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Public Wofks Department

May 12, 2011

Via email: cormmmentletters@ny

Jeanine Townsend
Clerk 1o the Board
State Water Reésources Control Board
1001 1 Street, Sacramento, CA 95814

Subject: Comiment Letter — 888 WDRs Review & Update
Dear Ms. Townsend:

The City of Pledmont appréciates the opportunity to commient on the State Water Quality
Control Boards proposed revisions to the Sanitary Sewer Svsfm ‘Waste Discharge
Requirements (558 WDRs). The City of Pmﬁmant has a population ofabout 11,000 and
¢omprises approximately 1.7 square miles of residential and miner commercial land use. The
wastewater generated within the City is collected in approximately S0miles of sanitary sewer
pipelines, 6'to 18 inches it diameter, originally built mainly between the years of 1900to 1940.
Collected wastewater is-discharged through the Cﬁy ythe East Bay Municipal
Utility District (EBMUD) Special District No. 1 (District, vhiere the interceptor
transports the flows to the EBMUD Water Polluiion Con ant (WPCP). After providing
treatment, the WPCP dis¢harges through . submerged: mﬁf&ﬁ?mi‘ﬁ the San Francisco Bay. The
City has rehabilitated approximately 60% of its sewer mains-and their associated lower laterals in
public right-bf-way since:1995. It should benioted that; the City His experienced sagmﬁcam
reduction:in sanitary sewer overflow (S50} asa mult of the uewly rehabilitated mains and
implementation of the existing S88 WDRs requin has sgﬁii response procedures,
‘implementation of regularly scheduled inspection and maintenance program, etc.

The propesed revisions 1o the SSS WDRs represent & major departure from the program that is
still being implemented under the existing WDRs. While we appreciate the State Water Board's
efforts to address certainissues associated wilh the existing WDRs, our agency is very concerned
about a number of the proposed revisions, especially those related to reporting of private lateral
sewage discharges (PLSDs), and the onerous additions o sewer system management plan
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(SSMP) requirements that shoilld not be ‘mandated unless State Water Board guidance and
funding are first made available: As requirements becomne more complicated and confusing,
more agency staff time is-directed towirds preparing reports and re-organizing information and -

spiducting thé appropriate

w &

operating. procedures; and less time 1‘%:*@&&%--_%&{?1:&&31}* managing or ¢

operations and maintenance {O&M) avtivities 1o~ prevent $S0Os andproperly mgintain our

collection system. Finally, we strongly oppose aity kind of NPDES perriitting as it might relate
to collection systemn operations and maintenance. We will specificaily address this issue later in
this letter. - '

The following are our specific ¢omments regarding the proposed drafl revisions to the $88 WDR
circulated by the Water Board staff on March 24, 2011, :

l. Sanitary sewer system regulations should not be adapted under awﬂ~mdei}Rs and
NPDES permit.. -

rered WDRs and NPDES permit alternative, whereby an
uture would trigger the requirement to apply foran NPDES
- points included in the Staff Report also opposing this concept.
Since the existing $§8 WDRS and the proposed revisigns to the 53 WDRs do 061 suthorize
sanitary-sewer overflows (S80s) to watérs of the United States, there s:tio need for i NPDES

' cal. publie apencies fo

additional and more egregious non-govemmental organization (NGO) lawsuits and higher
administrative penalties witl absolutely. o demansiration that this would improve:water quality
or further reduce SSOs. In addition; the tithe neeessary to-apply for ahid receive a hew NPDES

Permit will leave our collection sy"smm in regulatory. imbo while that permit is being negotiated,

We are strongly opposed 1o tg*e
SSO occurring previcusly orint

As described in the Staff Report, ihis alterpative would require significant additional Water
Board and tocal Regional Beard staff resources to negotiste, track @il implement the different
permit tiers. We understand that these staff resources are fimited, and believe that they should.
instead be used to further improve S$€) participation and reduction efforts under the existing

WDRs.

2. The basis for mandatory réperting of Private Lateral Sewage Discharges (PLSDs) is nat
justified and creates an inappropriate _ﬁu’rgten‘for public agency staff,

The $8%5 WDR would require snrellees to report spills from privately owned laterals when they
become aware of them. Such feperting is currently voluntary. Water Board staff has not
provided adequate justification nor has it thoroughly considered the staffing and financial
resources necessary to require public agencies to report PLSDs that ate not affiliated with the
collection system agency. The justification oftered forthis change is sing ly that the State Water
Board wants to “get a better picture of” the mugnitude of PSLDs and better identify collection
systems with “systemic issues” with PSLs, ' :

The Staff Report includes a refererice 1o study that indicated that the total volume of sewage
from private laterals is abgut 5% ofthe total Vi ume from 88O0s, almgstall of wh I ngver pose .

" & threar 1o waters of the ‘State. ‘Requiting jpublic agengies w provide detailed information

ercertage of overflow volumes from parts Qﬁti;&-‘sgsie'm.;méer@hia:h they
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have no control is not ag;pmpnate and would divert Eamateﬁ staff resources from higher priority

issues that actually protect waters. In many cisgs it is very difficult to determine the owner of

the private lateral sewage discharge and therefore staff resources may need to spend time
attempting to identify the local owner or to actually determine what property is involved in the
overflow as many of thesé vecurrences do not evidense themscives in the public right of way.

As to {E}e goal of generating befter information regm‘ém ?SL spiils, we do not believe that the
burden of requiring enrollees to report information or face being:in noncompliance with the 888
WDR bedrs 4 reasonable relationship to the need for the ffbitaation and the benefits to be
obtained. Enrollees reporting spills may be liable 10 the pro; serty owmer for errors in reporting.
and property owners may claim they are entitled to ccsmpmxamn from the local agency for
repair or replagement ¢osts stermming from the re spl. Under the current voluntary
reporting schemie, me enrollee can weigh these factors i deciding whether to report PSL spills.

Furthermore, if anmlim are required 1o repoit spfFi& Wheﬁler or not they ocour within the
enrollee’s systern, multiple entities (city, county, POTW, ¢te.) could all be required to report a
single PLSD spill with potentially differing estimates-of volutne and other basic information.
Rather than ehhance the Board's knowledge base, this w t aﬂw fead to maﬂ:ﬁr corfusion and
require additional resemms to sort out the multiple ’?‘LSBW gjhoft

We recommend that the State Water Beasd first work with the Caltfornia Department cf Public
Health and local envirpnmental health officers to determin f:the desired information can be
obtained through mutual agency cooperation. We believe that pﬂib!i{i Health agencies have the
best knowiedge of overflows from private property laterals, and dre, in most instances, the most

appropriaté agencies to respond to these events,

3. It is essential that State and Regional Witer Board staff ¢onsider the reasons for each
SSO in any enforcement action.

The existing SS§ WDRs im,!udeé language in Pravision D6 that provided some reassurance
that, in the ¢ase of an SSO enforcement action, the State and’er Regional Water Board would
consider why the SSO might have occurred and to what extent it would have been reasonably
possible forthe Enrolleeto prevent il

Existing langnage read: *“In assessing these st, thy State. @wdior. Regional Water Boards will

' also consider-wherher. " (Emphasis added)

In the proposed revisions fo the S8S WDRs, this §;__ way chatiged t0 read: “fr: assessing
these factors, the State and/or Regional Warer Boards may aalm consider wizez}rer ” (Emphasis
added)

gﬁdmi?‘Si;&ﬁd resp@nsés, into a pmehf aévisnr} pféﬁf ion, which ividual regerzaé boards are
ee to follow or ignore'as they choose. The factors dés “nb&ﬁ m‘i(a} through:

gh (g} of Provision D.6
are highly relevant to the Enrollee’s efforts to ;;mpegiy mamage; Operate ‘and maimain iis system

and these fictors should def' initely be considired in énforcemer t.agtions..
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4. Significant addmaaai Sewer System %su&g&m@a& Plan {SSMP) requireraents should not
be mandated until the State Wamrm provides guidance and funding,

The proposed **Risk and Threat Analysis™ and “Staff Per%‘mzamﬁ m;mmzm Fmgmm are
vague, not statistically supported, u&neaessani} complicated, and overk: yoprescriptive:

The proposed Risk and Threat Analysis of all sanitary sewer assetsiwould be complex and
resource-intensive, and would not provide znmmemaﬂy more benefit-than that provided by an

© otherwise we I«apmwd and managed system, It is not appropriate torequire every agency to
implement this requirement unless the Water Board can demonstrate that those agencies
complying with current requirements have been ineffective in reducing $8O0s. This program
should also only be required if:and when adequate Water Board guidance has been developed
and funding provided,

Requmnb development and implementation of the proposed Staff Assessment Program on. an
agency-by-agéncy basisis p nectations outlined in the proposed revisions to the
885 WDRs suggest that agency Fwisuld be t‘espmsxble for developing a prograny similar to
the existing Technical Cemﬁeagm Pi gmm offerad by the California Water ‘Bavironment
Association, which would refuire asubstantial tnvestmient 6f resources 1o do reduridant work at
each agency. Additionally, most all of this mf{i&rmaﬂ@a is available and in agency budgets that
are: pubi;naﬁy approved by the local elected officials, Finally. it is not appropriate 1o require
public agencies to train contractors (which are separate, private entities). ‘In addition there is no
~ mechanism readily available throughoula project to determine when and how additional training

is required when the contractors staffing changes:as much as daily ot weggk&v

The Water Board should not smpim&nt these new requirements until detailed program guidance
is provided and the reality.af %nm c@n&aﬁtﬁm presecme thelr work i zs umierbmed by fhe ‘Water

Board.

5. SSMP sections {z) and (j) should be combined, because otherwise the requirements for
routine review smd revisions of the S@M? are redundant and csnimﬁiﬁnn

and Program Modifications and Section. () SSMP
to evaliate the effectivenesy’ ot the SSMP and correct
ction (i) inidicates that this process is terdeeur on an
f‘;mm frequency of onegievery two vears. We
, seetiotis and clarify the requirements.

' SSZVEP Section (i) Parfa;‘mwe ‘}‘"ﬂrgeﬁ?
Program Audits both require the Baroll

or update the document 4s DECES
annual basis, while Section’(j).sp
reg Qmmendthat_Wawx Boa sﬁstafif

6. Revisions to SSMP requirements are premature.

We are concened that the pmpes&é revisions 1o the 888 WDRs include significemt changes to
SEMP program mqulmmants "We s&@mgi? urge that the existing ‘SSMP reguiréments be
3 S‘SS WDRs. As the Staff Report indicates, development and

as in the existiny
?rf;g;zitaimn af SSMPs b:% $855 Wl}iis entollees has just b@@n compieted and these. plans need |
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1o have t:m to be fully 1mpfm'fentm§ 0 thidir effectiveness can be. properly assessed. Further, it
is recognized that dramatically changing SSMP requirements before full impiementation will
likely lead to confusion regardmg the SSMP regquirements among enrollees, the public. and

- Water Bowrd staff. )

7. The findings include several incorrect statements about PLSDs (Findings 7 & 9). |

Finding 7 in the proposed revisions to the $§8 WDIRs ficliudes thie. ﬁt&iﬁmen% *880s and PLSDs

may poliute surface of gmund waters.. threaten: beneficial uses and public hedlth ...” We

disagree that PLSDs are in the same category as'$80s from. mamlme sewers in terms of water

qualrt‘y impacts. These overflows are very small in volume mdividually, and overall. The words
..and PL8Ds..." sheulr} be removed. :

Finding 9 in the proposéd revisions 16 the 888 WDRs: includes the statement: “Major causes of
SSGs and PLSDs include but are not limited tol gredss bleckages, root blackages, debris
blockages, sewer line flood damage. manhole structure failures, pipe failures, vandalism, pump
siation mechanical failures, power outages, excessive storm or ground water inflow/infiltration,
sanitary sewer age, construction and related material failuzes, Tack of proper operation and
mairitenance, insufficienit capacity, and contractof-caused danigges. Many S80s and PLSDs can
be preverited ’ny having ‘adequate facilities, source mnn*ﬁi measures, and proper bperation and
maintenance of the sanitary sewer system.” Including PLSDs fn these descriptions is incorrect:
many of th¢ ifems on the first lst are not causes of PLSDs, and muny PLSIS cannot be
mwnteci aséescni:aeﬂi i the second sentence. Rﬂ’fé:‘é CES 0] L85 shou .

8. Mandatory ﬁpemf@fﬁémﬁckﬁ&n '

The decision by the Water Board staff to not include: Jatory vertification of collection system
operators in the current 85 WDR revisions seems to be ‘contradictory to the desire to increase
the professionalism of the industry and is in- direct contradiction. #o industry indications that
having certified operators reduces 8SOs, thereby enhancitig water quality and has been shown to -
be a strong. indicator of good collection system operations and maintenance programs. We are
extremely disappointed to see that this requirement has not been included in the SS§ WDR and
would ask that the Water Board reverse the staff recommendation and require this at the earliest
opportunity. While we uirderstand that this may result inoa smallincrease to operating budgets,
we belicve that this small incremental cost will both enhance: the profession and will demand a
much higher level of opéfational succéss and regulatory conformance of collection systems.

9. Requiring de-chlorination of clean-up waiér iiss-mmapmneﬁw.

Prohibition C.3 indicates: that potable water would Have tor be efe-@hienﬁated before it could be
used for sfxﬂ clean-up {fm the event ‘water used for clean-i ot fuily recovered). Putting
restrictions on ‘the use of potable water in.cleaning up-an § t is otherwise likely to violate
either of the first two prohibitions simply adds. firther o é&ﬁﬁry challenges and is not
enforceable without field ‘monitoring equipment and onal recordkeeping by the agency.
For practical matters all chlorine residuals will bestripped: fm water from a hydrant during the
filling and $praying effoits leaving little or no residual to-bea conteminant.  [n addition, the

amount of potable water used, combined with the. distance it sweuld have to travel to reach a
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surface water (m the chicrine would readily :;iegmdﬁ) does not. warrast the addltiﬁml on-site
operational difficulty and rec&rdkaepmg o comply with this mquxr&m@ﬁt Finally: there is no
scientific evidence that the use of ehlorinated water for wash down is or haa ‘Caused any
degradation to water quality: from:its use to date. :

uplete information about PLSDs {o.characterize sanitary
agetaent (Provision 4},

10. It is inappropriate te use i
sewer system ca;ad;imn an

We do not believe that meaningful statistics gan be detived from datg mllected?ﬁ”’“ for those
PLSDs that an agency betomes awdre wié do not support the ides that Water Board: staff
would deeide that collection %}«sm have systemic 18sues™ based on these mu@mg}iﬁﬁzﬁ data sets.
The requirement for Eﬁmﬁm to repo I?‘LSI}S they become awsre of should be removed from
Provision 4. S ' '

- 11. Provision 8 includes a&; meﬂm mmmma mgardmg samfary &war systeém.
répiacemmt

Provision 8 suggests that sanitary sewer systems will need replacing within the timeframe of
these WDRs. The reference to.“oventual replacement” should be removed because the need to

replace sewers is dependent on several factors. These faclors could include some ‘o all of the

following; p;pc, condition, logation, risk of failwe, vonsequenices of failure, future capital work in

the area, and pipes with extraordinarily high maintenance costs, Sewers should not be replaced
automatically when they reach a certain age, espeexall§ when they arg in good condition and

functioning as designed. This would not be good pu&izc policy or a wise use of limited public

resources. For example, the useful Jife of certain types of high ﬁr‘{;‘ﬁg‘ih piasm psp@ m vetto be

determined.

12. Definitions related to pﬁ&ga;cﬁfimf&is arg confusing and contradictory.

'fhe following definitions are confusing and wontradictory, as explained in the following
paragraphs. B

o [Loteral — ?egme:z?f o) of pipe that conreet(; sha home, bwfdm@; or mreihw sewer ’s*ysrmz o
& sewer main.

lite sewer -sffsren_a;s;; as
. Satellite systems should

The definition of & lateral
the manag,emem amd pe
have a sgparate a éxsuﬁet -déﬁ'-

& Private Latercd — Privately owne: sewer pgpmg that is tributarylo an Enrm?fee & sanitary
sewer system. The ?‘&?p&ﬁ&ib£{1§? Jor mainiaining privige Jaterals can be solely that of the
Enrollee or private property ewngr;oF it can he shared berweéen the nwo parties. Sewer
use agreements dicrate lateral re@pgmxbzlm and the basis for the ska;*{*d agreement.

(emphasis added)
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13. Language: descrzhmg SSMP requirements: &imnid be'1

grals -and lower laterals and is
hat sewer use agreements diclate
'e:&:ss With property owners.

This deﬁmu@n ‘éeés uo‘t mke fﬁfmmé %= G

,,,,,

131:&?%:& responszi:sz§a{y, as ﬁiese agrw{mnts j‘

Private Lareral Sewage Discharge {‘PLS!; « Wastevater diseharges caused by blockages
or.gther problems within laterdals are the f'ﬁp@f:ﬁfﬁi’&iy of the private lateral owner and
not the Enrollee. Discharges from sanitary sewer. systems which are ributary 1o the
Enrollee's sanitary sewer sysiem bui are nol owned By the Enrollee and do not meet the
applicability requirements for enrollment wnder the S8S WDR%’ are also considered
PLSDs. (emphasis added)

This é’iéﬁmncm indicates that PLSDs include overflows from any portion of the lateral,
regardless of whether or not the lower laterals dre’ privately twned. The definition of a
“private lateral sewage discharge” is inconsistent with that deseribing a “private Iaiemi
as-one includes publically-owned lower laterals while the:Gther-does not.

revised as follows (Q%MP sections

are listéd in the order they appear in the pm;smd Fevidions to the SS8S WDRs):

-

Organization - Including names, email addresses, and telephone numbers for the staff
desciibed in paragraph (b) (ii) is excessive ‘nformation and inappropriate in a public

~ documient. Only the position and phoe niumber shoild be required.

_I.egaf ;iziffim zfy Paragrap%z {c) (v) shoiild be r revised to sead: “Restrict, cané;t;on or
ok O m&s‘“ n ‘Hddition, Paragraph {c) {vi)
1l 8 : {:ir;arée of TOOts. . " Itis

cwewd by gﬂﬂd stamiaxd speeaﬁs‘:&n
\eliiding cut roots (which is already i :
“raots” should be: renoved from this paragraph

Operations and Maintenance Program

o Map - Updating sewer system thaps to identify and include all backflow
prevention devices (back water valvesy would be too onerous as they are not
owned by the agency, this réquirement should be: remioved.

Also, the last section of paragraply (d} (1), simﬁid be:revised te read: “A map
illustrating the current extent of the sewer system shall be included in the SSMP
orina GIS."™ Also, this’ requirement: needs to-be ¢larified. It is not clear if “the
current extent of the sewer systém” refers 16°a one page map of the service area,
gg ;;l; entire detailed map: The latter would be impractical to include in the

o Rehabilitation and Repfacemem < The tim‘és*en_z oo i paragraph (d) (i) shsu{d
be revised to read: “Rehabilitation and replacement shall focus on sewer pipes
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14. ]

15.

thet. are at risk gf collapse or prone to more frequent -blockages due to pipe
defects,”™ Ttis not corméetto impiyv: age alone is problematic, Wéknow that it
does not, norisit; e@mt ta 1mp}y agm:g is the same ag “deteriorating”.

o O&M and Sewer Spste R@;ﬁmmem Funding — The first sentence in section (d)
- (vi) should be: revised to cad “The SSMP shail include budgets for touttine sewer
system Qper&tm a:;d mmnmnauce ané Foir the: aagmai ement nian mcludmg

ev aiﬁatx}n of cox ﬁmn of the system.”

o Design and Performance Provisions — The addition of the piwas& “4ll agspects of " ir
‘paragraphs’ (i) and (i) should be removed; requiring each dgency to update their
standards and smatﬁmnam 1o wover every 1ast pas%lbia mmor eietali ef aan;tary sewer.

o FOG Conirol Program: ~ Prépused tevistons 1o () Gi) mmﬁé simultangously require
legal authority to prohibit FOG discharges w the system and fo require FOG dischargers
to implement measures to prevent 505 and himkage% caused by FOG. This revised
language contradicts itself, first by indicating that FOG discharges are w be prohibited,
and then by including reqmremmts for FOG dischargers. Also; the language appears o
apply 1o both. residential and gemmiereial sources of FOG, bt fails 10 recoghize that
Iogistical challengesn : benefits of requiring best management practices

- for residential FOG sources. We mquest that this existing langiigge be preserved: “This-
plan shall include the following as approprisse...The legal authority: to prohibit

~ discharges to the systemy’ 333& ‘}dﬁﬂﬂfy measures to' prevent 850s and blockapes caused by
FOG.”

Notification reqairernents need to be clarified.

We support the Staff Res rt's i dication that gnly Cal EMA would fged to be noti notified when

spills 1o surface water of any volume occur. However, Pare G4 indicates thai .
Enrollees are to provide immediate no tion of 8505 to the I health officer or the
local director of ::mnrmmentall tigalth, contrary to the instructions indicated in Bection A of

the Monitoring and Repertin

Program and the Staff Report. Please #larify that notification
shall only to be made to Cab EN KA' and indicate that Cal EMA will notify other ageneies.

Providing wholé¢ SSMPsin an :eii’ésktri;fﬁzic formis ni;fsalwavs practical.

Not gvery agency has thisir SSME inong electronic document, and, - man} cases, the SEMP
makes reference to other docagments which may only exist in hatd copy form. These issues
would make it difficult or jmpe: ible for some agencies (o rovide the whole 88MP in an
clectronic format. In. additién most agencies currenitly make these d@zumeﬂts available on
their websites so just ideniifying the website address seems. cﬁmp eie.i} adéquate for

avaaiabxlny to the public andfor the r%guiator? COmImENity.
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16, Certain Monitoring and Reporting Progrim requirenmets niced fo be clarified,

We believe several tifnor revisions should be made 1o ¢larify Monitoring and Reporting
Program mquiremem‘gé ‘

« The second ‘paragraph referring to:other ﬁ:}izficamn and reporting reqmremems is
unnacessaﬁiy confusing and should beremoved.

‘'« Tem 1M under the description: of manﬁa information to be included in
Category 2 88O reports she%:ﬁé be revised 16 read: “S88 failure point (main.
lateral, ete.), if applicable.”

# ltem 3.1 under the description of handatory mfmmaﬁon to be included in
Category 1 $SSO reports should be revised to vead: “Name of surface waters

impacted {if applicable if known)...” )

& leém 1. under ihe minimum: rectﬁ‘ds % be mainkaliied by the Enrollee should be
revised to read: “...and the complainant’s pame and telephone number, it
“known.”

17. Enrollee Coverage Reenrollment {Appliéﬁtﬁ%n Requirenient 1)

The draft $8§8 WDR reguires all curtent enrollees 1o reenroll tinder this new S55 WDR within
six (67 months of adoption. This requirement is a waste of staff resources and does not provide
the Water Board with any new information that i3 not aleady detdiled in the enrollees” collection
system information with the State. We do not anderstand the seed for this requirement nor the
allded information that is expected by reenmﬁmg - This-will ‘be a waste of both local and State
staff time, will lead to pomfusion when and if an ageney does tiot reefiroll due to now being
excluded from the requirements-and will be a significant ifitation'to 1100 agencies throughout
the State. W@ suggest that the Water Board consider only féquiring ageneies that no longer w ill
be covered %&y this regulation subniit a form or letier stating: that they are:no longer covered and
will no longet by sam{ﬁg&ng with the requirements; W& undersand that this will only effect

appraxzmately 80 agencies throughout the state-and. is in it best interest to respond and
remove their agencies from the regulations.

Why ti=misst the other 1000 agencies be required to
again state their enmilmmt can’t the State mgﬁm at just cositinue their compliance
with 'the revised regulagim fn-addition, all of tie that will be required at the time
of reenrollmigiit is the same information that il be o

- the mew Collection System
Quﬁstmnnagm fhat the agancaes must mpiata aﬁnﬂaﬂy ‘f&‘e regﬁmmend that this rggmremm '

Conclusions

Tt is our view that the significant p@rﬂposed revisions to the 888 W’BR& are premature and overly
burdensome, Implementation of the existing m“rms haﬁ airt:ady sucecessfully resulted in reduced .
impacts of S8O0s on surface watér,  Ad nprevements afe ﬁpected as capital
improvements identified under the current WDR are m}m;;leftéd inthe future. It is frustrating to
invest significant resoutces in meeting the current requitemients @ni}e to have them change before

our current efforts to cam;aiy have been completed. ‘We believe that it would be more produciive




performance andcompﬁl,ian;:_e_.

this important regulation and pica
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for the Water Ssard to focus on brmgmg all agencies into compimue with the current permit
conditions rather than initisting sweeping revisions that regardless of the compliance history or
the effectiveness of the curven @ have pot had adeguate time to show improved

The City of Piedmont hopes tiat the State Water Board will take these comments under serious
wnbxéeratmn We ook forward to positive. responses 1o our comments from the ‘Water Board
staff and are hopeful that the. ‘promised workshops on this topic will reflect many of the
suggestions contained herein and Wwill result in a2 new 888 WDR that is far less preseriptive and
resource intensive than the carrent draft.  Thank you again for the epportunity 0 ¢comment on
assured of vur continued efforts to fully compiv with the
tend of this process.

current and any future regulations:

cC

F{S 10 420-3030 ¢ Fani3id) 658-3167

120 Vista Avenue ¢ Pietort, Catifornia 94611




