oxygen (DO). In addition to
|l ow DO, algal bloonms have been reported bel ow the Epping WMF.
These factors indicated that the Epping WMF |ikely would need
further reductions in oxygen demanding pollutants and nutrients
(primarily phosphorus) renoval. Sporadic heavy netal s exceedances
during wet-weather events were observed for copper and zinc and
they will be the subject of further study by the NHDES-VD.

The goal of the TMDL study was to ensure that water quality limted
reaches neet their designated classification and use. This was
acconpl i shed by determ ning the maxi nrum | oad of oxygen demandi ng
pollutants and nutrients that the Lanprey can assimlate. The
NHDES- WD t hen determ ned the | oad all ocati on anbng poi nt sources,
nonpoi nt sources, and a Margin of Safety (MOS). NHDES-WD al so took
this opportunity to resolve isol ated exceedances of water quality
standards which were observed in the Lanprey River.

The Lanprey R ver watershed i s about 214 square m | es containing 81
% forests and wetlands, and 19 % devel oped areas. Aside from
Newmar ket's wastewater treatnent plant discharge to the Lanprey
Ri ver near its nouth, the only other major point source discharge
to the river is the Epping WMF. The maj or nonpoint source
di scharges to the river are stormand ground waters with the vol une
of stormwater |ikely being greater.

The Lanprey River TMDL Study dated October 1995 by NHDES-WD
concluded that additional treatnent at the Epping WMF was
necessary for the Lanprey R ver to achieve water quality standards.
Al t hough wetland areas experience |low DO naturally, the river
recovers to normal riverine DO val ues upstreamof the Eppi ng WMF' s
di schar ge. Because of the |limted developnment in this rural
wat ershed, dry-weather lowflow conditions are nore restrictive
t han wet-weat her conditions. Finally, NHDES-WD wi |l wundertake
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further study to resol ve wet - weat her exceedances of copper and zi nc
whi ch they believe may be naturally occurring.

The effluent |limts in the draft permt for sumrer and w nter
flows, CBOD;, Ammonia N trogen as N trogen (N, DO and Total
Phosphorus as Phosphorus (P) were devel oped fromthis report as
anended in May 18, 1999 (Attachnent E) and descri bed bel ow.

F. Conventional Pollutants

As stated earlier, the Lanprey River study conducted by NHDES- WD
during the period 1993-1995 determned that this river was not
meeting Class B NH Standards for DO. The only major point source
is the permttee's wastewater di scharge. Consequently, additional
treatnent (i.e., advanced wastewater treatnent) beyond t he standard
secondary requirenents as defined in 40 CFR Part 133 is necessary
to further lower the concentration of the oxygen-consum ng
pollutants, CBOD; and Amonia Nitrogen as N, in the permttee's
ef fl uent.

VWater Quality Considerations Related to Gowth

The Town of Epping should take steps to ensure that water quality
in the Lanprey River is not further degraded by point and nonpoi nt
sources of pollution generated within the town. In applying for an
increase in permtted treatnent works flow fromO0.27 to 0.50 M3D,
the town is anticipating and planning for future growh. The town
needs to ensure that this future growh elimnates or mnimzes, to
the maxi num extent practicable, contam nated non-point source
runoff and stormmater flow into the Lanprey River and/or its
tributaries as well as flows into the town's sewer systemfrom new
and/ or redevel oped areas.

It is expected that the increased 0.23 MDD in design floww Il cone
primarily fromresidential and comrercial properties as there is
presently no industrial discharge to Epping’ s POTW While donestic
and industrial wastewater fromthese properties will be treated at
the treatnent works, other |and uses, such as new parking lots

roads, lawns, and roofs Ilikely wll generate contam nated
st or mnat er cont ai ni ng petrol eumhydrocarbons, bacteria, nutrients,
heavy netals, suspended solids and other contam nants. Eppi ng

shoul d ensure that any new devel opnent in the town is sited and
designed in such a manner that post-devel opnent runoff rates
reaching the Lanprey River and/or its tributaries do not exceed
pre-devel opnent rates, and that water quality is not further
degr aded.



11
- - NH0100692

There are nunerous actions that Epping can take through its town
pl anni ng board and buil di ng departnent to ensure antici pated growth
does not result in degraded water quality, consune avail able
treatment plant capacity, and/or |lead to exceedances of permtted
limts. Through a conbination of policy and regul atory changes to
| and use regul ati ons and site plan review, construction techni ques,
and permtting practices, Epping should consider (but not be
l[imted to) use of the follow ng:

1. Consi der revising, as needed, subdivision regulations to
require a stormmater managenent plan in all devel opnent
appl i cations. I n devel opi ng standards for these stormater

managenent plans, the town should consider the follow ng
common stormaat er principles (after G bbons, 1998, University
of Connecticut, NEMO Techni cal Paper #1, avail abl e from UConn
at http://ww. canr.uconn. edu/ ces/ neno) .

Pronote on-site infiltration of surface water rather than

di version by inpervious roads, parking areas and drai nage
structures. Diverted stormvater alters the natural hydrol ogic
cycl e, producing increased runoff (both rate and vol une),

fl oodi ng, and degraded water quality.

Devel opnent shoul d retain the natural | andscape by m ni m zi ng
gradi ng and di sturbance of existing vegetation so stormater
managenent systens mmc natural drainage patterns thus
keeping runoff rates and volunes close to predevel opnent
val ues.

Conmpensat e for devel opnent i npacts by protecting and enhanci ng
riparian buffers paying particularly attention to sensitive
ecosyst ens.

Require a m ninmum wi dth natural buffer between the edge of
streamchannel s and parking | ots or other inpervious surfaces.

M nim ze inpervious surfaces and encourage perneabl e pavi ng.

Permt flexibleroad designs to create narrow, gently curving,
porous roads draining to grassed swal es rather than w de,
strai ght inpervious roads draining to curbs and stormdrains.
Al | ow shared and porous paved driveways and si dewal ks.
Encour age conpact devel opnent that m nim zes road | ength.

. St ormnvat er shoul d be carried as sheet drai nage, diffused
over a large surface area such as the face of gentle
sl opes, as opposed to concentrated drainage directed to
curbs, stormsewers, or ditches.
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Were pipes are used, encourage perforated over closed
pipes to allow |l eaching or infiltration.

Drai nage fromroads, parking and roofs should be carried
on the surface in shallow, gently sloping swal es. Swal es
regulate velocity, mnimze erosion, and maximze
percol ati on.

Cur bs, catch basins, stormdrains and i nperviously |lined
di tches should be avoided in favor of open swales. In
areas where curbs are necessary, their length should be
shortened to mnimze stormwater volume and velocity.

The town should institute street sweeping activities
beginningin md April to renove accunul at ed sands spread
on roads within the town boundaries during snow and ice
events before those materials are washed into adjacent
surface waters by stormevents. Follow ng the conpletion
of street sweeping activities, the town should clean al
storm drains and catch basins along the sane road
network. Both sets of activities should be perforned at
a m ni mum of once per year.

Look at total watershed drai nage patterns, not just those

at the project site. Closing or restricting natura
drai nage patterns/channels should not be allowed as
uphi I I drai nage problens could result.

The applicant should assess watershed and site
characteristics before suggesting detention and retention
ponds. Before approving any structural drainage system
the | ocal board nust be assured it is appropriate for the
entire drainage basin (both upstream and downstream of
the structural control) as well as the proposed site.
For exanple, in nmany watersheds, regional rather than
site specific detention ponds may have |ess adverse
i npact on receiving waters.

Construction activities should be coordinated and
conducted in a limted tinme frame, taking advantage of
| ow fl ow seasons. The contractor nay be required to do
any major clearing during winter nonths when the ground
is frozen to mnimze erosion and sedinentation and to
avoid wldlife nesting and breedi ng seasons.

Local reqgulations should state the board s specific
concerns, such as increases in polluted runoff and
fl ooding that the proposed devel opnent m ght generate
of f-site (downstream.
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These regul ations can be nost effective when devel oped and
adm nistered in conjunction with a |local plan of conservation
and devel opnent that directs devel opnent to areas best suited
to support it and away from sensitive resources, and in
conjunction wth conprehensive watershed nmanagenent plans.
The town m ght consi der establishing a Town Advi sory Conm ttee
to plan, develop and i npl enent the | ocal plan of conservation
and devel opnent .

2. Consider limts on the use and application of conmerci al
fertilizers. The Town should develop standards for
application rates to reduce non-point source runoff.

3. The permttee should elimnate all excessive infiltration and
inflow (1/1) into the existing sewer systemand, mnimze to
the maxi num extent possible, I/l in any new construction
and/or replacenents to the sewer system Thi s includes

elimnation of |eader drains and sunp punp connections from
exi sting residential, commercial and industrial facilities and
prevent those installations in new construction.

EPA believes that renoving excessive I/l in its collection
systemreserves the plant's capacity to treat wastewater and
not wastewater diluted with either stormwvater or groundwater.
Renovi ng ground wat er through I/1 reduces base flowto streans
in the vicinity of the collection system which ultimtely
| oners base flow including possibly the 7Q0 flow in the
Lanprey River.

4. Institute measures to limt water use in bathroons, kitchens,
| aundry roons in all new construction and any renodeling to
limt flows to the treatnent plant. |In addition, establish

odd/ even | awmn water days during the sumrer nonths to reduce
t he demand on existing water supply sources and to limt the
anmount of nonpoint source runoff fromthese type activities.
Furthernore, the town shoul d eval uate i npacts on the treat nent
works ability to neet its permitted limts prior to addi ng new
connections or increasing flows from existing connections.

It is EPA's position that the cunulative effect of inplenenting
t hese practices will give the Town of Epping maxi numflexibility in
maintaining permt Ilimts, thereby avoiding future violations
resulting fromexceeding its treatnment plant's permtted [imts.

EPA and t he NHDES- WD bel i eve t he above neasures and control s shoul d
be i npl enent ed as soon as possi ble to i nsure that headwor ks | oadi ng
to the treatnent plant is not exceeded during the treatnment work's
normal design life (20 years), and nonpoint |oading to the river is
properly managed to maintain State Water-Quality standards. This
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doubl e barrel effort will maxim ze the design Iife of the upgraded
treatnment works thus mnimzing the town's need to request
additional increases in design flow due to an increased sewered
popul ation or to seek alternative fornms of waste treatnent such as
spray irrigation to a golf course or rapid infiltration to the
ground. Over the past two years, the existing effluent flows from
the treatnment plant have averaged 0.20 MED, or a little less than
one-hal f the capacity of the expanded facility (design flow of 0.50
M3D). If future increases in sewage fl ows are not properly nmanaged,
it is likely the design capacity of upgraded plant will soon be
exceeded necessitating a further redesign and rebuild of the
upgraded facility to maintain water-quality standards in the
Lanprey River. Since the river is at 90 percent of its
assimlative capacity (State Water Quality Standard ceiling), any
future expansion of the facility, assum ng effluent discharge to
the river continues, wll necessitate an even nore advanced
treat nent works than devel oped for this upgrade. However, before
EPA and the State can entertain any request for increases in design
flowin the future, NHDES-WD and EPA w || have to be satisfied that
t hese control s and neasures have been actively i npl emented over the
entire life of the upgraded treatnent works not just sporadically
nor during the last one or two years prior to the request.

Flowin this draft permt has been set at “Report” (a nonitoring-
only requirenent) in the average nonthly and maxi numdaily col ums.
These recorded flows nust represent the actual discharge from
Epping's treatnment works to the Lanprey River and nust be recorded
conti nuously.

Fi ve- Day Car bonaceous Bi ochenical Oxygen Denmand and Anmoni a

Average Monthly and Maxi mumbDaily Iimtations for CBOD; and Anmoni a
Ni trogen as Nwere determ ned by NHDES-WD for facility design fl ows
of 0.50 M& and two seasonal periods (sumer: June 1st through
Cct ober 31st, and winter: Novenber 1st through May 31st) using a
version of EPA's DO deficit nodel applied to the Lanprey River.
This mat hemati cal conputer nodel (Equation 1V-49 in EPA Manual
600/ 6/ 82- 004a) was calibrated and verified by NHDES-WD using data
sets collected fromthe Lanprey River during the 1993-1995 tine
period. The sunmer seasonal period has the year's warnest water
tenperatures, whereas, the winter period has the year's col dest
wat er tenperatures. These tenperature differences between seasons

significantly affect effluent limts derived from the nodel,
consequently, a set of draft permit limts for each period is
needed.

Draft permt limts developed fromthis nodel are sufficient to
protect Class B NH Standards for DO in the receiving water after
mxing wwth the effluent. That is, the conbined effect of CBOD;
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and Ammonia Nitrogen as Nlimts, on an average nonthly basis, wll
not cause the DO in the Lanprey River to be less than a daily
average of 75 % of saturation, or, on a maximumdaily basis, wll
not cause the DO to be |less than an instantaneous m ni mum of at
least 5.0 ng/L. In the nodel, these DOcriteria were appropriately
adjusted to withhold 10 % of the Lanprey River's assimlation
capacity for the future use. The DO nodeling was perforned at a
river flow equal to the annual 7QL0 |ow flow (3 cubic feet per
second (cfs) with an effluent flowthat contains not |less than 7.0
mg/L of DO This DO constraint in the nodel represents the basis
for the DOlimt in the draft permit of not less than 7.0 ng/L,
since the permt limt nust be consistent with any waste |oad
al l ocation established by the State. W also anticipate this limt
will be a State Certification Requirenent.

The average nonthly Ammonia Nitrogen as N limts for summer and
W nter conditions are necessary to neet D. O standards at the CBOD;
limts showmn. Oher conbinations of CBOD; and Ammonia Nitrogen as
N are possible. The sumer Ammonia Nitrogen as N Ilimt is well
bel ow that needed to protect aquatic |life fromin-stream chronic
toxicity due to Amoni a. The State of New Hanpshire does not have
numeric toxicity criteria for Amonia for wi nter periods, however,
EPA, has determned that the limts shown will protect the river
from the chronic toxicity effects of Amonia, based on an
eval uation of the concentration of ammonia in the effluent and
EPA' s anbient Water Quality Criteria for ammonia in the wnter.

Dai | y maxi mumconcentrations for sunmer and wi nter Anmoni a Nitrogen
as N were obtained by nultiplying the average nonthly limt by 1.5.
This value was then input into the D.O nodel to determ ne the
appropriate maximumdaily CBOD; limt.

The average weekly concentrations of CBOD; were obtained by
mul tiplying the average nonthly |limt by a factor of 1.6 and
roundi ng appropriately. The factor of 1.6 corresponds to the ratio
of the average weekly to average nonthly standards for CBOD; for
secondary treatnent at POTW (40/25) in the NH Standards.

Total Suspended Soli ds

The effluent limtations for TSS are based upon the | evel of CBOD;
allowed in the effluent. TSS is used as a neasure of the
operational performance of the facility. Secondary Treat nent
requi renents in 40 CFR 8133.102 include the sanme effluent limts
for TSS as for BQODy/ CBOD.. EPA has historically followed that
exanpl e when devel opi ng water-quality based |imts for POTW based
on either BOD; or CBQOD.. Additionally, the permttee's |agoon
treatment system wth its long detention tinme, will frequently
produce simlar effluent concentrations of CBOD; and TSS. EPA al so
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believes that if TSS is not set at simlar levels to CBOD; the
permttee could have trouble neeting its permtted |limt for CBODs
because TSS can have an oxygen consum ng conponent. Furthernore,
effluents with low TSS concentrations are less likely to cause
nmet al s exceedances than effluents with higher TSS concentrations
due the particulate forns of netal often tines associated with TSS.

Mass Limts

The newl y revi sed NH St andards require mass | oadi ngs for each CBOD;
and TSS concentration limted in the draft permt (See Section Env-
W 430.47). Because CBOD; and Avmoni a Nitrogen as N were nodel | ed
toget her for DO considerations in the 1995 study and since CBODs' s
mass is beinglimted, therefore, AMmonia' s mass is being simlarly
limtedinthe draft permt. In the study, a maximumflow fromthe
POTW was specified which EPA and NHDES-WD consider the POTWs
wat er-quality based flow to differentiate it froma POTW design
flow Since the ACT and federal regulations require EPA to
consider water-quality requirenents (if needed) when devel oping
permt limts, it's appropriate to consider the specific maxi num
flow specified in the study as the flowfromthe POTWfor purposes
of setting mass limts.

This will ensure that the plant's effluent does not cause or
contribute to a violation of the appropriate i n-streamDO standards
when the receiving water is flowng at 7QL0O | evels and the facility
is discharging at maxinmum flow specified in the study. See
Attachnment C for the equation to cal cul ate these various | oads.

In addition, 40 CFR 8 122.45(f)(1) requires that all pollutants
[imted in permts shall have limts, standards, or prohibitions
expressed in ternms of mass unless the pollutant cannot be
appropriately expressed as a mass |imt or standards require that
the limt be expressed otherw se, neither of which is the case
here. Also, in accordance with the Technical Support Document for
Water Quality-based Toxics Control, EPA/505/2-90-001, March 1991,
t he application of both mass-based and concentration-based limts
IS necessary to assure attainnent of water-quality standards,
especially in waters with | ow avail able dilution. Because this is
a low dilution receiving water, mass limts are required for all
limted oxygen-consum ng pol lutants in order to protect the State's
di ssol ved- oxygen st andard.

pH

The pH Iimts in the draft permt remain unchanged from the
existing permt, however, |anguage has been added to the State
Permt Conditions portion of the draft permit allow ng for a change
in pH Iimt(s) wunder certain conditions. A change would be
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considered if the applicant can denonstrate to the satisfaction of
NHDES- WD t hat the in-stream pH standard will be protected when the
di scharge is outside the permtted range, then the applicant or
NHDES- WD may request (in witing) that the permt |imts be
nmodi fied by EPA to incorporate the results of the denonstration.

Anticipating the situati on where NHDES-WD grants a formal approval
changing the pHIlimt(s) to outside the 6.5 to 8.0 Standard Units
(S.U. ), EPA has added a provisionto this draft permt (See SPECI AL
CONDI TI ONS section). That provision will allow EPA to nodify the
pHIimt(s) using a certified |etter approach. This change will be
allowed as long as it can be denonstrated that the revised pHIimt
range does not alter the naturally occurring receiving water pH.
Ref erence STATE PERM T CONDI TIONS in the draft permt. However,
the pHIlimt range cannot be less restrictive than 6.0 - 9.0 S. U
found in the applicable National Effluent Limtation Guideline
(Secondary Treatnent Regulations in 40 CFR Part 133) for the
facility.

|f the State approves results froma pH denonstration study, this
permt’s pHIlimt range can be relaxed in accordance with 40 CFR
122.44(1)(2)(i)(B) because it will be based on new information not
available at the time of this permt’s issuance. This new
information includes results fromthe pH denonstration study that
justifies the application of a less stringent effluent [imtation.
EPA anticipates that the limt determned fromthe denonstration
study as approved by the NHDES-WD will satisfy all effluent
requirenents for this discharge category and will conply the NH
St andar ds anended on Septenber 30, 1996.

Hi storically, the NHDES-WD, has required pHIlimts to be satisfied
at end-of-pipe with no allowance for dilution. Therefore, the
limt for pH is based upon State Water Quality Standards and we
expect this will be a State Certification Requirenent under section
401(d) of the CWA, 40 CFR 88124.53 and 124. 55.

The limtations for pH are based upon limtations in the existing
permt in accordance with the anti backsliding requirenments found in
40 CFR 8122.44(1) for the permttee has been able to achieve
consi stent conpliance with all these limtations.

Escherichia coli

Effluent limtations for Total Coliformbacteriaarelimted in the
existing permt. Ef fective August 31, 1991, revision of State
statutes changed the bacteria testing requirenents for discharges
to freshwater and saltwater receiving waters (N H RSA 485-A:8).
This has resulted in the replacenent of testing for Total Coliform
with testing for Escherichia coli bacteria in the draft permt.
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There are two sets of Escherichia coli bacteria limts in the
State’s Statutes (N H RSA 485-A:85): one for non-designated beach
areas; and a nore stringent one for beach areas. For the existing
permt, since no designated beaches exist downstream of the
outfall, the non-designated beach area |imt was inplenented.
However, even t hough there are no desi gnated beach areas downstream
of the discharge recent public comments indicate that plenty of
swi nmers use the river. Consequently, EPA and NHDES-WD believe its
in the best interests of public health to condition the draft
permt with the designated beach area limts for Escherichia coli
bacteria. Historically, the NHDES-WD, has required bacterialimts
to be satisfied at end-of-pipe with no allowance for dilution.
Therefore, the limt for Escherichia coli bacteria (for non-
desi gnat ed beach areas) i s based upon State Water Qual ity Standards
and we expect this will be a State Certification Requirenent under
section 401(d) of the CWA, 40 CFR 88124.53 and 124.55. Cal cul ation
for conpliance with the Average Monthly limt for Escherichia coli
shall be determ ned by using the geonetric nean. The original
basis for this limtation is found in New Hanpshire's State
statutes (N H RSA 485-A: 8).

Settl eabl e Solids

Settleable Solids (SS) is nonitored in the existing permt but wll
not be either nonitored or |[imted in the draft permt because
NHDES- W and EPA believe the test yields uncertain results.
Furthernore, NHDES-WD and EPA view SS as a "process-control
paranmeter” rather than an effluent limtation. TSS is a nore
appropriate neasure of the solids content discharging to the
receiving water; therefore, SS was deleted fromthe draft permt.
Thi s does not vi ol ate anti backsliding regul ations as this paraneter
was only nonitored in the existing permt. Also, TSSislimted in
the draft permt.

G. Nonconventional and Toxic Pollutants

Water-quality based limts for specific toxic pollutants such as
Total Residual Chlorine, Amonia, Total Recoverable Metals, etc.
are determ ned fromchem cal specific nuneric criteria derived from
extensive scientific studies. The specific toxic pollutants and
their associated toxicity criteria are popularly know as the
federal "Gold Book" criteria which EPA summari zed and published in
Quality Criteria for Water, 1986 EPA 440/5-86-001 as amended. Each
criterion consists of two values--an acute aquatic-life criterion
to protect against short-termeffects, such as death, and a chronic
aquatic-life criterion to protect against long-termeffects, such
as poor reproduction or inpaired grow h. New Hanpshire adopted
these "Gold Book™ criteria, with certain exceptions and included
them as part of the NH Standards.
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Dilution

EPA uses these pollutant specific criteria (both acute and chronic
aquatic-life criteria) along with available dilution in the
receiving water to determne a specific pollutant's permt limts
(maxi mum dai ly and average nonthly). The State requires that al
limts developed for the protection of aquatic |life and hunan
health from non-carcinogens be nmet at the 7QL0 flow (Env-W
430. 26(e)) . Avai lable dilution of the receiving water is
determ ned using the facility's design flow and the annual 7-day
mean low flow at the 10-year recurrence interval (7QL0) of the
receiving water just above the facility's outfall. The avail able
dilution (also referred to as dilution factor) in the receiving
wat er was determ ned using the plant's design flow (0.50 M), an
estimate of the 7QLO lowflowin the Lanprey River at the treatnent
plant's outfall (3.0 cfs) and a 10 (% set aside or reserve.
Because an exact value of the 7QL0 flow at the outfall is not
avai l able, 7QL0 flowfromthe nearest U S. CGeol ogi cal Survey (USGS)
gagi ng station nunber 01073500 (streanfl ow neasuring site) on the
Lanprey R ver downstreamof the outfall |ocated near Newmrarket, NH
was used with an appropriate adjustnment for the intervening
drai nage area between the gaging station and the outfall. The
Newmar ket gagi ng station has a 7QL0 fl ow of 4.91 cfs and a drai nage
area of 183 sgq. m. The State has determ ned the drainage area
above Epping' s outfall to be 114 sq. m. The 7QL0O flow at Epping’ s
outfall was calculated by applying the ratio of their respective
drai nage areas (183/114) to the 7QL0 flow at the Newrarket, NH
gage. To calculate dilution, the State's set aside reserves 10 %
of the Assim | ative Capacity of the receiving water pursuant to RSA
485- A:13,1.(a) and Env-Ws 430.25. Inclusion of the State's reserve
capacity ruleis newto this draft permt as it was not included in
the existing permt.

The POTWs dilution factor was calculated to be 4.4 using a plant
design flow of 0.50 M3 and a receiving water 7QL0 flow of 3.0 cfs
and a 10 % reserve factor for assimlative capacity. This was
applied to both the summer and winter periods. See Attachnent C,
Avai lable Dilution Factor for the equation wused in this
determ nati on

Di sinfection

The permttee intends to use ultraviolet (W) light to disinfect
the effluent discharged fromthe upgraded treatnent works instead
of chlorine which it presently uses. However, until the upgrade is
conpleted and operational, the treatnent works wll need to
continue its use of chlorine for disinfection purposes. In fact,
even after the upgrade is conpleted, chlorine may need to be used
as backup disinfection in case of UV failure. Therefore, since a
conbi nation of chlorine and W will be used for disinfection, a
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Total Residual Chlorine (TRC) |limtationis being continuedinthis
draft permit on a “Whenever In Use” basis. The TRClimtations for
average nonthly and maxi num daily periods are based on the acute
and chronic aquatic-life criteria in the NH Standards of 0.019 and
0.011 ng/l, respectively, nmultiplied by the available dilution
(4.4) in the receiving water. Consequently, inthis draft permt,
using the acute derived value yields a maximumdaily limt of 0.084
nmg/ 1, whereas, using the chronic derived value yields an average
monthly limt of 0.048 ng/l. (See Attachnent C for the fornula
used to calculate these water-quality based limts.)
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Metal s

The NHDES-WD is proposing further study of the occasional wet-
weat her instreamwater quality exceedances of copper and zinc. At
this tinme, EPA does not have sufficient data to determne if the
nmet al s copper and zi nc are di scharged by the WMF at concentrations
sufficient to cause or contribute to the excursions of NH Standards
by the upgraded facility, especially in light of the fact that the
upgraded facility has not yet been constructed. Since the NH
St andar ds adopt ed on Sept enber 30, 1996, established criteria based
on Dissolved Metals (previous NH Standards were based on Tota

Recoverable Metals), the "reasonable potential"” determnation to
cause or contribute to a violation of a particular netal's
criterioninthe NH Standards i s now based upon its conparison with
the dissolved fraction in the effluent after accounting for
available dilution in the receiving water. However, if permt
limts for netal (s) do becone necessary those limts would still be
required to be expressed in terns of Total Recoverable Metals (40
CFR 122.45(c¢)).

This nmeans that if the dissolved netal (s) concentration in the
effluent is likely to cause or contribute to an exceedance in the
receiving water of the State's dissolved netal (s) criteria after
al l omances for available dilution a Total Recoverable Metal [imt
is required in the permt. That [imt is set such that the Total
Recoverable Metal concentration in the effluent (that is the
conbi ned effect of both dissolved and particulate fractions) wll
not cause an exceedance of a particular dissolved netal's acute
and/or chronic aquatic-life criterion in the NH Standards after
m xing with the receiving water. For nore information on how Tot al
Recoverable Metals limts are set, refer to The Metals Translator:
Guidance for Calculating A Total Recoverable Permit Limit From A
Dissolved Criterion, EPA, Office of Water, EPA 823-B-96-007, June
1996.

EPA has decided to inpose a netals nonitoring-only requirenment in
the draft permt to gather sufficient information to determne if
Epping's contribution of copper and zinc causes or contributes to
a violation of the NH Standards in the receiving water. EPA
believes this approach is necessary and appropriate due to the
plant’s small available dilution (4.4) and to the lack of actual
effluent data from the upgraded advanced treatnent works.
Qobvi ously, no actual effluent data can exist since the upgraded
pl ant has not been constructed. In theory, this upgraded treatnent

wor ks should produce an effluent that will not violate State
Surface Water Regulations due to its highly polished nature
(1.e.,extrenely low CBOD; and TSS). |In fact, this advanced pl ant

shoul d produce a discharge with significantly less netals than the
existing facility. However, if netals analysis fromthe upgraded
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wor ks do show the State’'s Surface Water Quality Regul ations are
being violated EPA wll issue the Town a 308-Letter requiring
i ntensive sanpling of their effluent for the netals of concern to
begin within 30 days of receipt of the 308-Letter. Results from
the 308-Letter are considered “New Information” and will serve as
justification to reopen the permt for netals limts should those
results indicate instreamwater quality violations due to netals.
| f a 308-Letter shoul d becone necessary, it will require sanples be
col l ected using EPA Method 1669 “Cl ean Sanpling Techni ques” for
detecting trace | evel concentrations of these heavy netals in the
ef fl uent discharged fromthe treatnent works.

Therefore, total recoverable and dissolved copper and zinc are to
be nonitored on a once (1) per nonth basis. Since the total
recoverable formof both netals is also nonitored as part of the
Whol e Effluent Toxicity (WET) requirenment described in Section
IV.H. Whole Effluent Toxicity at a frequency of once (1) per
quarter, the permttee may opt to determ ne di ssolved copper and
zinc fractions on the sane sanple for which Total Recoverable
copper and zinc are being neasured as partial fulfillment of this
nmoni toring-only requirenent for netals.

The permt has been conditioned such that the | owest reportable
concentration for each netal is set equivalent to the M.. Each
metal's ML is defined as the concentration in a sanple equival ent
to the concentration of the | owest calibration standard anal yzed by
a specific analytical procedure assuming that all the nethod-
specific sanple weights, volunes and processing steps have been
foll owed. EPA Region | has established M_.s for copper of 2.5 ig/L
and zinc of 2.5 ig/L using aqgueous sanples for Furnace AA anal ysis
concentrated by a factor of up to two (2), if necessary.

This nonitoring-only approach seens reasonabl e since one data set
collected fromthe existing plant’s di scharge shows no netal limts
woul d be needed for that plant, and if that sanple had been
collected from the upgraded plant’s discharge, no netals limt
woul d be needed for that facility either. That sanple, collected
on June 16, 1999, shows the existing treatnent works discharges

al um num copper, lead and zinc at dissolved values of <0.05,
<0. 001, <0.001 and <0.005 ng/l and at total recoverabl e val ues of
<0.05, 0.0017, <0.001 and 0.005 ng/l, respectively. For

conparative purposes, if for the upgraded treatnent works, total
recoverable limts were included in the draft permt for alum num
copper, lead and zinc to protect the State’s dissolved chronic
aquatic-life criteria, average nonthly limts would be 0.383,
0.0160, 0.0024 and 0.144 ny/l, respectively, after accounting for
avail abl e dilution. These hypothetical nmetals limts are nore
restrictive for the upgraded facility than the existing facility
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because of the upgraded facility’s higher design flow allows for
| ess available dilution. However, alumnumw |l be limted in the
draft permt due toits use in the treatnent process for phosphorus
removal. (See Total Phosphorus discussion bel ow.)

Tot al Phosphor us

New Hanpshire adm nistrative rules state: "Exi sting discharges
cont ai ni ng phosphor us whi ch encourage cul tural eutrophication shal
be treated to renove phosphorus to ensure attainnent and
mai nt enance of water quality standards" (Env-W 430.16(c)).

As stated previously, in addition to low DO violations, alga
bl oons were reported downstreamof the Eppi ng WMF. The 1995 st udy
i ndicates that the Epping WMF is a source of excessive nutrients
(ni trogen and phosphorus) and as such nutrient renmoval is required.
NHDES- WO has assessed the relative |oads of phosphorus from the
WMF to the river and has determned that a nmaximumdaily limt of
0.28 ng/l year round is necessary to protect water quality
st andar ds.

This Iimt reduces the Epping WMF | oading over 90 % and shoul d
significantly reduce the potential for algal bloons in the river.

Phosphorus renoval in the upgrade will be acconplished by injecting
liquid alum (alum num sul fate) solution into the waste streamto
form al um num phosphat e. This is a physical-chem cal treatnent
process in which chemcal precipitation and flocculation of
phosphorus occur followed by sedinentation or settling. EPA- New
Engl and believes that dissolved alum num not consuned in this
chem cal precipitation and floccul ati on process has a “reasonabl e
potential” to violate the State’'s Water Quality Standards for
al um num since not all the alumnum will be tied up in side
reactions and/or precipitated out of the wastewater colum.
Therefore, EPA is required under 40 CFR 122.44(d)(1)(i) to
establish water-quality based effluent l[imtations sufficient to
control the pollutant of concern, nanely alumnum in order to
pr ot ect the State's Surface \Water Quality Regul ati ons.
Furthernmore, EPA is required by 40 CFR 122.45(c) to express al
metals limtations in terns of the Total Recoverable Metal. The
aquatic-life criteria in the State Water Quality Standards is in
terms of total recoverable; therefore we have a direct conparison
for the purposes of conputing a water-quality based effluent
limtation for alum num

The Total Recoverable Alumnum (TRA) |limtations in the draft
permt for the average nonthly and maxi nrumdaily periods are based
on the chronic and acute aquatic-life criteria, respectively, in
the State’'s Surface Water Quality Regulations nmultiplied by the
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avai lable dilution of 4.4 in the receiving water. The TRA s
chronic criterion is 0.087 ng/l, whereas, its acute criterion is
0.750 mg/l. Consequently, in this draft permt, the chronic val ue

istranslated to 0.383 ng/l and shown as the average nonthly limt;
whereas, the acute value is translated to 3.30 ng/l and shown as an
maxi mum daily limt. (See Attachnment C, Aquatic-Life Criteria
Based Limts, for the equation used in this determ nation.)

H. Whole Effluent Toxicity

EPA' s Technical Support Document for Water Quality-based Toxics
Control, EPA/505/2-90-001, March 1991, recommends using an
"integrated strategy" containing both pollutant (chem cal) specific
approaches and whole effluent (biological) toxicity approaches to
control toxic pollutants in effluent discharges fromentering the
nation's waterways. The New England Regional Ofice adopted this
"integrated strategy" on July 1, 1991, for wuse in permt
devel opnent and i ssuance. These approaches are desi gned to protect
aquatic life and human health. Pollutant specific approaches such
as those in the "CGol d Book" and t he NH St andar ds address i ndi vi dual
chem cals, whereas, whole effluent toxicity approaches eval uate
interactions between pollutants thus rendering an "overall" or
"aggregate" toxicity assessnent of the effluent. Fur t her nor e,
Wole Effluent Toxicity neasures the "additivity" and/or
"antagoni stic" effects of individual chemcal pollutants which
pol l utant specific approaches do not, thus the need for both
appr oaches. In addition, the presence of an wunknown toxic
pol I utant can be di scovered and addressed through this process.

New Hanpshire | aw states that, "all waters shall be free fromtoxic

substances or chem cal constituents in concentrations or
conbi nation that injure or are inimcal to plants, animals, humans,
or aquatic life;...." (N.H RSA 485-A:8, VI and the N H Code of

Adm ni strative Rules, PART Env-W5 430.50(a)). The federal NPDES
regul ations at 40 CFR 8122.44(d)(1)(v) require whole effluent
toxicity limts in a permt when a discharge has a "reasonabl e
potential"™ to cause or contribute to an excursion above the State's
narrative criterion for toxicity. Whol e effluent tests of POTW
effluent in EPA Region | have denonstrated the presence of chronic
toxicity at several facilities like the permttee's with dilution
factors of less than 20. The conplex nature of discharges from
muni ci pal POTW and the low dilution available in the receiving
water all contribute to a "reasonable potential” to cause an
excursion of the "no toxics" provision in the State's regul ation.
I ncl usi on of the whole effluent toxicity limt in the draft permt
wi |l denonstrate conpliance with both the ACT's and the State's
narrative water-quality criterion of "no toxics in toxic amunts".

The EPA Region | current policy (June 1989) requires toxicity
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testing in all municipal permts until no toxicity is denonstrated
at the permtted |evel. The type of toxicity test (acute or
chronic) and effluent imtations (LC50 and/ or G- NCEC) are based on
avai l able dilution (See Attachnment D).



26
- - NH0100692

Based on the above, the draft permt requires the permttee to
perform annually four (4) chronic and four (4) nodified acute
toxicity tests using two (2) species. For both sunmmrer and w nter
period, the draft permt contains a LC50 limt of 100 % effl uent
concentration and a GNOEC |imt of 22.7 % or greater effluent
concentration. See Attachnment C, page C 2 for equation used to
cal cul at e C NCEC.

LC50 is defined as the concentration of toxicant, or in this draft
permt, as a percentage of effluent lethal to 50 % of the test
organi sns during a specific tinme period.

C- NOEC (Chroni c- No Observed Ef fect Concentration) is defined as the
hi ghest concentration to which aquatic test organi sns are exposed
inalifecycle or partial life cycle test, which causes no adverse
effect on growh, survival or reproduction at a specific tinme of
observation as determ ned from hypothesis testing where the test
results (growh, survival and/or reproduction) exhibit a |inear
dose-response rel ati onshi p. However, where the test results do not
exhibit a l|inear dose-response relationship, the draft permt
requires the permttee to report the |owest concentration where
there is no observable effect. See the draft permt's ATTACHMENT
A (VII. TOXICITY TEST DATA ANALYSIS) on page A-9 for additiona
clarification in selecting appropriate C NOEC value. The nodified
acute toxicity test required in the draft permt is neasured 48
hours into the chronic test.

Any permttee (in this case, the Town) who has consistently
denonstrated on a maxi numdaily basis that its discharge (based on
data for the nost recent one year period, or four sanpling events,
whi chever yields the greater time period) causes no acute and

chronic toxicity at the permtted limts wll be considered
eligible for a reduced frequency of toxicity testing. However ,
given that this facility will |ikely undergo a maj or upgrade in the

near term EPA will not entertain any requests fromthe permttee
for a reduction in toxicity testing frequency until at |east four
quarterly sanpling events have been conpleted followng the
facility upgrade being considered conplete and fully operational.
If these criteria are net, nonitoring frequency and testing
requi renents may be reduced either through a permt nodification
(40 CFR 8122.62) or the Special Condition discussed in the
fol |l om ng paragraph, but never to | ess than one test per year.

As a special condition of this draft permt, the frequency of
testing may be reduced by a certified letter fromthe EPA.  This
permt provision anticipates that the permttee may wi sh to request
a reduction in WET testing. After conpletion of a m ni numof four
consecutive WET tests, all of which nust be valid tests and nust
denonstrate conpliance with the permt limts for whole effluent
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toxicity, the permttee my submt a witten request to the EPA
seeking areviewof the toxicity test results. The EPAw || review
the test results and other pertinent information to make a
determ nation that such a reductionis justified. The frequency of

toxicity testing may be reduced to as little as one test per year.

The permttee is required to continue testing at the frequency
specified in the permt wuntil the permt is either formally
nmodi fied or until the permttee receives a certified letter from
the EPA indicating a change in the permt conditions. This special

condi tion does not negate the permttee's right to request a permt

nodi fication at any tinme prior to the permt expiration.

Al ternately, if toxicity violations are shown, nmoni tori ng
frequencies and testing requirenents nmay be increased in addition
to enforcenent actions. The permt my also be nodified, or

alternatively, revoked and reissued to incorporate additional
toxicity testing requirenents or chem cal specific limt(s) if EPA
deci des that is necessary to adequately protect the State's Surface
Wat er Qual ity Regul ati ons and assi gned uses of the wat erways during
the remaining life of the permt. Results of these toxicity tests
are considered "new information not available at permt
devel opment"; therefore, the permtting authority is allowed to use
said information to nodify an issued permt under authority in 40
CFR 8122.62(a)(2).

This draft permt requires reporting of selected paraneters
determined from the chem cal analysis of the WET tests 100 %
ef fl uent sanpl e. Specifically, Hardness, and Total Recoverable
Cadm um Chromum Lead and N ckel are to be reported on the
appropriate D scharge Monitoring Report (DVR) for entry into EPA' s
permt Conpliance Systemis Data Base. EPA - New Engl and does not

consider these reporting requirenents an unnecessary burden as
reporting these constituents is required with the subm ssion of

each toxicity testing report. (See Draft Permt, Attachment A,

page A-9)

I. Sludge

Section 405(d) of the ACT requires that EPA develop technica

standards regul ati ng the use and di sposal of sewage sludge. These
regul ati ons were signed on Novenber 25, 1992, published in the
Federal Register on February 19, 1993, and becane effective on
March 22, 1993. Donestic sludges which are | and applied; di sposed
of in a surface disposal unit; or fired in a sewage sludge
incinerator are subject to Part 503 technical and to State Env-W
800 standards. Part 503 regulations have a self-inplenenting
provi sion, however, the ACT requires inplenentation through
permts. Donestic sludges which are di sposed of in nunicipal solid
waste landfills are in conpliance wth Part 503 regulations
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provi ded the sludge neets the quality criteria of the landfill and
the landfill neets the requirenents of 40 CFR Part 258.

The draft permt has been conditioned to ensure that sewage sl udge
use and di sposal practices neet the CWA Section 405(d) Techni cal
St andar ds. In addition, EPA-New England has included with the
draft permt a 48-page Sl udge Conpliance Gui dance docunent for use
by the permttee in determning their appropriate sludge conditions
for their chosen nethod of sludge disposal.

The permttee is also required to submt to EPA and to NHDES- WD
annually, on February 19th, an annual report containing the
information specified in the Sludge Conpliance Gui dance Docunent
for the permttee’s chosen nethod of sludge disposal once that
happens.

The permttee has an aerated |agoon system In the permttee's
recent sludge application they indicated that "it is possible that
sludge wil | be renoved during the next upgrade”, inferring that the

decision to renove sludge hinges in |arge part on the design of the
facility upgrade, which as of permt devel opnment has not begun.

J. Industrial Users

The permttee is presently not required to admnister a
pretreatment program based on the authority granted under 40 CFR
8122.44(j), 40 CFR 8403 and Section 307 of the Act. However, the
draft permt contains conditions that are necessary to allow EPA
and NHDES-WD to ensure that pollutants fromindustrial users wll
not pass through the facility and cause water quality standards
viol ations and/or sludge use and disposal difficulties or cause
interference with the operation of the treatnent facility. The
permttee is required to notify EPA and NHDES- WD whenever a process
wast ewat er di scharge to the facility from a primary industrial
category (see 40 CFR 8122 Appendix A for list) is planned or if
there is any substantial change in the volume or character of
pol l utants being discharged into the facility by a source that was
di scharging at the tine of issuance of the permt. The permt also
contains the requirenments to: (1) report to EPA and NHDES-WD t he
name(s) of all Industrial Users subject to Categorical Pretreatnent
St andards under 40 CFR 8403.6 and 40 CFR Chapter |, Subchapter N
(Parts 405-415, 417-436, 439-440, 443, 446-447, 454-455, 457-461

463- 469, and 471 as anended) and/or New Hanpshire Pretreatnent
St andards (Env-Ws 904) who commence di scharge to the POTWafter the
effective date of the finally issued permt, and (2) submt to EPA
and NHDES-WD copies of Baseline Mnitoring Reports and other
pretreatnment reports submtted by industrial users.
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K. Additional Requirements and Conditions

The ef fl uent nonitoring requirenments have been established to yield
data representati ve of the discharge under the authority of Section
308(a) of the ACT and in accordance with 40 CFR 888122.41(j),
122.44(i) and 122.48. Conpliance nonitoring frequencies for Flow,
pH, Escherichia coli and Total Residual OChlorine have been
established in accordance wth t he EPA/ NHDES- WD Ef f | uent Moni tori ng
Gui dance mutual |y agreed upon and first inplenented in March 1993
and last revised on July 19, 1999. Even though that Guidance
allows for CBOD;, TSS and Amonia to be sanpled at a m ni num of
2/ Week for this type of treatnment facility (akin to activated
sludge) a TMDL is a special exception requiring additional
monitoring to ensure conpliance with the: NPDES permt; State’'s
Surface Water Quality Regulations; and the State’s TMDL for the
Lanprey River. Therefore, EPA and NHDES-WD believe a 3/ Wek
sanpling schedule with sanpling on Monday, Wdnesday, and Fri day
are needed for CBOD;, TSS, Anmmoni a and Escherichia coli (covered in
t he Gui dance), and Phosphorus (not covered in the Guidance). Even
t hough that Guidance does not cover D ssolved Oxygen or Total
Recoverable Alum num a netal that is part of a treatnent process
(phosphorus renoval ), EPA with NHDES-WD concurrence believes that
the 1/ Day and 1/ Week, respectively, are appropriate. Although the
Gui dance docunent suggests netals be nonitored at 2/ Mnth, EPA and
NHDES- WD bel i eve 1/Month is sufficient because Epping’ s new pl ant
wi Il be an advanced plant whose effluent will be highly polished
and, therefore, should discharge significantly | ess netals than the
existing facility over the range in effluent discharges. WET test
monitoring requirenents have been set according to EPA - New
Engl and’ s Muni ci pal Toxicity Policy. Sanple type was either set at
24- Hour Conposite or Grab dependi ng on the paraneter being sanpl ed
and its inherent instability or special type of sanmpling
techniques. It’s the intent of EPA and NHDES-WD to establish
m ni mum nonitoring frequencies in all NPDES permts at permt
nodi fication and/or reissuances in accordance with this Effluent
Moni t ori ng Gui dance where appropri ate.

The foll owi ng tabl e shows the sanpling frequenci es and sanpl e types
from the existing permt and the draft permt. Changes are
hi ghl i ght ed.



Tabl e Two. Changes to Effluent Limtations and Monitoring
Frequenci es.

PARAMVETER Existing Permt Final Permt
Sanpl i ng Sanpl e Type Sanpl i ng Sanpl e Type
Frequency Frequency
Fl ow Cont i nuous Recor der Cont i nuous Recor der
pH 1/ Day G ab 1/ Day G ab
Di ssol ved Not Required | Not Required 1/ Day G ab
Oxygen
BOD; 2/ Mont h G ab Par anet er Par anet er
swi t ched swi t ched
CBOD; Not Required | Not Required 3/ Week? 24- Hr.
Conp.
TSS 2/ Mont h G ab 3/ Week? 24- Hr
Conp.
Ammoni a Not Required | Not Required 3/ Week? 24-Hr.
Ni t rogen Conp.
(as N
Tot al Not Required | Not Required 3/ Week? 24-Hr.
Phosphor us Conp.
Tot al 1/ Week G ab Par anet er Par anet er
Coliform swi t ched swi t ched
Escheri chi a Not Not Required 3/ Week? G ab
coli; Requi r ed
Tot al 1/ Day G ab 1/ Day G ab
Resi dual When-In-Use
Chl ori ne
Met al s Not Required | Not Required
Al um num 1/ Week G ab
Copper 1/ Mont h G ab
Zi nc 1/ Mont h G ab
VET Tests Not Required | Not Required | 1/3 Mbnths 24- Hr.
Conp.
Settl eabl e 1/ Day G ab El i m nat ed El i m nat ed
Sol i ds
1. Samples shall be collected on Monday, Wdnesday and Fri day.




CHANGES TO DI SCHARGE LI M TS TABLE ONE- - Conti nued

Tabl e One. Changes to Discharge Limts.
PARAVETER Existing Permt Final Permt
Limts Limts
Fl ow report only--average report only--average
nmont hl y, maxi mum daily nmont hl y, maxi mum daily
pH 6.5-8.0 6.5-8.0
Di ssol ved Not Required Not | ess than 7.0 ng/l
Oxygen
BCOD; 30/ 45/ 50 ng/ | (Entire | Paraneter sw tched
68/ --/-- | bs/day Year) | Paraneter sw tched
June 1st - October 31st
CBOD; Not Required 5/ 8/ 10 ng/l
Not Required 20/ 33/ 41 | bs/ day
Novenber 1st - May 31t
Not Required 8/ 12/ 38 ny/l
Not Required 33/ 50/ 158 | bs/ day
BOD; or M ni mrum of 85 % Par anet er switched
CBODs M ni mum of 85 %
Per cent
Renoval
TSS 30/ 45/ 50 ng/ | (Entire | June 1%t - Cctober 31st
68/ --/-- | bs/day Year) 3/ 4/ 6 nmy/l
12/ 16/ 25 | bs/ day
Novenber 1st - May 31¢
5/ 8/ 33 ng/l
21/ 33/ 138 | bs/ day
TSS M ni mum of 85 % M ni mum of 85 %
Per cent
Renoval
Ammoni a Not Required June 1st - Cctober 31st
Ni t rogen 1.4/2.0 ng/l
(as N) 5.8/ 8.3 | bs/ day
Novenber 1st - May 31¢
7.2/10.8 ny/l
30 /45 | bs/ day
. 28 gl 1
Tot al Not Required 1.1 | bs/ day

Phosphor us




PARAVETER Existing Permt Final Permt
Limts
Limts
Tot al 240 col onies per 100 m Par anet er swit ched
Coliform for average nonthly and

Escheri chi a

coli

weekl y, maxi mum daily

Not Required

47/ 88 col oni es per

100 m

Tot al Narrative: No denonstr- 0. 048/ 0. 084 ny/ |
Resi dual able harmto aquatic When-In-Use
Chl ori ne life.-- Report only,
maxi mum dai | y

Met al s No Metals Required

Al um num 0.383/3.30 ng/l
Copper Moni t or-only

Zi nc Moni t or -only
VET Tests

LC50 Not Required > 100. %

C- NCEC Not Required >22.7 %

WET Metals | Not Required Moni t or -only
Settl eabl e Report only--average Paramet er Eli m nated
Sol i ds mont hly and weekl y,

maxi mum dai | y

The remaining conditions of the permt are based on the NPDES
regul ations 40 CFR Parts 122 through 125, and consist primarily of
managenent requirenents comon to all permts.

D. Antidegradation

This draft permt is being reissued with an increase in the
al | owabl e design flow of fromO0.27 to 0.50 MED | ong-term aver age
daily flow. However, this increase in design floww |l not result
inanincrease in the permtted di scharge of either concentrations
or loads for CBOD; and TSS to the Lanprey R ver over those in the
existing permt. To the contrary, on an average nonthly basis,
permtted | oads will be reduced in absolute terns by 82.4 %for the
summer period and 69.1 % for the winter period for an annua
average of 75 % On an annual basis, this ampunts to a savi ngs of
609 pounds for each constituent. As conpared to the existing
permt, other paraneters |imted in this draft permt either have
nore stringent |limts such as bacteria, or have been elim nated
such as chlorine, or are being limted for the first time such as
Amoni a, Total Phosphorus, and D ssol ved Oxygen. The di schar ges of
ammoni a and phosphorus under the increased design flow represent a
decrease in these constituent |oadings to the Lanprey R ver as




conpared to those | oadings fromthe existing treatnent works.

The State of New Hanpshire, following its antidegradation review
provisions (Env-W 430.31 through 430.45) found in the New
Hanpshire Surface Water Quality Regul ations adopted on Septenber
30, 1996, has made a “prelimnary antidegradation finding”,
..."that the flowincrease will not result in any |owering of the
di ssol ved oxygen water quality standard. This finding is
contingent on the inclusion of new nore stringent water quality
based permt limts for CBOD;, amoni a nitrogen as N, and di ssol ved
oxygen in the reissued permt.” (fromNHDES-W | etter to EPA dated
May 18, 1999). In a subsequent letter to EPA dated Septenber 22,
1999, the NHDES-WD concluded...”that the proposed flow increase

will not result in any lowering of water quality for dissolved
al um num copper, lead and zinc.” This netals finding is based on
the sanples collected on June 16, 1999. I n conclusion, these

decreased loadings wll result in a significant inprovenent in the
river's existing water quality and will result in the river neeting
the State’s Surface Water Quality Regul ations. Both these letters
fromthe State of New Hanpshire are contained in the permt file
located in EPA-New England' s Regional Ofice 1in Boston,
Massachusetts, and provide supporting evidence for the State's
posi tion. The State's "prelimnary antidegradation finding" is
subject to public notice and review before becomng final. The
Public Notice is witten to serve as the public notice of both the
permt and the State's "prelimnary antidegradation finding".
Public comments received on the State's "tentative anti degradati on
finding" wll be responded to by the NHDES-WD and EPA in the

Response to Public Comments Docunment that w Il acconpany the
finally issued permt if any comments are received. The NPDES
permt, when issued, wll, therefore, finalize the tentative

ant i degradati on finding.
V. State Certification Requirements.

EPA may not issue a permt unless the State Water Pol | uti on Control
Agency wth jurisdiction over the receiving water(s) either
certifies that the effluent imtations and/ or conditions contai ned
in the permt are stringent enough to assure, anong other things,
that the discharge will not cause the receiving water to violate
State's Surface Water Quality Regulations or waives its right to
certify as set forth in 40 CFR §124. 53.

Upon public noticing of the draft permt, EPA is formally
requesting that the State's certifying authority make a witten
determ nation concerning certification. The State will be deened
to have waived its right to certify unless certification is
received within 60 days of receipt of this request.

The NHDES-WD, Wastewater Engineering Bureau is the certifying
authority. EPA has discussed this draft permt with the Staff of
t he WAst ewat er Engi neeri ng Bureau and expects that the draft permt
will be certified. Regulations governing state certification are
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set forth in 40 CFR 88124.53 and 124. 55.

The State's certification should include the specific conditions
necessary to assure conpliance with applicable provisions of the
Cl ean Water Act, Sections 208(e), 301, 302, 303, 306 and 307 and
Wi th appropriate requirenents of State law. In addition, the State
shoul d provi de a statenent of the extent to which each condition of
the draft permt can be made | ess stringent w thout violating the
requirenents of State law. Since certification is provided prior
to permt issuance, failure to provide this statement for any
condition waives the right to certify or object to any |ess
stringent condition which may be established by EPA during the
permt issuance process following public noticing as a result of
information received during that noticing. |If the State believes
that any conditions nore stringent than those contained in the
draft permt are necessary to neet the requirenents of either the
CWA or State law, the State should include such conditions and, in
each case, cite the CM or State |law reference upon which that
condition is based. Failure to provide such a citation waives the
right to certify as to that condition. The sludge conditions
implementing section 405(d) of the CWA are not subject to the 401
certification requirements.

Revi ews and appeals of limtations and conditions attributable to
State certification shall be made t hrough t he applicabl e procedures
of the State and nay not be nade through the applicabl e procedures
of 40 CFR Part 124.

VI. Comment Period, Hearing Requests, and Procedures for Final
Decisions.

Al'l persons, including applicants, who believe any condition of the
draft permt is inappropriate nust raise all issues and submt al
avai |l abl e argunents and all supporting material for their argunents
in full by the close of the public comment period, to: M. John F.
Hackl er, Chief, Maine-New Hanpshire NPDES Permt Unit, U.S.
Envi ronnmental Protection Agency, One Congress Street, Suite 1100
(Mail Code: CAA), Boston, Massachusetts 02114-2023. Any person,
prior to such date, may submt a request in witing for a public
hearing to consider the draft permt to EPA and the State Agency.
Such requests shall state the nature of the issues proposed to be
raised in the hearing. A public hearing may be held after at | east
thirty (30) days public notice whenever the Regi onal Adm nistrator
finds that response to this notice indicates significant public
interest. In reaching a final decision on the draft permt, the
Regi onal Adm nistrator will respond to all significant coments and
make these responses available to the public at EPA s Boston
of fice.
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Follow ng the close of the coment period, and after a public
hearing, if such hearing is held, the Regional Adm nistrator wl|
issue a final permt decision and forward a copy of the final
decision to the applicant and each person who has submtted witten
comments or requested notice. Wthin 30 days follow ng the notice
of the final permt decision, any interested person may submt a
request for a formal evidentiary hearing to reconsider or contest
the final decision. Requests for fornmal evidentiary hearings nust
satisfy the requirenents of 40 CFR 8124.74. 1In general, the reader
should reference 40 CFR 124--PROCEDURES FOR DECI SI ONMAKI NG,
Subparts A, D, E and F for specifics relative to this section.

VII. EPA/State Contacts.
Addi tional information concerning the fact sheet and draft permt

may be obtained between the hours of 9:00 a.m and 5:00 p.m,
Monday t hrough Friday, excluding holidays from

Mr. Frederick B. Gay, Environmental Engineer
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
One Congress Street
Suite 1100, Mail Code: CAA
Boston, Massachusetts 02114-2023
Telephone No.: (617) 918-1297
FAX No.: (617) 918-1505

Copi es of the Lamprey River Total Maximum Daily Load Study report
conducted by the NHDES-WD can be obtained or inspected at the
address shown bel ow by contacti ng:

Mr. Gregg Comstock, P.E.,Sanitary Engineer,
Watershed Management Bureau
Water Division
New Hampshire Department of Environmental Services
6 Hazen Drive, P.O. Box 95
Concord, New Hampshire 03302-0095
Telephone No.: (603) 271-2457
FAX No.: (603) 271-7894

Linda M. Murphy, Director
Office of Ecosystem Protection
Date U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

Attachments A-E (attachments included if available electronically)
Note: Attachments A and E not available
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ATTACHMENT B

Concentrations of Effluent Characteristics at Qutfall 001

The follow ng effluent characteristics were derived from anal ysis
of DMRs collected fromQutfall 001 during the 24-nmonth period, July
1997 through June 1999. During this monitoring period, the
facility reported four (4) nonths of no discharge; the nonths of
July and August 1997 and August and Septenber 1998. Consequently,
t he averages shown bel ow were conputed by dividing by 20 nont hs or
the total nunber of nonths with di scharge over the 24-nonth peri od.
Al these data were extracted fromthe DVRs submtted by Epping' s
Wast ewater Treatnent Facility. These effluent characteristics are
summary statistics of the limtations and nonitoring requirenments
in the existing permt issued on Decenber 24, 1985. These effl uent
val ues characterize treated sanitary wastewater wth mnor
commerci al contributions discharged fromthis facility as there are
no industrial contributions.

Aver age of Maxi mum of
Aver age Maxi mum
Ef fl uent Characteristic Mont hl y?t Dai | y?
FI ow ( M3D) 0. 202 1.017, 0.63, 0.52
BCOD; (| bs/ day) 17. 56 39.45% 37.973 37.183
BOD; (no/l) 11. 4 27. 25, 20
BOD; Renopval (Percent) 94. 6 884, 894, 894
TSS (| bs/ day) 18.5 52. 6% 44.13 40.23
TSS (mg/ 1) 11.5 26, 26, 26
TSS Renoval (Percent) 91.8 814, 834 844
pH (Standard Units) -- 7.21 to 8.58°
Total ColiformBacteria 42. 26 200, 200, 200
(Col oni es/ 100 m)

Total Chlorine Residual (ng/l) -- 2.39, 2.37, 2.35
Settleable Solids (ng/l) 0. 05 <0.1, <0.1, <0.1

1. Any value qualified with a |less than sign was halved prior to
conput at i on.
2 More than one val ue represents the second and third hi ghest
val ue, expect where footnoted with a “4”, which is the reverse.
3 Maxi muns of the average nonthly val ues
4. Mninuns of the average nonthly val ues
5 M ni mrum and maxi mum dai ly val ues
36
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ATTACHMENT C

Pertinent Equations

Maxi nrum Al | owabl e Loads

Equation used to cal culate maximum all owable |oads for CBODs, TSS,
Ammonia Nitrogen as N and Total Phosphorus as P.

wher e:
= Maxi nrum al | owabl e | oad, in | bs/day, rounded to nearest

1 | bs/day, except for Phosphorus.

C = Maxi mum al | owabl e effluent concentration for reporting
period, in ng/L. Reporting periods are Average
Mont hly, Average Wekly and Maxi num Daily.

Qoor = Treatnment plant's design flow, in MaD

8.345 = Factor to convert effluent concentration, in ng/L, and

plant's design flow, in M3, to | bs/day.

Avail able Dilution Factor

Equation used to calculate dilution factor at Qutfall 001.
wher e:

DF = Dilution Factor

Qooz = 7Q10 flow at Qutfall 001, in cfs.

0.90 = Factor to reserve 10 % assim | ative capacity.
Qoor = Treatment plant's design flow, in M3D.

Factor to convert MED to cfs.
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Aquatic Life Criteria Based Limts

Equation used to cal cul ate "Maxi numDai |l y" and "Average Monthly" draft
permt limts for Specific Toxic Pollutants such as Total Recoverable
Al um num and Total Residual Chlorine. In the equation, user should
substitute appropriate acute and chronic criteria presented in the
Total Phosphorus discussion in the FACT SHEET for the Aquatic Life
Criteria (ALC).

wher e:

STP = Maxi mum Dai | y/ Aver age Mont hly Specific Toxic Pol | utant
concentration dependi ng on Aquatic Life Criteria chosen,
in ng/L. See ALC bel ow.

DF = Dilution Factor from equation on previous page.

ALC = Aquatic Life Criteria from NH Standards; use acute

criterion for conputing "MaximumDaily" limt, and chronic
criterion for conputing "Average Monthly" [imt, both
criterion in ng/L. However, if criterion expressed as
m crograns/liter (ig/L), multiply by 1000 to obtain ny/L.

C-NOEC Toxicity Limt

Equation used to calculate WET's CGNOEC |imt which is set equal to or
greater than the Receiving Water Concentration. See Attachnment D

wher e:
RCW = Receiving Water Concentration
DF = Dilution Factor from equation on previous page.
100 = Factor to convert reciprocal to a percent.
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ATTACHMENT D
Toxicity Strategy for Major Permts
H GH Rl SK MED- H GH RI SK VED- LOWV RI SK LOW RI SK
DI LUTI ON FACTOR <10:1 10.1-20:1 20.1-100:1 >100:1

SAMPLI NG EVENTS
PER YEAR

4(1/3 MONTHS)

4(1/3 MONTHS)

4(1/3 MONTHS)

2(1/ 6 MONTHS)

TOXI CI TY TESTS:

FRESH WATER CHRONI Ct CHRONI C ACUTE ACUTE
MARI NE WATER CHRONI C & CHRONI C & ACUTE ACUTE
ACUTE ACUTE
NUMBER OF SPECI ES:
FRESH WATER 2 2 2 2
MARI NE WATER 3 3 2 2
PERMT LIMTS LC50=100% LC50=100% LC50=100% LC50>=50%

C- NCEC>=RWC

TEST SPECI ES:
FRESH WATER

MARI NE WATER

DAPHNI D' ( Ceriodaphnia dubia Of
Daphnia pulex)
FATHEAD M NNOW ( Pimephales
promelas)

| NLAND SI LVERSI DE! ( Menidia
beryllina)

MYSI D SHRI MP ( Mysidopsis bahia)

SEA URCHI N ( Arbacia punctulata)

DAPHNI D ( Ceriodaphnia dubia oOr
Daphnia pulex)
FATHEAD M NNOW ( Pimephales
promelas)

| NLAND SI LVERSI DE ( Menidia
beryllina)
MYSI D SHRI MP ( Mysidopsis bahia)

1 7- DAY CHRONI ¢/ MODI FI ED ACUTE.

2 C-NCEC | S CHRONI C NO OBSERVED EFFECT CONCENTRATI ON.
® RWC | S RECEI VI NG WATER CONCENTRATI ON,

THE DI LUTI ON FACTOR ALL TI MES 100.

I N PERCENT, AS DETERM NED FROM DI VI DI NG ONE BY



Flowin this draft permt has been set at the design flow (0.50 MED) of the proposed treatnent
works. Since design flowis considered a long-termaverage daily flow, it is being limted
under the average nonthly col um; whereas, a nonitoring-only requirenment has been incl uded
under the maximumdaily colum. In the existing permt, flow was only nonitored. EPA
believes a flow limt is necessary to induce the community to renove excessive inflow and
infiltration (referred to as I/1) in its collection systemthus reserving the plant’s capacity
to treat wastewater and not wastewater diluted with either stormmater or groundwater.

Renovi ng groundwat er through 1/l reduces base flow to streans in the vicinity of the
collection systemwhich ultimately | owers base flow including possibly the 7QL0 flow in the
Lanprey River.

This flowlimt wll also conpel the town to evaluate inpacts on its treatnent works ability
to achieve permtted |[imts prior t accepting sewage flows form new connections or increased
flows fromexisting connections. Furthernore, over the past two years the existing effluent
flows fromthe treatnent plant have average 0.25 M3D, or about half the capacity of the
expanded facility. |If sewage flows are not curtailed to the upgraded treatnment works, it is
likely that the design capacity of the upgraded plant will soon be exceeded necessitating even
better treatnent (another redesign and rebuild of the upgraded facility) to maintain water-
quality standards in the Lanprey River. Therefore, EPA and the State believe this flowlimt
IS necessary to insure the headworks |oading to the treatnment plant is not exceeded during the
treatment work’s normal design life (20 years), and especially, during the life of this
permt. Recorded flows nmust represent the actual discharge fromEpping’ s treatnment works to
the Lanprey River and nust be recorded conti nuously.






