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STATE OF CALIFORNLA
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RE: Response to Basin Plan Revisions AR 72008
Honorable Board Members: B95 Aerovista Place, Ste. 101

is Obispo, CA 93401-7806
The proposed revisions to the Basin Plan should not be approved.  |_oon =3 Ofepo 01-7806

As recommended, the revisions are vague and confusing, impose unknown and unfunded costs on
individuals and agencies, and they’re inconsistent with applicable standards, policies, laws, and ordinances,
including the draft state-wide AB 885 ordinance.

The changes, if approved, will discourage on-site system use, water recycling, decentralized (cluster)
systems, and possibly STEP/STEG systems in the Region, at a time when local, state, and federal agencics
are looking to these options to help communities protect water quality and deal with looming water and
energy shortages in cost-effective ways. In other words, the changes may do more harm than good to the
Region’s waters, people, and economy.

Rather than attempt to amend these proposals, your Board should postpone implementation of any new
regulations relative to onsite systems and discharge until you have thoroughly reviewed related laws and
policies, industry standards, current research on new onsite technology, additional stakeholder input from the
Region, and the progress achicved at the state level on AB 885. I’ve provided links to a number of relevant
TEeSources.

At a minimum, Basin Plan changes should use the same definitions and terminology used by virtually all
wastewater authorities, and they should incorporate many more of the standards from the draft 885
ordinance. New language should also incorporate state and federal policies prioritizing sustainability, water
conservation, energy-efficiency, and adequate funding. Finally, new regulations should be consistent with
Basin Plan goals and the Porter-Cologne Act, which require economic feasibility and water recycling to be
considered in water quality objectives. Note that the only references to these were deleted from the sections
under consideration (see Chapter 4, VIILD, pages 5 & 6).

The Region is looking to your Board to lead us into a 21* Century, in which the people and businesses of the
Region have ample water, as well as clean water, to support a thriving economy. Limiting the use of onsite
and decentralized systems can actually take us in the opposite direction.

A complete history and review of the AB 885 ordinance development process, with stakehoider input, is
presented in the National Decentralized Water Resources Capacity Development Project, June 2004,
available at hitp:/www.ndwrcdp.org/userfiles/ACFoclvrb.pdf. This contains a “Mode! Ordinance” by
experts in the field of wastewater (Appendix K). The SWRCB website contains the AB 885 draft ordinance
and EIR documents. Note that the SWRCB identified potentially “significant impacts” from the AB 885
ordinance (see AB 885 Initial Study, SWRCB website). Attached are more complete expianations of why
the proposed changes should not be approved (with citations and attachments), along with a summary
explaining why adoption of this language will lead the Region toward a less sustainable future. .

Keith Wimer /22C ,/ e

Attachments: tional Reasons, Sustainability Summary, Works Cited, Attachments #1-#10 (38 pages total)
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Response to proposed changes to Chapters 4 & 5 of the Central Coast Basin Plan
Keith Wimer, 4/7/08
Reason #1—Unfunded mandates will lead to ineffective implementation and conflicts.

Per the May 9 “Staff Report,” upon approval of the “Resolution,” all homeowners in the Region not hooked
up to a community system will be subject to the new provisions. Where it is “mutually beneficial,” local
agencies can negotiate MOU’s that require them to implement management plans, which “...regulate
siting, design, construction, monitoring, and performance” of systems “in accordance with criferia specified
in the Basin Plan” (p. 2). Agencies which sign MOUs will have to revise ordinances to align with new
requirements, issue permits for system repairs, enforce the new criteria, and “identify additional measures
...to identify and address areas of degraded groundwater or surface water quality where onsite wastewater
treatment systems are a potential source of poltution” (“Staff Report,” p. 3). With numerous, open-ended,
and unfunded requirements, it is doubtful agencies will choose to enter into MOUs. If they do, they will
incur considerable costs for managing the program, and they will undoubtedly pass the costs onto
consumers in the form of high fees or ratc increases.

Homeowners not covered by agency MOUs, must submit applications to the Regional Board, pay fees, and
meet all the proposed new criteria. Referring to Resolution 69-01, new language in Chapter 5 reads, “The
Resolution ...states Regional Board intention to take enforcement action, if local jurisdictions fail to
manage wastewater systems in a water quality protective manner” (“Staff Report,” p. 2; Chapter 5, Part Hi,
page 1). In the not too distant future, therefore, thousands of people within the Region will be required to
meet ail proposedregulaﬁons,payfe&s,havetheirsystmnsmtedandinspectedforcompliancewithnew
standards, pay for needed upgrades—or face enforcement actions. An unknown number of homeowners
will be told they must stop using their systems because they’re in a prohibition zone.

Although the “Resolution” “...finds (the) costs to be reasonable,” agencies and individuals are not likely to
(“Resolution,”p.2). Both are likely to avoid full implementation of the requirements, due to costs, resulting
in poorly implemented plans. The USEPA considers inadequate funding a main reason for ineflective
management plans, which, in turn, leads to poor onsite system performance. It suggests that “statewide
public financing programs” and “cost-share grants™ are needed for successful programs (USEPA, 2008)
(also see Attachment #2).

The authors of AB 885 recognized the significant cost impacts of a statewide ordinance, so added, “It is the
intent of the Legislature to assist private property owners with existing systems who incur costs as a result
of the implementation of the regulations under this section by encouraging the state board to make loans.. 7
(Water Code § 13291.7). However, the current proposed changes do not to provide assistance for agencies
or individuals. Without a funding source for the proposed changes, the changes will undoubtedly meet
considerable resistance from many sides. A percentage of homeowners and agencies will fail to comply,
forcing the Regional Board to increase oversight and enforcement actions—adding significantly to Board
workloads to achieve marginal results.

Reason #2—Vague, confusing, and open-ended language will lead to incffective implementation and
conflicts.

The title and wording of Chapter 4, Section VIILD. makes the intent of the section confusing (p. 1) (also
see Attachment #1, p. 1). A person reading the title, with “Onsite” added, is not sure whether the language
refers to decentralized (cluster) systems and/or STEP/STEG systems along with onsite systems. (Note:
The title of VIILD., and several subsections are different from the Basin Pian posted on the website;
an added word “onsite” appears in the version with proposed changes, but it is not underlined, nor
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are other altered or deleted Basin Plan sections identified with underlines or strikethroughs, e.g.,
Subsection VIILD.3.L. “Community System Design”—see Attachment #5, p.2). If the language of this
section does refer to decentralized and STEP/STEG systems, it should say so—and if it applies to low-
pressure and vacuum systems, it should say so as well. All of these systems have onsite components and
can be part of decentralized systems. If the language does not apply to low-pressure and vacuum systems,
or centralized gravity systems, where are these systems covered?

Virtually all official wastewater resources use the terms “on-site, decentralized, and centralized” when
categorizing wastewater systems. They also identify STEP/STEG, low-pressure, and vacuum systems
specifically. If the proposed changes are to be clear, they must use standard terms and identify these major
types of systems specifically.

When compared to the EPA definition of “decentralized” system, the revised proposed Basin Plan
definitions for “community onsite” and “onsite system” highlight the need for clear terminology. The
proposed language defines “Community systems” as “(1) residential wastewater treatment systems serving
more that 5 units or more than 5 parcels, or (2) commercial institutional or industrial systems treating
sanitary wastewater equal to or greater than 2,500 gallons per day...," and it defines onsite systems by
saying “onsite wastewater systems may be used to treat and dispose of wastewater from: (1) individual
residences; (2) multi-unit residences; (3) institutions or places of commerce” (Chapter 4, VIILD., page 1)
The USEPA’s 1997 Report to Congress on the Use of Decentralized Wastewater Treatment Systems (p. A-
1) defines a cluster system as “a decentralized wastewater collection and treatment system where two or
more dwellings, but less than an entire community, is served,” and Crites and Tchobanoglous, in a widely-
used text book entitled Small and Decentralized Wastewater Management Systems state “Decentralized
wastewater management (DWM) may be defined as the collection, and treatment, and disposal/reuse of
wastewater from individual homes, clusters of homes, isolated communities, industries, or institutional
facilities, as well as from portions of existing communitics at or near the point of waste generation”
(Hamilton, et al, 2004,p. 3; Crites and Tchobanoglous, 1998, p. 2). The draft statewide ordinance refers to
“Onsite Wastewater Treatment Systems (OWTS)” (p. 1). The ordinance does not refer to “Community
Onsite Systems.” Obviously, the proposed langnage changes must be clearer about what they cover.

As noted in Attachment #1, the proposals also have open-ended language throughout. Of course, vague,
confusing, and open ended language invites inconsistent and arbitrary interpretations and application,
which, in turn, causes conflicts, litigation, additional staff time, and large costs for everyone involved. Note
how many times language leaves unanswered questions, all to be decided by the Executive Officer (see
Attachment #1). Clearer more specific and complete language/provisions are essential if the policy is to be
implemented without prohibitive costs and conflicts.

Reason #3—Not Consistent with other standards and ordinances

Chapter 5 (Subsection IILF. page 5) begins by stating “The Regional Board intends to discourage high
density development on septic tank disposal systems and generally will require increased size of parcels
with increasing slopes and slower percolation rates.” 1t then states, “Unsewered areas having high density
(one acre lots or smaller) should be organized into septic tank management districts and sewerage
feasibility studies should be complete in potential problem arcas. Local implementation should be
encouraged by Regional Board actions.” Thismweripﬁve(yetvagm)!angmgemlysuggmtsﬂmﬁw
Regional Board will encourage “sewerage” (i.c., centralized systems) in areas with parcels under one acre.
This runs contrary to current expert opinion, since omsite systems (and decentralized systems) are
considered viable options (and often the preferred option) for some urban settings and homes with small lot
sizes. USEPA states, “With proper management oversight, alternative systems (e.g., recirculating sand
filters, peat-based systems, package aeration umits) can be imstalled in areas where soils, bedrock,
fluctuating ground water levels, or lot sizes limit the use of conventional systems,” and it adds, “The most
arbitrary siting requirement, hawever, is the minimum lot size restriction incorporated into many state and
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local codes. Lot size limits prohibit onsite treatment system installations on nonconforming lots without
regard to the performance capabilities of the proposed system™ (USEPA, 2008).

The proposed changes are also inconsistent with other related standards and ordinances. For example, the
draft version of the AB 885 ordinance uses a different set of terms and definitions. It also requires
homeowners to have “a service provider inspect” the septic tank every five years to determine if pumping is
needed, and it requires owners to correct malfunctioning systems “within 90 days™—whereas, the proposed
language calls for mandatory pumping every five years, and system repairs for alternative systems within
48 hours (Chapter 4, VIILD,, p. 5 & 11; SWRCB, 2007) (also sec Attachment #4). Similarly, the 885 draft
ordinance, does not prohibit “onsite discharge...in any area where continued use of onsite systems
constitutes a public health hazard, an existing or threatened condition of water pollution, or nuisance”
Chapter 4, VIILD,, p. 8, Item 20). Instead, it requires that onsite systems located near impaired water
bodies provide supplemental treatment at levels necessary to protect the resource (SWRCB, 2007, page 16)
(also see Attachment #4). Overall, the draft AB 8850rdinance recognizes that advanced onsite systems can
treat wastewater to levels equal to centralized systems, if they are well-managed. Therefore, it uses a
combination of performance-based and prescriptive standards.

AsampleordirmnoepreparedbyexpettsatChicoStateincludespmcedmcstopromouthesafeuseof
innovative systems, while EPA Onsite Guidelines provide for five levels of onsite management, depending
upon specific conditions (California Wastewater Training and Research Center, Appendix K; USEPA,
2003) (also see Attachment #3). The 1998 Crites and Tchobanoglous textbook offers guidelines for
effective management plans, as do several other resources (e.g., Nelson, 1998). Your Board should review
these ordinances, industry standards, and related expert input—with serious consideration given to delaying
implementation until a statewide, standardized policy per AB 885 can be developed. Such ordinance is
sure to address the concerns mentioned here.

Reason #4—Not Consistent with Basin Plan Goals, Porter-Cologne Act, Water Code, and other laws

Basin Plan goals emphasize the consideration of recycling in Basin Planning, as does the Porter-Cologne
Act and the Water Code (Porter-Cologne Act § 13510 et seq and Water Code § 13520 et seq.) (sec
Attachment #5 for Basin Plan goals). Proposed changes, unfortunately, remove the only reference to
“reuse” on page 5. (Chapter 4, VHLD (p. 5). Onsite recycling and discharge of treated water close to where
it is used is one of the most cost-and energy-effective ways to save water and to recharge local aquifers
Centralized systems often transport the water out of a basin requiring energy-intensive pumping systems to
transport it back to less-effective central recharge locations (Asano, et al, 2006; California Wastewater
Training & Research Center, 2003, Pinkham, et al, 2004; Nelson, 1998). Modem onsitc systems can treat
water to tertiary standards, very close to the levels of centralized systems, while natural percolation
provides free additional tertiary treatment (Asano, et al, 2006; California Wastewater Training & Research
Center, 2003; Pinkham, et al, 2004). Therefore, onsite and decentralized systems can potentially clean up
degraded basins faster than centralized solutions by replacing degraded aquifer water more effectively than
centralized recharge systems. Thus, Basin Plan goals may be achieved more rapidly with
onsite/decentralized systems than with centralized options.

Also, the Basin Plan and Porter-Cologne Act require economic considerations in Basin Planning
Unfortunately, one of the only references to costs (i.e., “cost effectiveness analysis...to select the
recommended plan™) was removed by the proposed changes (Porter-Cologne Act § 13515 and §13527;
Chapter 4, VIILD, p. 6)

The California Water Plan (Water Code § 10004-10013) calls for the “orderly and coordinated control,
protection, conservation, development, and utilization of the water resources of the state...” which include
strategies for “water conservation and water recycling.” The Governor’s Water-Energy Subgroup of the
Climate Action Team (WET-CAT) recently presented five broad strategies to reduce global warming
pollution from water use in California, including water recycling, water conservation, water infrastructure
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efficiency, use of renewable energy, and the management of storm water in urban areas. A state law
sponsored by the Planning and Conservation League, now going through the Legislative process, AB 2153,
would ensure that the state adopt a “comprehensive water conservation plan” with feasible, cost-effective”
targets” (Planning and Conservation League Insider, March 28, 2008) Clearly, state priorities support
greater conservation and water recycling; onsite and decentralized systems can help achieve these goals.

Reasons #5—Reduced wastewater project funding opportunifties

The Porter-Cologne Act and California Water Code give priority consideration to projects that emphasize
the recycling of water. The SWRCB also has grant funding sources for low-impact and for onsite projects.
Because proposed language changes would discourage use of on-site and decentralized projects, they
would reduce opportunities for these grants.

Reason #6—EIR is not adequate

The proposed changes also are sure to cause significant environmental impacts due to their tendency to
reduce the use of onsite systems and onsite recharge provided by the systems. Note that the SWRCB
determined an EIR was required for the AB 885 statewide ordinance (sec AB 885 Initial Study, SWRCB
website).

Reason #7—Lack of support from the CCWQCB Staff precludes effective onsite regulation

The Executive Officer and Staff have not supported innovated onsite systems, STEP/STEG systems, or
onsite management plans in the past. The proposed changes would give ultimate authority to the Regional
Board Executive Officer (and by implication the Regional Board Staff) to decide when, if, and how on-site,
decentralized, and STEP-STEG systems and management plans would be approved and designed. (sec
Attachment #1). With Los Osos as the most obvious case, CCWQCB staff has shown an unwillingness to
negotiate or oversee effective onsite management plans, and/or consider alternative onsite systems. The
Executive Officer issued a letter refusing to approve use of the Reclamator, apparently under any
circumstances, i.e., even if it meets specific water quality standards. The letter aiso appears to preciude use
of all onsite systems in Los Osos, and to prohibit all onsite water recycling, by stating that all onsite
discharges in Los Osos are prohibited (see Attachment # 6). This application of regulation provides a good
indication of how the Executive Officer will interpret and apply proposed changes. Of course, precluding
all onsite system use and discharge in a “prohibition zone” severely limits available options for
conservation and aquifer recharge in those areas.

Additionally, the Executive Officer has generally advocated and been willing to approve just one
wastewater option for Los Osos, a centralized conventional gravity system. He argued against a
STEP/STEG system in his input for the 2001 Project EIR, contradicting the project consultant and
important authorities (e.g., Crites and Tchobanoglous) by stating that STEP/STEG systems had greater I/
than conventional gravity systems (see Attachment #7). In his response to the Los Osos Wastewater
Project (LOWWP) Rough Screening Report, he contradicted Carollo Engineers and the NWRI Review
Panel, questioning whether STEP/STEG systems weren’t fatally flawed. On the other hand, he has never
questioned whether a conventional gravity system is right for Los Osos, despite its known problems
associatedwithgmateramomrtsofinﬂawandinﬁlu'ation(]ll)(leaksofwﬁerintothesystem)and
exfiltration (leaks of raw sewage out of the system), especially as the system gets older. The LOWWP Fine
Screening Report estimates wet weather flow (the design criteria for the project) will be 200,000 galtons
per day (gpd) more than a STEP/STEG system’s average wet weather flow, due to I/I (Carollo Engineers,
2007, 1-11) (also see Attachment #10). The LOWWP Load and Flow Technical Memorandum estimates
peak wet weather flows for a conventional gravity system will go as high as 2.5 million galions or 180% of
average wet weather flows (almost a million gallons per day more than STEP/STEG systems) (Carollo
Engineers, 2008, p,10) (also see Attachment #10). Authorities, including the EPA and SWRCB, recognize

3 9
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I/1 as a main cause of sewer overflows (SSOs)—and SSOs as a main cause of beach closures and surface
water pollution {Asano, et al, 2006; Pinkham, et al, 2004; Nelson, 1998; USEPA, 2000).

The SWRCB’s Statewide General WDR for Sanitary Sewer Systems (Order No. 2006-0003-DWQ)
requires sewer system management plans (SSMPs) be developed for every public system with
collections systems over one mile in length to reduce SSOs (sec Attachment #9). This document, plus
USEPA documents (e.g., USEPA, 2004; see Attachment #8), points ount the serious public health
hszard SSOs cause. Leading authoritiees, (e.g., Asano et al., 2006) indicate that conventional gravity
systems result in more exfiltration than cluster and STEP/STEG systems, while the EPA points out
that exfiltration is believed to be a main cause of ground water and surface water pollution
throughout the U.S. (USEPA, 2000). The 2000 USEPA study concludes that pipes “above, but in
close proximitytothegmundwater”mmmtsmpﬁbk(USEPA,m.p.ZS)-—acondiﬁo-that
likely describes many areas within the Central Coast Region. These facts, and the above WDR,
suggests why the CCWQCB and its staff should be at least as concerned sbout discharges from
eeuaﬁmdgmvilysystemasdhchrgesfmmonﬁtenddmmnﬂmdsym The WDR, in fact,
raises the question of whether conventional gravity systems shouid even be conmsidered for sensitive
and impairedgronndwaterarm—sinoetheympmvenmluksipiﬁanﬂy more than sealed
systems (i.e., STEP/STEG, low pressure, or vacnum) and cause harmful releases of raw sewage into
the environment.

Finally, high levels of /I entering conventional gravity systems reduce natural ground water recharge by
siphoning off rain water that would otherwise percolate to ground water (Asano, et al, 2006; Pinkham, et al,
2004; Nelson, 1998).

SUMMARY OF WHY THE PROPOSED CHANGES WORK AGAINST SUSTAINABLE
DEVELOPMENT

The net effect of the proposed changes will be to discourage onsite and decentralized systems, onsite
recycling, and possibly STEP/STEG systems, pushing the Region toward large-scale, energy- and cost-
intensive water/wastewater options, such as centralized gravity collection systems and water-import
pipelines—despite growing evidence these options are unsustainable.

Gilobal warming is likely to reduce the availability of state water in the future, and many communities in
California are now facing extremely costly upgrades of their conventional gravity sewers to stop the
pollution of lfocal ecosystems and water supplies resulting from system failures and overflows. Experts
agree that onsite and STEP/STEG systems can significantly reduce the costs, emergy use, and
environmental damage of wastewater treatment and disposal.

At a time when it is incumbent upon your Board to find ways to encourage sustainable solutions, I ask that
you don’t take the Region in the other direction.

The proposed Basin Plan changes—and the Basin Plan in general—reflect water policies and priorities that
seem to be out-of-date. They narrowly focused on federal zero discharge goals, without adequate
consideration of water scarcity, resource-effectiveness, or the social and economic impacts of high-dollar
water/wastewater projects, no longer funded with federal dollars. Too narrow a focus on discharge goals,
in fact, can lead to greater water scarcity and dependence on threatened state water by focusing too much
on expensive centralized treatment and not enough on replenishment of the Region’s aquifers.

The CCWQCB can lead this Region into a 21* Century with ample, clean water for the people and
businesses of the Region, but it will take forward-thinking plans and goals, which emphasize long-term,
whole-systems thinking and a sustainable development approach. State-of-the-art, fair-minded standards
and policies will inspire cooperation among residents and agencies, allowing Regional Board to achieve
and exceed its goals.
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ATTACHMENT 1

Problematic proposed revisions
Chapter 4 “Implementation Plan”
(Proposed amendments are underlined; my comments are italicized)

VIILD. “Individual and Community Onsite Wastewater Systems”

Note: The wording in Section VIILD (in the documents showing changes available on the
CCWQCB'’s website) varies from wording Section VIIL.D in the Basin Plan on the website.
The differences include the title of the section, along with the titles and content of several
subsections. In the Basin Plan the title of Section VIIL.D is “Individual, Alternative, and
Community Wastewater Systems;” on the version with proposed changes the title is
“Individual, Alternative, and Community Onsite Systems” (emphasis added). If these
changes have already been approved, they should be reconsidered because they add to the @
vagueness and potential confusion of the section. In effect, these changes (if they are
changes) appear to have narrowed the definition of community systems to include only
systems with on-site treatment components (e.g., STEP/STEG systems) and not other types of
community systems (e.g., gravity, vacuum, and low-pressure systems). It is also not clear
whether it refers to decentralized systems (or cluster) systems. For the Basin Plan to provide
clear direction and adequately address and regulate wastewater alternatives, at a minimum,
it must dedicate separate sections to (1) onsite systems, (2) STEP/STEG systems (and possibly
other pressurized systems), and (3) gravity systems—as they all have different standards and
potential benefits and requirements that would need to be addressed.

VIILD.1.a (Pages 3-5)

The first paragraph of the subsection (third paragraph, right column, page 3) states, “It is
incumbent upon local governing jurisdictions to develop and implement programs to ensure
conformance with this Basin Plan and local regulations” adding “Such programs shall include
(but are not be (sic) limited to) procedures to...(with several procedures listed)” This expands
local agencies’ responsibilities from administering “inspection programs” to complete
responsibility for the brining all systems into “conformance with the Basin Plan and local
regulations. The Basin Plan’s objectives and vague in most cases, while the “not limited to
language makes the requirement even more open-ended.

The sixth paragraph on Page 4 (left column) states, “Local agencies should ensure the terms
of the enforcement actions are entered into the public record.” This places the obligation on
local agencies to formally notify residents of Regional Board enforcement actions.

The second paragraph on Page 4 (right column) states, “To protect this set-aside area (for a

second leach field?—see note below) from encroachment, the local agency shall require

restrictions on future use of the area as a condition of land diviston or building permit @
approval.” This requirement may make some lots unbuildable. Additionally, the language is /
vague, as “Onsite disposal area” was earlier defined (right column, paragraph 8, page 2) as
“application area (trench, pit, bed) and surrounding 100’ radius from any point in the

application area that may be influenced by discharge from the disposal system. ”
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The first paragraph on page S (right column) states, “Repairs to failing systems all shall be
done under permit from the local agency. The local agency shall require failing systems to be
brought into compliance with Basin Plan recommendations, requirements and prohibitions: or
repair criteria consistent with locally implemented onsite management plan (approved by the
Central Coast Water Board Water Board Executive Officer).” This requires local agencies to
formulate ordinances, police failing septic systems, and compel homeowners to comply with
orders. It also appears to place liability on the local agency for failing to stop pollution.
Further, the requirement is open-ended. The definition of a “failed system” (second
paragraph, Page 2, right column) states, “Failed or failing onsite system is any system that

displays symptoms of inadequate dispersion, treatment or assimilation of wastewater. These

may include, but are not limited to, surfacing effluent, lush growth above the leach area,

sluggish house drains, impacts to surface or groundwater from the onsite discharge, odors,
frequent pumping, or backflow into tank when pumped.” The “not limited to” in addition to

the inclusion of “impacts to surface or groundwater” as criteria for failing systems leaves

total discretion to the Executive Officer, as to whether a system is failing. @

The second paragraph on page 5 (left column) states, “Land use changes should not be
approved by the local agency until the existing onsite sysiem meets criteria of this Basin Plan
and local ordinances.” This expands the original language, which applied to “commercial,
institutional or industrial uses” to include individual uses. This apparently prevents any land
use changes, even General Plan Updates, until onsite systems meet all Basin Plan criteria.

“Requirements™ #5 (page 5) states “Wastewater Management Plans shall be prepared and
implemented for urbanizing and high density areas served by onsite wastewater systems,”
This apparently requires local agencies to undertake planning efforts but does not refer to

Junding sources.

“Requirements” #6 (page 5) states, “Local jurisdictions shall require replacements or repairs

to failing systems to be in substantial conformance (to the greatest extent practicable) with

Basin Plan recommendations, requirements and prohibitions or the jocal onsite wastewater
management plan.” Since a local onsite wastewater management plans "shall be approved

by the Central Coast Water Board Executive Officer,” (third paragraph, page 6, right @
column), little authority will reside with local agencies on how to implement this language

(e.g., deciding what “practicable” mean).

“Requirements” #7 (page 5) states, “Local jurisdictions shall ensure that alternative onsite

systems owners are provided an informational maintenance or replacement document by the
system design engineer or representative ... (which)... cite(s) homeowner procedures to

ensure maintenance, repair, or replacement of critical items within 48 hours following

failure.” This requirement is burdensome on agencies and may not even be possible for @
homeowners. It is also not consistent with the Draft AB 885 statewide ordinance.

“Prohibitions” #9 (page 5) states, “Alternative systems are prohibited unless consistent with a

1 y implemented onsite wasiewater management plan approved by the Central Coast

Water Board Executive Officer.” This, again, reflects that all discretionary authority resides @
with the Executive Officer.

VILD.1.b. “Onsite Waste Water Management Plans™
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The first paragraph of this subsection (sixth paragraph, page 5, right column) states, “Onsite
wastewater management plans shall be implemented in urbanizing areas to investigate and
mitigate long-term cumulative impacts resulting from continued use of individual, alternative,
and community onsite wastewater systems.” This appears to place responsibility for cleaning
up any polluted waters on agencies, and the requirement is open-ended because it goes on to
state, “Onsite wastewater management plans shall include (but not be limited io) the
following elements.” (including) “Survey and evaluation of existing onsite systems... Water
quality (ground and surface water) monitoring program... Alternative means of disposing of
sewage in the event of disposal system failure and/or irreversible degradation from onsite
disposal ... Education and outreach program... Enforcement options ... Septage

management ... Program administration, staffing, records keeping, installation and repairs
tracking, and financing ”

VIIL.D.2. “Criteria for New Systems”

The first paragraph of this subsection (paragraph 5, right column, page 6) states, “The
following section includes criteria for all new onsite wastewater disposal systems. Local
governing jurisdictions should incorporate these criteria and guidelines into their local
ordinances. These criteria will be used by the Central Coast Water Board for Water Board
regulated systems and exemptions. In the context of these criteria, new systems shall refer to
onsite wastewater systems approved after May 9. 2008.” This language converts all the
former recommended onsite system criteria to requirements (e.g.., all the requirements and
prohibitions on pages 7-9).

The second paragraph on page 7 (left column) states, “Local agencies may authorize

alternative onsite systems consident with locally implemented onsite wastewater management @
lans approved by the Ceniral Coast Water Board Executive Officer.” Once again, complete

discretion is granted the Executive Officer. This potentially removes a means of correcting

on-site problems, if the Executive Officer prohibits alternative solutions.

VIIL.D.2.a “Site Suitability”

“Requirements” #4 states (page 4), “At least one soil boring or excavation per onste system
shall be performed to determine soil suitability, depth to ground water, and depth to bedrock
or impervious layer...and be performed during or shortly after the wet season to characterize @

the most limiting conditions. Limiting boring samples only to a certain time of year can place
an onerous burden on the homeowner, delaying an entire building process for up to a year.

“Requirements” #11 (page 8) states, “Onsite disposal systems on slopes greater than 20% @
shall be designed by a certified professional. ” This language is vague. Does it refer
alternative systems or only “Engineered systems?”

“Prohibitions” #13 (page 8) states, For new land divistons (including lot splits served by

onsite systems, lot sizes less than one acre are prohibited unless authorized under an onsite
management plan approved by the Central Coast Water Board Executive Officer. For the @
purpose of this prohibition. secondary units are considered “defacto’ lot splits and shall not be
constructed on lots less than two acres in size.” This is an arbitrary requirement, not

supported by science. One-half acre is considered to be adequate to avoid contaminant
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loading in the soil. Further, alternative systems (with supplemental treatment) are not limited
by lot size.

“Prohibitions™ # 18 (page 8) states, “Onsite discharge is prohibited where lot sizes, dwelling
densities or site conditions cause detrimental impacts to water quality.” This is vague and
open-ended, once again affording complete discretion to the Executive Officer to decide
which “densities or site conditions cause detrimental impacts to water quality.” Further, this
language assumes all discharges are equal (i.e., all discharge is waste or pollution); whereas,
some onsite systems produce tertiary treated water for beneficial uses. The introduction to
this section of Chapter 4 (second paragraph, page 1, right column) also indicates that all
discharge is considered non-beneficial, i.e., “Onsite wastewater systems may be used to treat
and dispose of wastewater.” This equates treated water with wastewater.

“Prohibitions™ #20 (page 8) states, “Onsite discharge is prohibited in any area where
continued use of onsite systems constitutes a public health hazard, an existing or threatened
condition of water pollution, or nuisance.” This is open-ended and vague, again affording
total discretion ultimately to the Executive Officer. Paragraph three on page 3 defines a
threatened condition as ... one that if left uncorrected may cause or contribute to water

quality or public health impacts. This language, especially when considered with language
pertaining to failing systems (noted above) does little to narrow the applicability of the

prohibition, in effect, allowing the Executive Officer discretion to prohibit any discharge at
any time.

VIIL.D.2.b. “Onsite System Design”

“Requirements” #9 (page 9) states, “Leachfield loading application rate shall not exceed the
following” (followed by a chart of loading rates). This prescriptive language, in addition to
other criteria, e.g., percolation rates, adds multiple layers of conditions and regulatory
burden.

“Requirements” #14 (page 9) states, “All onsite disposal systems shall reserve an expansion
area (additional 100% disposal capacity to be set aside and protected from all uses except
future drainfield repair and replacement. Community systems shall install dual drainfieids
(200% disposal capacity) and reserve replacement arca (3™ 100% disposal capacity). This,
again, is vague, and may preclude many land uses, due to the requirement that large portions
are set aside for individual and community disposal systems, when, in fact, advanced systems
(e.g., that treat the water to reuse standards) would make this requirement unnecessary.

“Requirements” #17 (page 9) states, “Where site conditions permit water migration of
wastewater to water, setback distances from disposal trench/pit shall be at least” (with set
back distances listed). This language is extremely vague and discretionary—even with the
possible misprint corrected.

“Prohibitions™ #23 (page 10) states, “Inflow and infiltration shall be precluded from the

system unless design specifically accommodates such excess flows.” With out reference to
industry standards, this allows the Executive Officer to decide what flows are appropriate.

VIH.D.2.c. “Design for Alternative and Engineered Systems”

&
@
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“Requirements” #4 (page 10) states, “Alternative and engineered onsite wastewater systems
shall be located, designed, installed. operated, maintained, and monitored in accordance with

a locally implemented onsite management plan approved by the Central Coast Water Board
Executive Officer.” This language, without reference to industry standards, permits the @

Executive Officer to prohibit the use of a system arbitrarily.

“Prohibitions” #4 states, Alternative and engineered onsite wastewater systems are prohibited,

except where consistent with a locally implemented onsite management plan approved by the
Central Coast Water Board Executive Officer.” (See comment in previous paragraph.)

VIID.2.e. “Onsite System Maintenance™

“Requirements” #3 -#6 (pages 11 & 12) state, “Onsite wastewater systems shall be
maintained in accordance with approved onsite management plans. Where onsite
management plans have not been approved by the Central Coast Water Board Executive
Officer, onsite systems shall be maintained as described in the following specifications.”
(with #4 specifying that tanks will be pumped every 5 years; #5 stating that disposal of solids
will be “accomphshed in a manner acceptable to the Ceniral Coast Water Board Executive
Officer;” and #6 requiring the system owner to maintain “Records of maintenance, pumping,
septage disposal, etc.” with records “available upon request.” This is vague and the 5-year
requirement is arbitrary (i.e., not applicable to many systems and situations). The language
makes homeowners responsible for a mandate, but does not provide for their notification of
the requirement.

VILD.2.g. “Onsite Wastewater System Prohibition Areas™

#3 states, “Discharges from individual and community sewage disposal systems are

prohibited, effective November 1, 1988, in the Los Osos/Baywood Park area...” The Los

Osos prohibition was implemented many years ago, but language in this section has been
change—possibly redefining what is meant by “community sewage disposal systems” The
language may now mean the prohibition applies to STEP/STEG and decentralized systems, @
but not conventional gravity, low-pressure, or vacuum systems?

VHL.D.2.h. “Subsurface Disposal Exemptions”

The third paragraph on page 12 (right column) states, The Central Coast Water Board or
Executive Officer may grant exemption to prohibitions for: (1) engineered new onsite
wastewater systems for sites unsuitable for standard systems: and (2) new or existing onsite
systems...” adding “Such exemptions may be granted only after presentation by the
discharger of sufficient justification, including geologic and hydrologic evidence that the
continued operation of such system(s) in a particular area will not individually or collectively,
directly or indirectly, result in poliution or nuisance, or affect water quality adversely.
Individual, alternative, and community systems shall not be approved for any area where it
appears that the total discharge of leachate to the geological system, under fully developed
conditions, will cause: (1) damage to public or private property; (2) ground or surface water
degradation; (3) nuisance; or, (4) a public health bazard” This places an unfair burden on
“dischargers” to prove that a system meels very vague criteria and/or standards.
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Chapterl:
teraund and Use of Onsite Wastewate) Treatig

1.1 Intreduction

1.2 History of onsite wastewater treatment systems

1.3 Regulation of onsite wastewater treatment systems

1.4 Onsite wastewater treatment system use, distribution, and failure rate

1.5 Problems with existing onsite wastewater management programs

1.6 Performance-based management of onsite wastewater treatment systems
1.7 Coordinating onsite system management with watershed protection efforts
1.8 USEPA initiatives to improve onsite system treatment and management
1.9 Other initiatives to assist and improve onsite management efforts

1.1 Introduction

Onsite wastewater treatment systems (OWTSs) have evolved from the pit privies used
widely throughout history to installations capable of producing a disinfected effluent that
is fit for human consumption. Although achieving such a level of effluent quality is
seldom necessary, the ability of onsite systems to remove settleable solids, floatable
grease and scum, nutrients, and pathogens from wastewater discharges defines their
importance in protecting human health and environmental resources. In the modern era,
the typical onsite system has consisted primarily of a septic tank and a soil absorption
field, also known as a subsurface wastewater infiltration system, or SWIS (figure 1-1). In
this manual, such systems are referred to as conventional systems. Septic tanks remove
most settleable and floatable material and function as an anaerobic bioreactor that
promotes partial digestion of retained organic matter. Septic tank effluent, which contains
significant concentrations of pathogens and nutrients, has traditionally been discharged to
soil, sand, or other media absorption fields (SWISs) for further treatment through
biological processes, adsorption, filtration, and infiltration into underlying soils.
Conventional systems work well if they are installed in areas with appropriate soils and
hydraulic capacities; designed to treat the incoming waste load to meet public health,
ground water, and surface water performance standards; installed properly; and
maintained to ensure long-term performance.

Figure 1-1. Conventional onsite wastewater treatment system _ ?L )
( U ﬂa/a 7
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like the Triplett Creck Project in Kentucky, which provided funding for new septic tanks
and drain field repairs, are also effective approaches for addressing failed systems
(USEPA, 1997). Chapter 2 and the Resources section provide more information on
funding options for onsite systems and management programs.

Managing onsite systems is particularly challenging in small, unincorporated
communities without paid staff. Programs staffed by trained volunteers and regional
“circuit riders” can help deliver technical expertise at a low cost in these situations.
Developing a program uniquely tailored to each community requires partnerships,
ingenuity, commitment, and perseverance.

1.5.3 Support from elected officials

absencecanbea Tibuted toanum 0 actors,partlc ar)rapo i ) clima

the value of effective onsite wastewater management is dismissed as hmdenng economic
development or being too restrictive on rural housing development. In addition, low
population densities, low incomes, underdeveloped management entities, a history of
neglect, or other unique factors can impede the development of comprehensive
management programs. Focusing on the public health and water resource impacts
associated with onsite systems provides an important perspective for public policy
discussions on these issues.

0 . For example, some state land
use awspro b1 ands cmgnated as '"- s to aid in the development of
urban uses. Small communities or rural developments located near state resource lands
are unable to use those lands to address onsite problems related to space restrictions, soil
limitations, or other factors (Fogarty, 2000).

arbitrary siting requirement. however, is the m a umlot 31zc restnctlon

Loftl c roposed system
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| Note: This manual is not intended to be used to determine i
. appropriate or inappropriate uses of land. The information
' the manual presents is intended to be used to select

- appropriate technologies and management strategies that

| minimize risks to human health and water resources in

' areas that are not connected to centralized wastewater

collection and treatment systems. -

When developing a program or regulation, the common tendency is to draw on
experience from other areas and modify existing management plans or codes to meet
local needs. However, programs that are successful in one area of the country might be
inappropriate in other areas because of differences in economic conditions,
environmental factors, and public agency structures and objectives. Transplanting
programs or program components without considering local conditions can result in
incompatibilities and a general lack of effectiveness. Although drawing on the experience
of others can save time and money, Jocal planners and health officials need to make sure
that the programs and regulations are appropriately tailored to local conditions.

Successful programs have site evaluation, inspection, and monitoring processes to ensure
that regulations are followed. Programs that have poor inspection and monitoring
components usually experience low compliance rates, frequent complaints, and
unacceptable performance results. For example, some states do not have minimum
standards applicable o the various types of onsite systems being installed or do not
require licensing of installers (Suhrer, 2000). Standards and enforcement practices vary
widely among the states, and until recently there has been little training for local officials,
designers, or installers. -

USEPA has identified more effective management of onsite systems as a key challenge
for efforts to improve system performance (USEPA, 1997). In its Response to Congres

ter Treatment Systems, USEPA notct thatalegtialcly
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SUMMARY OF MANAGEMENT MODELS

TABLE 1

TYPICAL APPLICATIONS

HOMEOWNER AWARENESS MODEL s

PROGRAM DESCRIPTICN

LIMITATIONS

» Areas of low environmental
sensitivity where sites are
suitable for conventional
onsite systems.

+ Systems properly sited and constructed
based on prescribed criteria.

* Ohwners made aware of maintenance needs
through reminders.

* Inventory of all systems

« Code-compliant system.

+ Ease of implementation; based on existing,
prescriptive system design and site ariteria.

« Provides an inventory of systems that is useful in
system tracking and area-wide planning.

No compliance/problem
identification mechanism.
Sites must meet siting
regquirements.

Cost to maintain database
and owner education
program.

MODEL 2 - MAINTENANCE CONTRACT MODEL 7~

» Areas of low to moderate
environmental sensitivity
where sites are marginally
suitable for conventional
onsite systems due to small
Iots, shallow soils, or low-
permeability soils.

Smial clustered systems.

» Systems properly sited and constructed.

+ NMore cormplex treatment options,
including mechanical components or small
clusters of homes,

Requires service contracts to be
maintained.

Invenitory of all systems,

Reduces the risk of treatment system
malfunctions.

Protects homeowner investment.

*

Difficulty in tracking and
enfordng compliance
because It must rely on
the owner of contractor
to report a lapse In a valid
contract for services.

No mechanism provided
to assess effectiveness of

Service contract tracking system.

MODEL 3 - OPERATING PERMIT MODEL

maintenance program.

= Areas of moderate
environmental sersitivity such
as wellhead or source water
protection zanes, shellfish
growing waters, or bathing/
water contact recreation.

= Systems treating high-strength
wastes or large-capacity
systems,

Establishes system performance and
monitoring requirements.

Allows engineered designs but may
provide prescriptive designs for specific
recelving environments.

Regulatory oversight by issuing renewable
operating permits that may be revoked for
noncompliance.

Inventory of all systems.

Tracking system for operating permit and
compliance monitoring.

Minimum for large-capacity systems.

= Abows systems in more environmentally sensitive

areas.

Operating permit requires regular compliance

monitoring reports.

» Identifies noncompliant systems and inltiates
corrective actions.

« pecreases need for regulation of large systems,

» Protects homeowner investment.

Higher level of expertise
and resources for
regulatory authority to
implement.

Requires permit tracking
system.

Regulatory authority needs
enforcement powers,

MODEL 4 - RESPONSIBLE MANAGEMENT ENTITY (RME) OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE MODEL

Areas of moderate to high
environmental sensitivity
where reliable and sustainable
systern operation and
maintenance (O&M} is
required, e.q., sole source
aquifers, wellhead or source
water protection zones,
critical aquatic habitats, or
outstanding value resource
waters,

Clustered systems.

+ Establishes system performance and
monitoring requirements.

+ Professional Q&M services through RME
{either public or private).

» Provides regulatory oversight by issuing
operating or NPDES permits directly to the
RME. {System ownership remains with the
property owneid.)

* Inventory of all systemns.

Tracking system for operating permit and

compliance monitoring.

* D&M respansibility transferred from the system
owner to a professional RME that is the holder
of the operating permit.

1dentifies problems needing attention before

failures occur.

o Allows use of onsite treatment in more
environmentally sensitive areas or for treatrment
of high-strength wastes.

s Can issue one permit for 2 group of systems,

* Protects homeowner investment.

Enabling legislation may be
necessary to allow RME to
hold operating permit for
an individual system owner,
RME must have owner
approval for repairs; may
be conftict if performance
problerms are identified and
not corrected.

Need for easementiright of
entry.

Need for oversight of RME
by regulatory authority.

'MODEL 5 - RESPONSIBLE MANAGEMENT ENTITY (RME) OWNERSHIP MODEL

= Areas of greatest
environmental sensitivity
where refiable management
is required. Includes sole
source aquifers, wellhead or
source water protection zones,
eritical aquatic habitats, or
outstanding value resource
waters.

s Preferred management
program for clustered systems
serving multiple properties
under different ownership
(e.g., subdivisions).

+ Establishes system performance and
monitoring requirements.

+ Professional management of all aspects

of decentralized systerms through

public/private RMEs that own or manage

individual systems.

Qualified, trained, owners and licersed

professional ownersioperators.

= Provides reguiatory oversight by issuing
operating or NPDES permit.

nventory of all systems.

+ Tracking system for operating permit and
compliance monitoring.

+ High level of oversight if system performance

problems occur.

Simulates madel of central sewerage, reducing

the risk of noncompliance.

« Allows use of onsite treatment in more
environmentally sersitive areas.

+ Allows effective area-wide planningfiwatershed
managemeant,

* Removes potential conflicts between the user
and RME.

Greatest protection of environmental resources
and owner investment.

Enabling legislation and/or
formation of speclal district
may be required.

May require greater
financial investment by
RME for installation andior
purchase of existing systems
of Componants.

Need for oversight of RME
by regulatory authority.
Private RMEs may limit
competition.

Homeowner associations
may not have adequate
authority.

Note: If applicable, NPDES requirements under the CWA or UIC requirements under the SDWA
supercede any less stringent or inconsistent provision.

Voluntary National Guidelines for Managerment of Onsite and Clustered (Decentralized) Wastewater Treatment Systems
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Division 4. Onsite Wastewater Treatment Systems

Subdivision 1. General Requirements
CHAPTER 7. ONSITE WASTEWATER TREATMENT SYSTEMS (OWTS)
ARTICLE 1. GENERAL PROVISIONS

§24900. SWRCB - General Definitions.

Except as otherwise indicated in this Article, definitions of terms used in the SWRCB-promwuigated portions of this Chapter
shall be those set forth in Division 7 (commencing with Section 13000) of the Water Code and Chapter 6.5 of Division 20
of the Health and Safety Code (commencing with Section 25100).

“At-grade system™ means an OWTS dispersal system with a discharge point located at the preconstruction grade
(ground surface elevation). The discharge from an at-grade system is always subsurface.

“Basin plan” means the same as “water quality control plan™ as defined in Division 7 (commencing with Section 13000)
of the Water Code. Basin plans are adopted by each Regional Water Board, approved by the SWRCB and the Office of
Administrative Law, and identify surface water and groundwater bodies within each Region’s boundaries and establish, for
each, its respective beneficial uses and water quality objectives. Copies are available from the Regional Water Boards.

“Bedrock” means the rock, usually solid, that underties soil or other unconsolidated, surficial material.

“Certification” means an expression of professional opinion in the form of a certificate, stamp, or signature that the
OWTS, or its components, meets industry standards that are the subject of the certification, but does not constitute a
warranty or guarantee, either express or implied. For proprietary supplemental treatment systems, certification is a
statement that indicates the subject system has demonstrated performance through an independent, third-party evaluation of
performance data as required in §24913(e), but does not constitute a warranty or guarantee, either express or implied.

“Cesspool” means an excavation in the ground receiving wastewater, designed to retain the organic matter and solids,
while allowing the liquids to seep into the soil. Cesspools differ from seepage pits because cesspool systems do not have
septic tanks.

“Clay” means a soil particle; the term also refers to a type of soil texture. As a soil particle, clay consists of individual rock
or mineral particies in soils having diameters <0.002 mm in diameter. As a soil texture, clay is the soil material that is
comprised as 40 percent or more clay particles and not more than 45 percent sand and not more than 40 percent silt

particles.

“Community water supply” means a public water system regulated by the California Department of Health Services or
a local health department. *

“Conventional system” means an OWTS consisting of a septic tank and a subsurface system for dispersal of septic tank
effluent. A gravity subsurface dispersal system may be a leachfield or seepage pit. A conventional system may include
septic tank effluent pumping where the dispersal area is located at a higher clevation than the associated septic tank or o
accomplish uniform distribution. Properly sited, designed, installed and operated conventional systems are capable of
nearly complete removal of suspended solids, biodegradable organic compounds and fecal coliform bacteria. However,
other pollutants may not be removed to acceptable levels. Conventional systems can be expected to remove no more than
10 to 40% of the total nitrogen compounds (TN) in domestic wastewater after final soil treatment.

“Dispersal system™ means a leachfield, seepage pit, mound, at-grade, subsurface drip field, evapotranspiration and
infiltration bed, or other type of system for final wastewater treatrnent and subsurface discharge.

“Domestic wastewater” means the type of wastewater normally discharged from or similar to that discharged from
plumbing fixtures, appliances and other household devices inchuding, but not limited to toilets, bathtubs, showers, laundry
facilities, dishwashing facilities, and garbage disposals. Domestic wastewater does not include wastewater from industrial
processes other than inputs considered de minimis (less than 5 percent).
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(2)Acmssopeningsshallbesecmedtopwvem‘mauthoﬁzedm.

(q)Theinstallaﬁonofnewprefabriwtedsepﬁctanksshallbe]inﬁwdtoﬂ:oseapprovedbyﬂmlntemaﬁonalAssociaﬁon
ofPIumbingandMm%mwo)mmmmnhmmﬂedammﬁngmmems
instmcl:ions.lflAPMOcetﬁﬁedwnksarenotavaﬂablelomﬂy,oﬂlerpte&bﬁcatedtanksmaybeauowedonlyifﬂwy
comply with subsection (r) below,
(r) New non- prefabricated tanks or prefabricated tanks not certified by JAPMO shall be installed only after the design is
stamped and certified by a California registered civil engincer as meeting the general industry standards necessary to
comply with these requirements;
(s)NewandreplacedOWTSsepﬁcmnksshaﬂbedesimdmpmvenisolidsinexmofone—eigmh(lm)mchin
dianmrﬁ-ompassingtothediq:emlsystem.Sq:ﬁctanksﬂmtuseaNaﬁmnlSanitaﬁonFoundaﬁoniAmeﬁmNaﬁoml
Slnndardlnstimte(NSF!ANSl)Smndﬂd%oetﬁﬁedsepﬁctankﬁherattheﬁmlpohtofeﬁluentdischargeﬁ’omthe
OWTSmdpﬁortothedispe:salsysmmshallbedmmdmnwetﬂ:isreqﬁmm
(t)OWTSownerswi&onsi&donmﬁcwdlsm&ehpropmtymmtmm’mrgwndwmbysmnpﬁngmdamlym' 2
water from:

(1) a monitoring well down-gradient and within 100 feet of the OWTS dispersal system within 30 days upon the

installation of a new OWTS and no less than once every five years thereafter; or

@) meﬂﬂingonémdomkweﬂmthewwiﬂlhmdaysupmtheimmﬂaﬁmofamwomandnn
less than once every five years thereaRer

Groundwater apalyses shall be conducted in accordance with fu. Existing OWTS and npew OWTS installations shafl be
exemptﬁ‘omthisreqnh’ementifﬂxefacﬂilymattheOWTSsewesispmvidedwaterﬁ-omaoomnmnitywam'supply

ive shall collect groundwater samples pursuant to %(t) and shall have
the 1] )6 [.O X e‘]abomyshallbecapable
of producing laboratory results in EDF format. The groundwater samples shall be anafyzed for the following: calcium
(Ca), magnesium (Mg), sodium (Na), potassiom (K), iron (Fe), manganese (Mn), zinc (Zn), sulfate (80,), chloride (CT),
Nitrate (NO,), nitrite (NO.), fluoride (F), TDS, total atkalinity (as CaC0y), carbonate (CO,), bicarbonate (HCOs), MBAS,
pH and total coliforms. HasamplewsmPosiﬁveformmlmﬁform,mesampleshaﬂbeanalymdﬁnfeml coliform
bacteria. The name of the site owner, the site address and the laboratory results shall be transmitted to the SWRCB in
EDF format. The names and addresses of owners of tested domestic wells shall not be released.

(v) Any Ing a septi Tyice provi ic tank of once. five ...

tankdepﬂlasmeasuredﬁ'omthewaterlinetothebottomofthetank.

(w) The SWRCB recomnmends that the regenerating saline backwash from water sofieners not be discharged either to the
OWTS or to the ground in any manner.

(x) AH owners of any OWTS requiring a.
extend the time frame, but such exemptions shall not be greater than 180 days.

Authority Cited: CA Water Code §1058, 13291
Reference: CA Water Code §13291(d), 13291(¢}

ARTICLE 2. GROUNDWATER LEVEL DETERMINATIONS FOR NEW OWTS
§24912 SWRCB — Groundwater Level Monitoring
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(a)Unlesstheseasonalhighgmundwalerlevel at the site is known to be gres

based on local knowledge of ground conditi

b’fétemnnetheseasondhgbgo@wﬂerlmLWhaesoﬂmotﬂingobwmions
omchﬁonaaquaﬁﬁedmofe&shnﬂshﬂwethefoﬂowhgmmhwdmmeseawnﬂMgh groundwater prior to
dﬁignandinsmuaﬁonofan()WTS:

()] depthmseasomlhighgmmdww,agrmmdwamlevelmmiwﬁngweﬂmﬂbe'mstal]sedtoa
mi ! icani ased wastewater dispersal system. Ifan impermesble layer is
present ten fee lowmcgrdﬁnd"smface,thedepthofthegrmnﬁwateﬂevekmonitoﬁngweﬂ
shallbedmsedmﬂndepﬂlofﬂnimpmneablelayer. '

(2) For OWTS serving facilitics other than single family homes, the Regig

and depth of groundwater fevel monitoring wells. Such determinations b

the depth requirements in §24912(2)X1)-

(3) Measurements of depth to seasonal high gromdwater shall be.conducts mgw 1.10 Apil 1 oni
herwi ificd by the Regional Water i s il be measured continc

piezometer to record the seasonal bigh groundwater level. Thepiezometermybeaﬂoatdevicelhﬂmechanicaﬂyur

electrically records the highest water level .

(4)Forareasthataresubjectmspecialci:umstamﬁsmhasmsomlhighgmnndwﬂcansedbysnowmehor
ﬁyﬁommmmmmmmmmwmmdmmlspaﬂhmﬂ@rhgawspwiﬁw

To measure

(S)TheRegionalWamrBoardmayexemptsiMOIarmsﬁomﬂlisSectionwhereanawnaﬁvepmtomlfor
determiningseasomlhighgwmdwawrismbﬁshedintbebasinplan.

Authority Cited: CA Water Code §1058, 13201
Reference: CA Water Code §13260, 13264, 13267, 13269, and 13291

ARTICLE 3 PERFORMANCE REQUIREMENTS AND SPECIFICATIONS

biochemical oxygen demand (BOD) and total suspend Teordt ot
- : nitrugmr‘*‘4 5 i

(I)T'heBOdayavmge(mbonweouSBOD (CBOD) conceniration shall not exceed 25 milligrams per liter (mg/L), or
alternately, the 30-day average BOD shall not exceed 30 mg/L; and
(2) The 30-day average TSS conceniration shall not exceed 30 mg/L;

(c) Supplemental treatment componcms designed to perform disinfection shall have sufficient pretreatment of the
wastewater so that effluent does not exceed a 30-day average f:lO:mgfLandshallfurﬂmrachieveaneﬂ]uentmtal

coliform bacteria concentration, at the 95 percentile, of ot greater-than cither of the following;
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(1) 10 MPN per 100 milliliters priortod‘schmgeinﬁoadispersalﬁeld where the soils exhibit percolation rates
between 1 and leimxtespﬂinch(MPI}orwhemthesoﬂtﬁhncissand;or

(2) 1000 MPN per 100 milliliters prior to discharge into a dispersal field
greaterthanlﬂmloroonsistofasoiltextmeoﬂmrdmnsaml
(d)Efﬂuemﬁomsupplemenmluementwmponemsshaﬂnmﬂmeég30-dayg

) a testing duration of not less than six continuous months.

(2)memmmmmmﬁngmummpmmyofmmmmcmmmmm
concentrations in the following ranges:

(A) BOD: 125 to 300 miltigrams per liter;

(B) TSS: 125 to 300 milligrams per liter;

(Q@(&s N) &E@%w&%i%%’&r -

(D) total coliform bacteria: 1X10° to 1X10°MPN/100 ml, and
(E) alkalinity (as CaCO;): 50 to 200 milligrams per liter.

(3)hydrwﬁcandorganicd&eignloadingshaﬂbevm'ieddmingthemmsinm!ateOWTSopmﬁonalsirmsat
different levels of use, including ail of the following:

(A)mglﬂmdaﬂyuse,wheretheﬂ)ﬂowingdaﬂymstewaterﬂowmgimemwﬁngthesq:plemenmlmtnxntsystem
is as follows:

i. approximately 35% of the daily wastewater design flow enters the OWTS from 6:00 a.m. to 9:00 am

ii. approximately 25% of the daily wastewater design flow enters the OWTS from 11:00 a.m. to 2:00 p.m.

iiLapprnxhnatelyM%ofthedailywaﬂewawrd&eignﬂowmtersﬂnOWTS from 5:00 p.m. to 83:00 p.m.
(B)wmkingpawm“e,whmﬂ:eﬁ)ﬂowings-daywaswmﬂowmgimcmmmyhe supplerental treatment
system is as follows:

i appmximawly%ofthedailywaswmdesignﬂowmmtheoms from 6:00 a.m. to 9:00 a.m.

ii. approximately 60% of the daily wastewater design flow enters the OWTS from 5:00 p.m. to 8:00 p.m.

(C)wnsh—dayuse,wherefoﬂowingas-dayregulardaﬂyuseﬂowmgime provides additional wastewater from a
clothes washing machine during the first, third and fifth days. Additional clothes washing water shall have a
minimum of 3 wash cycles (inclueding 6 rinse cycles) inte:spersedbetwem6:00a.m.to2:00p.m.per§00@llomof
design flow.. ‘

{D) vacation (e.g., one week rest).

(4)tmﬁngofsupplcmcntalteahnenlcomponmtstoconmlywiththepufonmnoerequixemmtsofﬁ,kor1dshallbe
conducted with the following detection limits listed in Table 1:
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(h) Dispersal systems using shallow pressurized drip or orifice dispersal shall meet the following requirements:

(1) The allowed application area shall not exceed one square foot per emitter/orifice. Inno case are application areas
allowed 1o be overlapping or less than one square foot per lineal foot; and

{2) all systems shall be designed and maintained to reduce orifice clogging and root intrusion.

(i) Seepage Pits shall be designed on sidewall area as the infiltrative surface and are allowed where the following conditions
apply:
(1) the site has been determined by a qualified professional to be unsuitable for other types of dispersal systems due to
soil properties or amount of area available at the site;

{2) the bottom of the seepage pit shall be 2 minimum of ten feet above seasonal high groundwater level; and
{3) the site shall meet one of the conditions:

(A)Theremustbeaminimumoftenfeetofsoilbelowthebotﬁnmoftheseepagepitandabovetheseasonalhigh
groundwater level, impervious layer, or bedrock. All strata to a depth of 10 feet below the pit bottom must be
free of groundwater in accordance with §24912, or

(B) When an OWTS has supplemental treatment components designed to meet the performance requirements
specified in §24913(b), and §24913(c) are met, a seepage pit may have less than 10 feet of soil below the bottom
of the seepage pit, but no less than two feet of soil, or

(C) When an OWTS has supplemental treatment components designed to meet the performance requirements
specified in §24913(b) and §24913(c)(1), a seepage pit may have less than two feet of soil beneath the bottom of
the seepage pit.

(§) Evapotranspiration and infiltration (ETI) systems shall be designed such that evapotranspiration and infiltration exceed
the design waste flow combined with a 25-yr return rate precipitation event on an annual, monthly and seasonal basis. ET1
systems shall be operated in a manner that prevents human exposure to wastewater.

Authority Cited: CA Water Code §1058, 13291
Reference: CA Water Code §13260, 13264, 13267, 13269, and 13291

ARTICLE 4: PROTECTING IMPAIRED SURFACE WATER

§24940. SWRCB — Applicability and Requirements.

This section shall apply to any water body that has been designated as impaired dve to nitrogen or pathogens pursuant to
Section 303(d) of the Clean Water Act but only where a TMDL has been approved that inchudes a determination that
OWTS contribute to the impairment of the water body.

a) No new OWTS dispersal area shall be constructed or operated within 600 linear feet [in the horizontal (map)

direction} of the water body unless one of the following applies:

(1) where the waterbody is listed as impaired due to nitrogen, OWTS meets the performance requirements for
supplemental treatment contained in §24913(b) and §24913(d).

(2) where the water body is listed as impaired due to pathogens, OWTS mects the performance requirements for
supplemental treatment contained in §24913(b)(1) and §24913(c).

{b) Unless modified or exempted pursvat to c, ¥4, or %e, an owner of any existing QOWTS dispersal area within 600
linear feet [in the horizontal (map) direction] of the water body shall have the OWTS inspected by a qualified
professional within one year of the effective date of these regulations or within one year after the effective date of a
TMDL that includes a determination that OWTS contribute to impairment of the water body, whichever is later.
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(1) The inspection shall include but not be limited to:

(A) a determination of whether the OWTS is dischatei e;

the impairment;

(D) for a water body impaired for nitrogen, a determination of whether nitrogen exceeding 10 mg/l is
reaching groundwater, unless the OWTS owner chooses to assume that the OWTS is contributing to the
impairment.

(2) The OWTS owner shall send a report of the inspection to the Regional Water Board within 30 calendar days of
the completion of the inspection.

(3) Where a determination is made by a qualified professional that an OWTS discharge of fecal coliform or
nitrogen exceeding 10 mg/l is reaching groundwater, the owner of the OWTS shall have four y&ars followmg ‘
date of the determination to meet the applicable requirements of §a. i

{c) Adoption or amendment of a TMDL may alter the 600-foot distance requirement or compliance dates in §a and Yb.

{d) This Section does not apply to 1mpa1:ed waters where prior to the effective date of this Chapter, (heRegiaialeitater
Board has adopted a lulb " ments vas e ntplan 'I'he wastewater management

P‘m
management pian

il g of fOWTS tothe

(e) The requlrements contained in this Section do not apply to OWTS owners who commit by way of a legally binding

document to connect to a centralized wastewater collection and treatment system regulated through WDRs within nine
years. To become effective, the owner must sign the document within forty-eight months of the effective date of this
Chapter or the effective date of a TMDL, whichever is later. The specified date for the connection to the centralized
community wastewater collection and treatment system shall not extend beyond nine years following a Regional Water
Board determination made pursuant to this Section.

§24940 to §25500 [Reserved for SWRCB]
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. REGIONAL WATER
QUALITY CONTROL
BOARD GOALS

To insure the
Californians, the California Regional Water Quality
Countrol Board, Central Coast Region, determined it
was desirable to establish certain planning goals.
These goals pertain to utilization of the basin's water
resources and guidelines for control of waste
discharges, as follows:

t the water resources of

1. Protect and ephance all basin waters, surface
andundm’gromd,ﬁ'eshmdsaline,ﬁn'm
and anticipated beneficial uses, including
aquatic environmental values.

2. The quality of all surface waters shall allow

3. Mapage municipal and industrial wastewater
disposal as part of an integrated systern of
fresh water supplies to achieve maximum
benefit of fresh water resources for present and
fature beneficial uses and to achieve harmony
with the natural environment

5

and processes f0 assure consistent high quahty

6. Reduce and prevent accelerated {(man-cagsed)
erosion to the level necessary to restore and
protect beneficial uses of receiving waters now
significantly impaired or threatened with
impairment by sediment

Il. GENERAL CONTROL
ACTIONS AND RELATED
ISSUES

The Regional Water Quality Control Board (Regional
Board) regulates the sources of water quality related
problems which could result in actnal or potential
impairment or degradation of beneficial uses or
degradations of water quality. The Regional Board
regulates both point and nonpoint source discharge

HTlackH meﬂf—_ﬁ:;
Pl (Tofz )

activities. A point source discharge generally
originates from a single identifiable source, while a
nonpoint source discharge comes from diffuse
sources. To regulate the point and nonpoint sources,
control actions are required for effective water
quality protection and management. Such confrol
actions are set forth for implementation by the State
Water Resources Control Board (State Board), by
other agencies with water quality or related authority,
and by the Regjonal Board.

Itl. CONTROL ACTIONS
UNDER STATE WATER
RESOURCES CONTROL
BOARD AUTHORITY

The State Board has adopted several water quality
plans and policies which complement or may
supersede portions of the Water Quality Control Plan.
These plans and policies may include specific control
measures. See Chapter Five, "Plans and Polivies” for
summaries of the most significant State Board plans
and policies which affect the Central Coast Region.




Httachmeal £5 (4 of 2 )

30/9"—‘1 /D{CM/I

o e — ———

a

( Langu varies Crom
5%@5@?(0’

ViiLD.3.e. INDIVIDUAL SYSTEM MAINTENANCE

Tndividual septic tanks should be maintained as follows:

1L i tanksshonldbeimpecwdevuymwﬁveymmdetetmmeﬂ:e_mdforptmping. If garbage
ghﬂﬂsmmﬂxwashmdimmmesepﬁcmhMMdomﬁlquymm.

2. ‘cmmmmdm(l)memmiswmmmaumm
m@)heshdgelmliswﬁhineightimh&softbeboﬂnmoﬁhemﬂetdeﬁce.

3. Wmummmwmmammm.

4. Disposal of septage (solidxmi(hlepmnpedﬁ'omsq:ﬁcmnks)shmldbeampﬁshedinammu
acceptable to the Executive Officer. Insomeamas,disposalmaybemeithaaChssIorCIassllsolid
mmsﬁe;mmsepmgemybedischmgedmammkipdwmwmumfacﬂiy.

> Lwn.o.s.f. COMMUNITY SYSTEM DESIGN
cMmmmwmmmmmmﬁmm:

| Capaciﬁesshouldmmmodmbuﬂd-outpopulaﬁon.

2. Designshmﬂdbebasedwonpeakdailyﬂowesﬁnm K

Pd

| compartment.

5. Opaaﬂonmdmaintmmemmﬂdbehmﬂmmewithawepwdsmﬁmrymm

6. Mmmkﬂoﬂd&wﬂdmsym“smdmmmmm

7.Disdmgeshmldndexowd40g1mmp«daymnlniungm,mmeavmgqpsmeofmm]
WMMMWPMWWWW&R@OMM

Vill.D.3.g. LOCAL AGENCIES

Recommendations for local governing jurisdictions:

1. Adopt a standard percolation test procedure.
The California State Water Resources Control Board Guidelines for B irati
mﬁdmapﬁwlaimwmﬂhodmmmmﬂedﬁrmmﬂmdﬂdhzwstmhAmdwimh
diameter percolation test hole may be used.

2. Percolation tests should be continued until a stabilized rate is obtained.

3. Percolation test holes should be drilled with a hand anger. A hole could be hand augered or dug with
hand tools at the botiom of a larger excavation made by a backhoe.

4. Pﬁmbﬁmmmmﬁbepafmmedmadepmwn&spmxﬁngmmemmofmembswmdkpmd
area.
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California Regional Water Quality Control Board

Central Coast Region
Inf m m;
tinda 8. Ad ternet s: http:/fwwe. ca.gov/centralcoast
nsgmm-y f:,-m' 895 Acrovista Place — Suite 101, San Luis Obispo, CA 93401-7906 Amold mm
Environmental ’ Phone (805) 549-3147 - FAX (305) 543-0397
Protection
March 6, 2008

Ms. Piper Reilly
691 Woodland Drive
Los Osos, CA 93402-3817

Dear Ms. Rellly:
INSTALLATION OF THE RECLAMATOR IN THE LOS 0S0S PROHIBITION ZONE

This letter responds to your emalled inquiry dated February 18, 2008 regarding
installation of a Reclamator at your residence. To our knowledge, the eﬁ!uent quallty

to mtnlmtzeongomgadverse |mpacts from septic systems. However aven if | ._', a8
well as its promoter's claim it will, {gg Reclamator will Sl JiSc0g Qe ..=,':W= e
~4ll|l Jdoerararg.  Oos [10) "---m"‘ 'Mm'imvl 'UIO! :_

-,:;,A_ hames. m@mi“" 2l sewage dis) ems, Inciyding en mee

allernailve

The Central Coast Water Board has indicated that it does not intend to take individual
enforcement action for violations of the Basln Plan prohlbltlon as long as the County’s

process stays on track. Qggg 2 communibLSeuehSUSISH-ISANAUaR S, o sooner if the
County discontinues its efforts to build one vill be required tg al:mnate all onsite
discharges of sewage waste. Youcandothlsycon NG 10 i~f" T DY

pl‘OpOSg :" 3 onta ) [l.[lif oJ___-lqu ieQa) gUuSy l.\_: 10_£ im -f‘m‘ ito
gm.The requirement 10 eliminate onsite discharges doe s not vialate Water

ode Section 13360, even if the only feasible compliance alternative is connecting toa
pubtic 'sr.ystem1

Your email also states that the Reclamator is NSF (National Sanitation Foundation)
certified. We suggest you investigate that claim, since our understanding is that it is not
certified.

1 Tahoe-Sierra Preservation Council v. State Water Resources Control Bd. (1889) 210 Cal.App.3d 1421

California Environmental Protection Agency

{5 Recycled Paper
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Ms. Reilly | -2- March 6, 2008

Should you decide to proceed, we would be interested in reviewing the data that you
say will be available. We recommend you also contact the County of San Luis Obispo
and obtain the necessary local permits that may be required.

If you have any questions please contact David LaCaro at (805) 549-3892 or Harvey
Packard at (805) 542-4639

Sincerely,

ﬁw./

Roger W. Briggs
Executive Officer

cc: Frances McChesney

g'\iste\san luis obispo colindividuad advanced systemsiatior to ms. relly - reclalmator.doc

California Environmental Protection Agency
@ Recycled Paper
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e California Regional Water Quality Control Board @
Wiasten 1 Bichon Central c"% Cony Dot

Sueruamy for Saavenes Adioans: hitgibomew uvch ve goeiranehd Governsr

Emversnmontd 97 Higmare Buvwet, uie 300, Sen Lant Oblapa, Cailenia 534015411

Protecsion ooy (305 5493447~ FAX (B05) $43.0697

Jarmary 3, 2003

Duvid Moran

Crwwford Multard & Clark Assoclates
641 Higuera Stveed, Sullc 302

S Luis Obispo, CA 93401

Deoar Mr. Moraa:

MW&WACTWMWMWMAM P
FACILITIES PROJECT, 109 0S08, S8AK LIS ORENPO COUNTY

mmmuwumuum-uhmmmm{m
for the Los Osos Community Wastewnter Facilitics Projoct. We heve roviewwd the report and find it
m.wm&wmuﬂmamhm Also, the
MWMMthﬂwm.ﬂMkw
i evainating tha potential impacts and alforsatives 10 this complex sed difficult project., We bave the “

L MQM!MM&MMMWWW&MWM
. im 1997. Yoo should clacify thet thess conomns sre bused opon public prception and srs mot 9.1
necessarily scieatifically based.

3 MD.M?W!WWMWWWM
wil] bo issued for constraction and operation of the wastwwater ficility. This s tme, cowverage nader
hmwmmnmdmumwmwﬁnu
necessary 1o prevest pollution of storst wakcs remoff. Howover, Waste Discharge Roquirerents (o 92

‘ ww‘mm'lwhmﬁdhhmmm Wans

Mph@iﬂﬂbhﬂhm*mwm&dﬂ

3. Psgo 13, paragraph 3 peovides a projoct description. This description, sad sevaeal othor locations
Shecnghout the Toport, imdicale the project Is desigmed w0 yuintrodmce offbeet 10 ground weter.
Um.mdhwmnhmmmmwm 9.3

4 mas,m&umﬁsumnwmmwﬁw 94
snd tomal nitrogen in sillifiers per s, Thess units should be comectad 1o state miligrarms por liter.

5. Puge 35, pucagraph & lists proposad project compousnts. Tem D of the Hat should be rewoniad %o
“Wasowater dispossl fucifitics and ground water harvesting sad moritoring wells™ to clenrly ndicate
umum_ﬂummum Stmilerly, throughout the voport, 9.5

Callfornia Exviresmentol Pretection Agency

55




/477504/%@%7( 7 (zafz)

David Marsa -2~ Jamuary 3,3901

muﬁ-wuwmumwmmmum
confusion that the Distriet propeses 40 barvest or socover effivent.

6. Qremnfuaﬁmmhhmwn Plosse sond v3 (his pags to complele our
copy of the report.

1. mss.mxmumumuwmmmmnum Clam 1 a0
mnm-mummmmw&nmu—ahu
wm*hmmmm Bicselids caa be dispostd ar
some Clams I hndfills (sandesd muaicipel wastes). Ao, San Luis Obispo County Heakth
wnmmmwuwm-ﬁkmuu

considmed by the Board of Supervisors sarly noxt year.

mmmmmdmwmmmunw-m
offorts to address the wasiewsher projoct in 2 meaner deshgsed for long4erm success and cost-
effectivencas, as well at ju 1 compeahensive (multi-resourte) msaner.

9 wlnm1&u‘mmwuumum

i wainr arens of Los Oace wre
Mbhﬂ““ﬁlmd’hﬁhﬂiﬂiﬂnaWﬂﬂlhbﬂMh
muwmmdumww It is cur opiion that the
statarnent on page 138 is notapplicable im Los Osox.

1&“14Lm3whmm“ﬂhwﬂhmmﬂh
for forther Wreatment. 1t may be mors olear %o siate that additionel water ircatment will be provided
when nooded. h&hwﬁmunﬂmtumm'uﬂwﬂh
treatod with (or in the seme processos) &S wasiesvgier,

mmwmﬁmhMMMbumhhdHhh
report. mﬂm«-mmmhwth
mﬂmﬂ;rmn&nmnbupup-l-kmmnmiuu .

mnmuakdmmmm—wmuu_ummﬁ
e Moal EIR. mnmnmw-ﬂm-ﬂmm»mwu
MM.&WMMMW“hMM

" I you have guestions vegarding teese comments, plesse call Serrel Marke ot (OR5) S4938X) or
Gertinrdt Hubner 3t {$05) 5424647,

9-7

910°

912
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Report to Congress on Impacts and Control of ;7 d/j ({5 7L A 007
Combined Sewer Overflows and Sanitary Sewer Overflows

Fact Sheet

EPA has published a Report to Congress on the impacts and control of combined sewer
overflows (CSOs) and samitary sewer overflows (SSOs). This report was published to comply
with a request from Congress. This report summarizes what is known about the characteristics
of CSOs and SSOs, the human health and environmental impacts of CSOs and S50, and the
resources spent and technologies used by municipalities to reduce the impacts of CSOs and
SSOs. This report makes clear that EPA views CSOs and SSOs as threats to human health and
the environment. This Report provides interested parties with a wealth of information on the
impacts of sewer overflows and establishes a baseline of data for regulatory agencies o use in
policy making related to the management of sewer collection systems.

Why is EPA publishing this Report to Congress?

EPA prepared this Report to Congress in response to a statutory requirement established on .
December 15, 2000. Section 112 of the Consolidated Appropriations Act for Fiscal Year 2001,
P.L. 106-554, required EPA to provide a report summarizing:

(A) theextent of the human health and environmental impacts caused by
municipal combined sewer overflows and sanitary sewer overflows,
including the location of discharges causing such impacts, the volume of
pollutants discharged, and the constituents discharged;

(B)  the resources spent by municipalities to address these impacts; and

(C)  anevaluation of the technologies used by municipalities to address these

impacts.

What is a CSO?

A combined sewer system is a wastewater collection system, owned by a state or municipality,
that is specifically designed to collect and convey sanitary wastewater (domestic sewage from
homes as well as industrial and commercial wastewater) and storm water through a single pipe.
During precipitation events (e.g. rainfall or snowmelt), the systems are designed to overflow
when collection system capacity is exceeded, resulting in a combined sewer overflow (CSO) that
discharges directly to surface waters.

Today, there are 746 communities with combined sewer systems with a total 0f 9,348 CSO
outfalls that are identified and regulated by 828 NPDES permits. Combined sewer systems are
found in 32 states (including the District of Columbia) and nine EPA Regions. CSO
communities are regionally concentrated in older communities in the Northeast and Great Lakes
regions. EPA estimates that about 850 billion gallons of untreated wastewater and storm water
are released as CSO each year in the United States.
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What is ar SS50?
A sanitary sewer system is a wastewater collection system, owned by a state or municipality, that
is specifically desn gned to collect and convey only samtary wastewater (domest:lc sewage from

prevent the system from proper operation.

In the Report to Congress, EPA estimates that between 23.000 and SSO0s occur each year
in the United States, resulting in releases of between 3 billion and 10 billion gallons of untreated
wastewater. These events take place throughout the United States.

What does the Report to Congress say?

This report includes 10 chapters covering all aspects of the statutory requirement from Congress.
The report also includes a series of 23 technology descriptions providing detailed information,
including case studies, on technologies for reducing the impacts of CSOs and S50s.

This report finds that CSOs and SSOs can have impacts on human health and the environment at
the local watershed level. The report makes clear that the United States has made progress in
reducing sewer overflows to protect human health and the environment. Much remains to be
done, however, to fully realize the objectives of the Clean Water Act and the CSO Control
Policy

What impacts do CSOs and SSOs have?
™. I Because CSOs contain raw sewage along with large volumes of storm water and contribute
bl pathogens, solids, debris, and toxic pollutants 1o receiving waters, CSOs can create sngmﬂcant

Because SSOs contain raw sewage and can occur on land and in public spaces, SSOs can create
public health and environmental concerns. SSOs have contributed to beach closures,
contamination of drinking water supplies, and other environmental and public health concemns.

What recommendations does the Report to Congress make?

This report does not make specific policy recommendations, but does suggest four strategies that
should be taken to reduce the impacts of CSOs and SSOs. The strategies include: providing
adequate funding for maintenance and improvement of the nation’s wastewater infrastructure;
integrating of wastewater programs and activities at the watershed level; improving monitoring
and reporting programs to provide better data for decision-makers; and supporting stronger
partnerships among federal and state agencies, municipalities, industry, non-governmental
organizations, and citizens.

How can I get more information?

You can find the Report to Congress and additional information on the Internet by visiting
http://www .epa.gov/npdes. You can ask for hard copies of these documents by calling the Office
of Water Resource Center at (202) 566-1729.
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STATE WATER RESOURCES CONTROL BOARD
ORDER NO. 2006-0003-DWQ

STATEWIDE GENERAL WASTE DISCHARGE REQUIREMENTS
FOR
SANITARY SEWER SYSTEMS

The State Water Resources Control Board, hereinafter referred to as “State
Water Board®, finds that:

1. All federal and state agencies, municipalities, counties, districts, and other public
entities that own or operate sanitary sewer systems greater than one mile in
length that coliect and/or convey untreated or partially treated wastewater to a
publicly owned treatment facility in the State of California are required to comply
with the terms of this Order. Such entities are hereinafter referred to as
“Enrollees’.

2. Sanitary sewer overflows (SSOs) are overflows from sanitary sewer systems of

domestic wastewater, as well as industrial and commercial wastewater,

depending on the pattern of land uses in the area served by the sanitary sewer

] system SSOs often contain high levels of suspended solids, pathogenic

&8 organisms, toxic poliutants, nutrients, oxygen-demanding orgamc compounds, oil
¥ and grease and other pollutants. SSOs may cause a public nuisance,

4 particularly when raw untreated wastewater is discharged to areas with high

: pubhcexposure suasslealsasulacevala usad or drinkipg. fiShiRge.o
o5 ____-{:r-m!mmmr.,-'j

3. Sanitary sewer systems experience periodic failures resulting in discharges that
may affect waters of the state. There are many factors (including factors related
to geology, design, construction methods and materials, age of the system,
population growth, and system operation and maintenance), which affect the
likelihood of an SSO. A proactive approach that requires Enroliees to ensure a
system-wide operation, maintenance, and management plan is in place will
reduce the number and frequency of SSOs within the state. This approach will in
turn decrease the risk to human health and the environment caused by SSOs.

4. Maijor causes of SSOs include: grease blockages, root blockages, sewer line
flood damage, manhole stmcture fallures vandalism, pump stahon mechamcai

failures, power outages, excessiye storm und water inflow/infillratic

> § debris blockages, T ry T o ET S RS EicTion matenal 1ailures,

. lack of proper operation and maintenance, msufﬁclent capacily and contractor-
caused damages. Many SSOs are preventable with adequate and appropriate
facilities, source control measures and operation and maintenance of the sanitary
sewer system.
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SEWER SYSTEM MANAGEMENT PLANS

5.

To facilitate proper funding and management of sanitary sewer systems, each

Enrollee must develop and |mplement a systempw
Leeffieciie. Sahl -__,,,_..l"'." ts:onsto

that establlshes standard procedures for tmmediate re3ponse toanSS0ina
manner designed to minimize water quality impacts and potential nuisance
conditions.

Many local public agencies in California have already developed SSMPs and
implemented measures to reduce SSOs. These entities can build upon their
exnstmg efforts to &stabhsh a comprehenswe SSMP conSIstent with thls Order

SSMP certification by technically qualified and experienced persons can provide
a useful and cost-effective means for ensuring that SSMPs are developed and
implemented appropriately.

it is the State Water Board’s intent to gather additional information on the causes
and sources of SSOs to augment existing information and to determine the full
extent of SSOs and consequent public health and/or environmental impacts
occurring in the State.

Both uniform SSO reporting and a centralized statewide electronic database are
needed to collect information to allow the State Water Board and Regional Water
Quality Control Boards (Regional Water Boards) to effectively analyze the extent
of SSOs statewide and their potential impacts on beneficial uses and public
health. The monitoring and reporting program required by this Order and the
attached Monitoring and Reporting Program No. 2006-0003-DWQ, are necessary
to assure compliance with these waste discharge requirements (WDRs).

10. Information regarding SSOs must be provided to Regional Water Boards and

11.

other regulatory agencies in a timely manner and be made available to the public
in a complete, concise, and timely fashion.

Some Regional Water Boards have issued WDRs or WDRs that serve as
National Pollution Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permits to sanitary
sewer system owners/operators within their jurisdictions. This Order establishes
minimum requirements to prevent SSOs. Although it is the State Water Board's
intent that this Order be the primary regulatory mechanism for sanitary sewer
systems statewide, Regional Water Boards may issue more stringent or more
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water quality in the area, costs associated with compliance with these
requirements, the need for developing housing within California, and the need to
develop and use recycled water.

¥6. The Federal Clean Water Act largely prohibits any discharge of pollutants from a
| point source to waters of the United States except as authorized under an

I NPDES permit. Ingeperal. any point source discharge of sewage effluent to
wa IS.abihs.lln ile o“ﬁWﬁ'ﬁﬁWu m n Of _ ' :

-a:Jr—':ou- -_.__‘,A.r-_ _g

under the C

wastew, Oy T VUater Code prohib;tsthe discharge
m land pnor to the filing of any requ:red report of waste discharge and
% the subsequent issuance of either WDRs or a waiver of WDRs.

exlstrg dlscharge or matena change n an existiny Iee.
reqwrements shall, among other things, take into consideration the need to
prevent nuisance.

18.California Water Code section 13050, subdivision (m), Jefines. uisal
anything whlch meets all of the following requirements:

igus lg bealth ar is indecent or offenswe to the senses, or an

obstruction to the TTee use of property, so as to interfere with the

comfortable enjoyment of hfe or property

b. Affects at _.__-_ e 3

water, and will not result in wa é"‘r' 168
Board or Regional Water Board plans and pollcles

20.The action to adopt this General Order is exempt from the California
Environmental Quality Act (Public Resources Code §21000 et seq.) because itis
an action taken by a regulatory agency to assure the protection of the
environment and the regulatory process involves procedures for protection of the
environment. (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14, §15308). In addition, the action to adopt
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prescriptive WDRs for sanitary sewer systems. Upon issuance or reissuance of
a Regional Water Board’s WDRs for a system subject to this Order, the Regional
Water Board shall coordinate its requirements with stated requirements within
this Order, to identify requirements that are more stringent, to remove
requirements that are less stringent than this Order, and to provide consistency
in reporting.

REGULATORY CONSIDERATIONS

12. California Water Code section 13263 provides that the State Water Board may
prescribe general WDRs for a category of discharges if the State Water Board
finds or determines that:

The discharges are produced by the same or similar operations;

The discharges involve the same or similar types of waste;

The discharges require the same or similar treatment standards; and

The discharges are more appropriately regulated under general discharge
requirements than individual discharge requirements.

This Order establishes requirements for a class of operations, facilities, and
discharges that are similar throughout the state.

13.The issuance of general WDRs to the Enrollees will.

a) Reduce the administrative burden of issuing individual WDRs to each
Enrollee;

b) Provide for a unified statewide approach for the reporting and database
tracking of SSOs;

c) Establish consistent and uniform requirements for SSMP development
and implementation;

d) Provide statewide consistency in reporting; and

e) Facilitate consistent enforcement for violations.

14.The beneficial uses of surface waters that can be impaired by SSOs include, but
are not limited to, aquatic life, drinking water supply, body contact and non-
contact recreation, and aesthetics. The beneficial uses of ground water that can
be impaired include, but are not limited to, drinking water and agricultural supply.
Surface and ground waters throughout the state support these uses to varying
degrees.

15.The implementation of requirements set forth in this Order will ensure the
reasonable protection of past, present, and probable future beneficial uses of
water and the prevention of nuisance. The requirements implement the water
quality control plans (Basin Plans) for each region and take into account the
environmental characteristics of hydrographic units within the state. Additionally,
the State Water Board has considered water quality conditions that could
reasonably be achieved through the coordinated control of all factors that affect
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In the Rough Screening Report, 1.3 MGD was identified as the fikely wet weather flow for
both STEP/STEG and gravity collection systems. However, it was recognized that because
of the difference in a pressure tight joint system utilized for STEP/STEG, versus a gasketed
bell and spigot joint system utilized for gravity collection system, that there is a higher
potential for a gravity system to experience I/l flows over time than there is for a
STEP/STEG system. As a result, the wet weather flow for the gravity collection system
option was recalculated to be 1.5 MGD (at buildout). This was based on collection system
textbook modeis and was consistent with the calculations previously used by previous
studies prior to providing a reduction factor to account for the sandy soils of the area.

The 1.5 MGD does not take into consideration conservation, however, which is a stated
goal of the community for the project. With conservation practices, (i.e. toilet retrofit
program and water efficient appliances in all new construction) it is estimated that the total
flow can be decreased by at least 0.1 MGD. As a result, a likely scenario to anticipate
would be that a portion of the increase in I/l flows for the gravity collection system would be
offset byﬂveunplemelﬂatton of conservation practices. Thy b fle =

(1 5 MGDwetweatherﬂowwrﬂw Wi minus 0.1 MGEfofconseNahm) For suzmg of
wastewater treatment plant for the STEP/STEG system the reduction in fiow due to the
implementation of conservation would similarly apply. The wet weather flow used to size the
wastewater treatment plant for the STEP/STEG collectia MGD.(1,.3 MGD wet
weather flow with minimal 111, minus 0.1 M M cons A

1.4 BASIS FOR SCREENING OF ALTERNATIVES

Each of the component alternatives that passed through rough screening was investigated
in greater detail for this Fine Screening Report. Cost is an additional element that will be
used for screening in this report that was absent in the Rough Screening Report.
Conceptual-Hevel cost estimates have been prepared for the component alternatives to
enable their comparison. The interdependency of the components (Figure 1.3) will also be
used to examine and screen the component altematives to a greater extent than was done
in the Rough Screening Report. Seawater intrusion mitigation will also be considered, since
as discussed in earlier, any project that worsens the current groundwater basin condition
will be screened out of consideration. All viable projects were developed so they did not
worsen the existing seawater intrusion problem.

Foliowing the development of viable project alternatives, the County’s project selection
process will include a community-wide survey, workshops, and other community
participation efforts so that final project decisions meet the needs and desires of the
community to the greatest extent possible. in accordance with State and Federal laws,
those additional work efforts and final project selection decisions will be completed
concurrently with the environmental review efforts.

August 2007 1-11
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using closed-circuit television equipment to visually inspect the sewer pipes. Leaks in
pressurized sewers can be detected with a microphone, since the release of pressure
produces noise. Remediation can be performed by grouting leaks, by adding an efastomeric
compound to failed joints, by adding a lining {although this reduces the pipe capacity) or by
replacing the failed areas of pipe.

6.0 FLOW SUMMARY

Estimates of the projected wastewater flows and loads were outlined in the Fine Screening
Report and are updated in this TM. The estimate for the dry weather flow at buiidout without
conservation remains at 1.2 mgd and with conservation at 1.1 mgd.

Inflow/infiltration (/i) estimates for the collection system alternatives were the main source
of unoertamty in ca ulculatmg the future treatment facihty influent flow volume ifa gravmy
a. shi?\V/C

A Pitrsswers are a fairly new temndogy:wm'!rttle Iong-tennoperatmg history, and
can be significantly more costly to install than traditional bell-and-spigot gravity sewers.
Therefore, I/ for a gravity system will be higher than for the other systems.

The summary of flow estimates for each type of sewer is shown in Table 6.

Table 6 Flow Estimates, 2006 Water Use Estimate

Los Osos Wastewater Project Development

San Luis Obispo County

| Water Use
Collection Population Estimate Conservation ADWWF
System Estimate (gpcd/mgd) (mgd) (m"g(g""f (mgd)! PHWWF

Gravity 18,428 66/1.2 0.1 0.3 14 25
STEP 18,428 1.2 01 0.1 1.2 1.7
i.ow Pressure 18,428 1.2 0.1 0.1 1.2 1.9
Note:

(1) Average Daily Wet Weather Flow = Water Use (mgd) - Conservation + I average
Utilized for sizing processes.

7.0 SENSITIVITY ANALYSIS

The flow estimates presented in Table 6 were calculated based on assumptions derived
from literature data and previous experience with I/l as well as information about current
water use in Los Osos. However, the estimates would vary if the assumptions changed. A
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