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treatment plants have nitrification/de-nitrification facilities. The City requests that the total
nitrogen limit be set at an achievable level based on the Best Available Technology (BAT).

REQUEST: Define nutrient management practices within the policy and set the
interim limit based upon actual data obtained from large sized treatment plants with
operational NDN facilities.

" 5. Narrative Toxicity Requirements

The City is concerned with the addition of Section IV, Narrative Toxicity Objectives. This
section in essence allows a Regional Board to establish an effluent limitation that 1s more
stringent than an MCL without consideration of attenuation. This is inconsistent with the
State Water Board’s Alamitos Barrier Order. The policy could potentially undermine the
State Board’s decision by allowing Regional Boards to use Notification Levels (NLs) set by
California Department of Public Health (CDPH) as effluent limits without deference to
recommendations from CDPH. This could result in holding recycled water to a higher
standard than potable water. The language in this section also does not limit these
requirements to groundwater recharge projects and if applied by Regional Boards, could
force advanced treatment for irrigation projects. If the State Board’s goal is to encourage the
use of recycled water, then this section needs to be revised to state that the CDPH is the
authority on setting requirements to protect public health and limits placed on recycled water
irrigation projects should not be more stringent than those applied by CDPH. The purpose n
developing this policy is to encourage the use of recycled water, but this provision will not
Jead to increased use of recycled water.. The City has witnessed where Regional Boards have
included NLs as limits in permits for groundwater recharge and as triggers for groundwater
monitoring and attenuation studies for recycled water irrigation projects. These requirements
will not facilitate the use of recycled water for irrigation projects. We have noted before that
irrigation with recycled water has de minimus impact on groundwater since they are not
designed to recharge groundwater. Customers must still pay for this water and have an
economic incentive to use it wisely. Therefore, the City does not see the need for this section
or fot its application to irrigation projects.

REQUEST: The Policy should clearly state that CDPH is the authority on setting
requirements for recycled water and that Regional Boards should apply those
requirements in the same manner as they are applied to potable water uses.

6. The Policy should recognize that recycled water is a valuable resource per the Water
Code.

The policy continues to refer to recycled water as a “waste” in Finding 19. The policy needs
to make it clear that under the Water Code, recycled water is a valuable resource to be used
beneficially (Water Code Section 13050(n), 13529.2(f). The policy as written implies that a
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recycled water irrigation project is being held to a higher standard than a potable water
irrigation project. The policy in Finding 13 states that landscape irrigation using recycled
water poses a threat similar to landscape irrigation projects using potable water. Recycled
water is water that is treated and appropriate for use in irrigation projects. It is a resource
that preserves ever shrinking sources of potable water supplies and ‘can reduce the State’s
consumption of energy. Many of the recitals need to be redrafted to remove language that
infers that recycled water is a problem to be mitigated rather than a resource to be used.

REQUEST: The Policy should clearly state that recycled water is a reséurce.

7. The Policy should not require salt management plans to include “best practicable
treatment or control measures” (BPTC).

The City is concerned with the addition of language stating that salt management plans must
include a “description” of BPTC to ensure recycled water projects do not result in a salt or
‘nutrient condition in order to be in compliance with State Board Resolution 68-16. A salt
management plan’s purpose is to manage the amount of salt in a groundwater basin from all
sources. Providing a description of BPTC is not necessary and if it relates to the removal or
banning of water softeners, the policy does nothing to change current law to allow their
removal. However, the problem faced by all is the increasing amount of salt in potable water
sources, especially in times of drought, which leads to higher salt levels in recycled water.
Including this requirement in Section VI.C could also result in differing interpretations by
Regional Boards. Since BPTC is not clearly defined under this policy, Regional Boards may
have differing intérpretations. This will not lead to consistent statewide application of
requirements 1o projects. '

The City appreciates removal of the reference to NPDES permits in the previous version,
which could have had the consequence of requiring individual NPDES permits for incidental
runoff. As we stated before, there are adequate existing regulatory schemes for managing
irrigation runoff.

REQUEST: Remove the requirement that a salt management plan contain a
description of BPTC since it is not defined. :

8. The Policy in Section VII should simply state that nothing in this policy is intended to
expand or limit responsibility for contamination.

The City believes that Section VII of the policy should simply retain the first sentence of the
section stating that “Nothing in this policy is intended to expand or limit responsibility for
contamination or pollution of groundwater.” Yet the policy continues on to state that
dischargers shall be responsible for contamination resulting from more stringent standards.
This language is unnecessary and should be removed if the intent is truly not to expand or
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limit responsibility under current law. We noted in our previous letter that this language
might conflict with the recent decision in the Hartwell Case. It should not be the intent of the
policy to argue for expanded responsibility when trying to encourage increased use of
recycled water. |

REQUEST: Policy to simply state that nothing is intended to expand or limit
responsibility under current law and remove the additional extraneous language.

In closing, the City supports the development of a uniform statewide recycled water policy to
meet the state’s water recycling goals and commends the Board for their efforts to develop a
uniform statewide water recycling policy. Such a policy is essential in working towards
achicving the State’s goals for maximizing the use of recycled water. The City looks forward to
working with State Board staff in developing a policy that encourages the use of this valuable
resource. ' _






