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Memor andum

To: Sandi Stephens
From: Jos Jovy
Subject: Review of work relating to Black Diamond WTF

Frecsented are the main points of two pieces of work performed by
consultants, R.W. Beck (19835) and ERM Southeast (198&)  on ©h
Rlack Diamond WTF failure issus. Also included are comments and
a figure made during my review of these works in preparation of
designing & monitoring study of the i regquested by the
Ecology Northwest Regio ral Hfice and

ek

o The O3 Te NPDED ““;;, r%port shows adﬁquatc romoval based
is

o
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to ck Cr. from the WTF
inaccwate flow monitoring device
he %QFQEHVL}LE BVlﬁQQ monitoring station (final efflusen

after marsh treatment).

o Total phosphorus concentrations in Rock O . below the marsh

have 1ﬁcreaSEG idw fold since the WIFP began operation— from
mQ/L to .74 mod

) or phosphorus wmval may be a functi of poor =soil

ERM Soul




~removal of Rock Cr. nitrogen inputs above the WIF were
rnot estimated

—removal of other nitrogen inputs into the marsh were not
considered, and a load was not ascribed to these other
inputs

o BOD and TES calculations in error:

~lagoon should be removing adeguated BEOD which was not
considered in the report

~TS58 "precasionally” exceeds NFDES limits in effluent from
the lagoon, but the marsh should be able to handle it and
Beck did not evaluate this

Evaluation of the WTF
o The DMRs show adequate treatment of BOD a T
-lagoonse have been acheliving an average g4.8% BOD
removal rprobably more if aerators were run more often
—eome "orcasional® violations of T88, but lagoons usually
11y modifed to fit

{.‘“C‘
pusc ]

cannot meet ZOmg/l, S0 permits are usua
the t&ufﬁbLﬂ“i

Maarafor' =h uld not ef'
o Nilrugen removal 1s pro
~assuming: Z0% removal i
attributed 0.7mg/l: there 18
other +lows and the marsh
—removal sfficiencies range from
the combination of mechanisms us
it iz not possible to conclusiv
iz either meeting or not meeting
removal effiencies on a mass basi
o Fhosphorus is not meeting remnoval
—-thig iz true tor marsh treatment 3
—alum treatments of effluent prior to marsh alg«ﬁr%al have
heen successful
—s wasteload assessment is necessary ©
amount of removal reguired to protect bLa
reasonable effluent limits
o Chammeliration of Rock Cr. i
the efficiency of the marsh system

sons; unaccounted flows are
int ction betwesn Roock Cr..
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many aspects of the marsh difficult, if not, impossible.

o Some load should have been ascribed to the unaccounted
flows

o Some removal should be attributed to the lagoon for
nitrogen and BOD

o The steady-state water balance model does not accurately
describe the marsh

Meither paper can accurately describe lhe mitrogen,.B0D or TG
removal efficiency of the treatment system from the current
datahase. Each admits this as they discuss their calculations. For
example, each declares the steady-state model is improper, but
bhoth use it to prove their case.

Eoth agree phosphorus removal in the system hazs failed. Instream
phosphorus concentrations below the marsh have dramatically
increase since the WTF began operation (Figure 1). Eoth show
improper monitoring of the plant. Eoth agree more monitoring is
poor

zary to determine if other removal efficiencies are &
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co: Lynn Singleton, WRIS
Gary Brugger, NWROD
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Phosphorus concentrations in Rock Cr. at
Morganville Bridge before and aflwr the

start—up of the Blk. Diamond WIP,

12/82
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Figure 1. Phasphorus data far Rock Cr,
from KM, 1982 ond Ecology, 19386,




