Public Comment
Sanitary Sewer System WDR
Deadline: 5/13/11 by 12 noon
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1001 I Street, .Sacramenwg CA 935814
SUBJECT: Comment Letter - SSS WDRs Review & Update
Dear Ms. Townsend:

The Rancho California Water District (RCWD) appreciates ‘the opportunity to
comment on the State Water Quality Control Board’s proposed revisions to the
Sanitary Sewer System Waste Discharge Requirements (SS8 WﬁRs) By way of
background, RCWD is a fetail water and sewer agericy encampassmg agpmmmazeiy
150 square miles in southwestern Riverside County, serving water to approximately
43,000 service connections in the City of Temecula, portions of the City of Muirieta
¢ as well as surrounding unmcorpor&teé areas of Riverside County. The agency
- provides sewage collection and treatment services to &ppreximéte}y 17.600 service
..pannections in a portion of its northersi water -service area and portions of two
neighboring waler districts on a contract basis. RCWD’s sewage collection system
consists of approximately 80 miles of pipeline and three Iift stations. RCWD-owns
and operates the Santa Rosa Water Reclamation Facility in Murricts, permitted for 3
gd of Title 22 tertiary treatment capacity. RCWD beneficially reuses 100% of the
plant’s efffucnt for landscape irrigation within {ts service arca.

.....

Gf svstem fepagrs and futu:re capltai 1mpmvemmts The pmpﬂsa& revistons fo the
$S8S WIDRs represent a.major departure from the program that has been successfully
implemented under the existing SSS WDRs. While we appreciate the State Water
Beard’s efforts to address certain issues associated with the exmhng WDRs, our
agency is very concerned about a number of the proposed revisions, especially those.
related to reporting of private: lateral sewage discharges: (PLSPs), and onerous
additions to sewer system management plan (SSMP) raquaremems that: should not be
mandated unless State Water Board guidance and funding is made available. As
reqm:remems beceme more camphcated and confusmg, more agency staﬁ' txme 13_
proceénres and less time is spen!: actuaiiy managmg oF conductmg the approprxa‘te
operations and maintenance (O&M) activities to prevent 880s and properly maintain .
the collection system..




Following ar¢ RCWD's specific comments:

1. Sanitary: s-mer-syséézﬁ régulations should not be adepted andér 3 two-tiered WIRS and
NPDES permit. :

We stiongly oppose the ftwo-tiered WDRs and NPDES permit alternative, whereby an: S50
* oecuiring previously or in the future would trigger the requirement to apply for an NPDES permit.
‘and agree with several poinits included in the Staff Report also opposing an NPDES permit. Since
the existing 8SS WDRs and the proposed revisions to the 385 WDRs do not authorize sanitary~
sewer overflows {SSOs) to waters. of the Unifed States, there is no need for an NPDES permit. The
result -of triggering an NPDES permit would subject Jocal public agencies to additional and more
egregious non-governmental organization (NGO) lawsuits and. higher administrative penalties with
ahsolutely no demonstration that this would improve water quality or furthet rednee $80s.

As described in the Staff Report, this alternative would also _mquire-@igﬁiﬁcam'}aﬁdifi;@nai'wmef
Board staff resources to'track and implement the diffeiént permit tiers. 'We understand that these
staff resources are limited, and helieve that they should instend be used 1o further improve S50+
reduction efforts under the existing 588 WDRs. | i

2, The basis for mandatory reporting of Private Latersl Sewage Discharges (FLSDs) is not
justified and creates an inappropriate burden for public agency staff.

The S8 WDR would require enrolless: W report spills from privately owned keterals whed they
becomie aware of them. Such reporting is currently voluntary. Water Board staff has pot provided
adeguate justification nor has it thoroughly considered the staffing and financial resources necessary
to require public agencies to report PLSDs that are not affiliated ‘with the collection system agency.
The justification offered for this.change is simply that the State Water Board wants to “geta belter
picture of” the magnitude of PSLDs and better identify collection systéms with “systemic issues”
with PSLs.

The Staff Report includes a reference to-a-study that indicated that the total volume of sewage from
orivate laterals is about 5% of the total volume from $$0s, almost all of which never pose-a threat
to waters. Requiring public agencies to provide de_;;ai:ied' information regarding sich a small
percentage of overflow volumes from parts of the system: over which they have no control is not
appropriate and would divert fimited seaff resburces from higher priority issues that actually protect
waters., :

-As to the goal of generating hetter information regarding P8I spills, we do not believe that the
burden of requiting enrollees to report information or face being in roncempliance with the 558
"WDR bears a reasonable relationship to the need for the information and the benefits to be obtained.
Enrollees reporting spills may be liable to the property owner for errors in reporting, and property
owners may claitn they are entitled 1o compensation from the tocal agency Tor repair or replacement
costs stemming from the reported spifl. Under the current voluntary reporting scheme; the enrollee
can-welgh these factors in deciding whether to report P8I spills a1 not.

Furthermore, if enrollees are required to report spitls whether or net they cccur within the enrollee’s
systern, multiple entifies (city, county, POTW, eic) sould all be required to report asingle PSL spill
with potentially differing estimates of volume and other information. Rather than enhance the




Board’s kriowledge base. this will ‘actually: léad f0 greater confusion and require additional
resources to sort out and match up the multiple reports. '

We recominend that the State Water Board first work with:the California Department of Public
‘Health and local environmental health officers to determine if the desired information can be
obtained through mutual agency cooperation. We believe that public health agencies have the best
knowledge of overflows from laterals on private property, and are, in most instances, the most
appropriate agéncies to respond to these events. '

3. It is essential that State and Regional Water Board staff consider the reasons for cach 850
in any enforcement action.

The existing 555 WEDRs included language in Provision D.6 that provided some reassurance that, in.
the case of an SSO enforcement action, the State and/or Regional Water Board would consider why
the $SC might have occumed and to what extent it ‘would have been reasonably possible. for the.
Enrollee to prevent it. : ‘

Existing language Teads: “In-assessing these factors, the Stafe andlor Regional Water Boards wili
“also consider whether...” (¢mphasis added)

In the proposed revisions to the S8 WDRs, this language was changed o read: “In assessing these
Jaciors. the State and/or. Regional Water Boards may also consider whether...” (emphasis added)

The proposed revisions to the S8 WDRs would transform. the existing enforcement discretion
language, which expresses a clear statement of the State Board’s intent regarding enforcement
priorities and responses, into a purely advisory provision, which individual regional boards are free
10 follow or ignore as they choose. The factors described in (a) through (g) of Provision D.6 arc
highly relevant to the Enrollee’s efforts to properly manage, operate and maintain its system and
these factors should definitely be considered in enforeement actions. '

Tt is imperative that the existing language be retained. Enrollees should not be made to suffer
consequences for conditions that are outside their reasonable control. :

4. Sigpificant additional Sewer System Management Plan (SSMP) requirements should not
be mandated until the State Water Board provides guidance and funding:

The proposed Risk and Threat Analysis of all sanitary sewer assets-would be complex and resource-
intensive, and would not provide incrementally more benefit than that provided by an ofherwise
wetll-operated and managed system. ‘It-is not appropriate to require every agency to'implement this
requirement unless the Water Bodrd can deronstrate that those: agencies: complying with current
requirements have been ineffective in reducing SSOs. This program should also only be required if
and when adequate Water Board guidance has been developed and funding is provided.

Requiring é_e#-&;iopmet:;t and implementation of the proposed Staff” Assessment Program on an
agency-by-agency basis is unrealistic. The expectations outlinéd in the proposed revisions to the




558 WDRs suggest that agency stafl would be responsible for developing a program similar to the
existing Technical Certification Program otfered by the California Water Enviromment Association,
which would require a substantial investinent of resources to do tedundant work at each agency. It
is also not appropriate to require public agencies to train contractors (which are separate, private
entities).

'Ei‘f!‘OV‘ld&d Also, Water- Board staff has not-demionstrated that the current. “immmg requircrments are
deficient,. g 1equ S &

5. SSMP sections (i and (j) should be combined, because otherwise the requirements for
routine review and revisions of the 8SMP are redundant and contradicterv.

SSMP Section (i) Performance Targets and Program Modifications and Section (j) S8MF Program
Andits both require the Enrollee to evaluate the effectivensssof the SSMP and correct or update the
document as necessary: Section (i) indicates that this process is to occur on‘an annual basis, while
Section. (). specifies a minimum frequency of once every two years. We recommend that Water
Board staif ¢ombine these two sections-and clartfy the requirements, '

6. The findings include severnl incorrect statements about PLSDs..

Finding 7 in the propesed revisions to the 888 WDRs includes the statement: *SSOs and PLSDs
may polhite suiface or ground waters, threaten boneficial uses and public health, ..." We disagree
that PLSDs are in the same category as S8Os from mainline sewers in terms of water quality
impacts. These overflows are very small in volume individually, and overall. The words™...and
PLSDs..." should be removed.

Finding 9in the proposed revisions to the 88§ WDRs includes the statement: “Major-causes of
$805s and PLSDs include but are not imited to: grease blockages; root blockages, debris blockages,
sewer line flood damage, manhole structure: failurés, pipe failures, vandalism, pump station
mechanical failures; power outages, excessive storm or ground water inflow/infiltration, sanitary
sewer age, construction and related material failures, lack of proper operation and maintenance,
insufficient capacity. and contiactor-caused damages. Many SSOs and PL8Ds can be prevented by
having adequate facilities, source control measures, and proper operation and maintenance of the -
sanitary sewer system.” Ineluding PLSDs in these descriptions is ifworrect: many of the items on
the first list are not causes-of PLSDs, and many PLSDs cannot be prevented as described in the
second sentence. References to PLSDs should be removed. '

7. Requiring de-chlorination of elean-up water is counter-productive.

Prohibition €3 indicates that potable water would have to-be. de-chlorinated __%;eé‘?{?re it could be used
fof-spiﬂ é-ieansup (in the event-water used for clean-up is not fuﬂ)i re_a*?'vgred). E’?!ﬂ_ﬁimg_-_i’ '.BS_IH&?O;:-S
bﬁ.‘tﬁe’ uscof pﬁ;ﬂi%ie water i cleaning up an SSO that is {)thzmse-hkeiy o f;;oia*;e_ er‘iher 0 {t?
first ;iWQ'-pméiibiﬁms simply adds further unnecessary chaﬂgngg& ) In gdd&twn,- -ﬁ%ﬁ’: amfom 9
. otabie wsie?' used, combinsd with the distance it would have to travel t? reach & ’suri_aqa' f? aigr {so
ghe chlorine would %eﬁdi’ig degrade) does not'warrant he additional onssite operational difficuity 1
dechlorination, .
e




8. Required reporting of PLSDs by all agencies does not improve the predicament faced by
agencies that own lower laterals, '

Requiremients. for reporting of S8Os are applicable to all “discharges resulting from a failure in the
Enrollee’s sanitary sewer system.” (emphasis added) Requirements for reporting of PLSDs apply to
all “discharges of wastewater resulting from a failure in a privately owried sewer lateral.” (emiphasis
added) These requirements do not change the fact that SSOs from lower laterals are unfairly
attributed only to those agencies that own themi: In order’to sotve the problem, we recommend that.
the CIWQS database and SSQ/mile/yr data reflect only mainline spills as a performance measure..
Otherwise. comparisons of these data among agencies are-incorrect. '

In addition, the requirement for Enrollees to report PLSDs as they become aware of should be
-r‘emﬁjf;e.& from Provision 4 .

9. It is inappropriate te use incomplete information about PLSDIS to characterize sanitary
sewer system condition and management. '

We do not belicve that meaningful statistics could be derived from data colfected only for those
PLSDis that an agency becomes aware of, and we do not support the idea that Water Beard staff’
wonild degide that collection systems have “systemic issues™ based on these incomplete data sets.

“The requirement for Enroliees to report PLSDs they become aware of should be removed from
Provision 4. '

10, Definitions related to private laterals are confusing ;é&d_wnmdiaory;
The following definitions are confusing and contradictory, as cxplained in the following paragraphs.

o Lateral— Segment(s) of pipe that conneci(s).a home, building, or satellite seveér sysiem 1o g
sewer main, '

This definition of a lateral includes both upper and the Tower laterals, regardless of whether
or not the lower lateral is privately owned. '

Also, the de‘ﬁn_ition of a lateral should not include: any rgfe_m;acesto sateil ite sewer systemns,
4s the management and performance of each are very different. Satellite systems should
have a separate and distinct definition.

»  Private Laterol — Privately ovned sewer piping that is tribidary to an-Envellee's sanitary
sewer system. The responsibility for moiniaining private laterals can be solely that of the
Enrallee or privite. property. owner; or it.can be shared between the to parties. Sewer use
agreemenis dictare lateral responsibility and the basis for the shared agreement. (emphasis
added) '

This definition does not make reference to iipper laterals and lower laterals and is therefore
confusing.  Also, it is misleading to state that sewer use agreements dictate lateral
responsibility, as'these agreements seldom exist for individual homeowners. '




& Private Lateral Sewage Discharge (PLSD) ~ Wastewgter-discharges cansed hy hlnckages or
other problems within laterals are the responsibility of the private lateral owner and not the
Em&f!&e Discharges from sanitary sewer systems which are tributary to the Enrollee’s
sanitary sewer system -but are not owned by the Enrollee and do not meee the applicability
--reqwremems Jor enrollment under the 338 WDRs are also considered PESDs. (emphasis
added) _

This definition indicates that PLSDs include overflows from any portion of the lateral, -
reg,agdiess of whether or not the lower falerals are privately owned. The definition of a
“private lateral sewage discharge” is iniconsistent with that describing a “private lateral”, as
oneincludes publically-owned lower laterals while the other de&s not.

These definitions should be reworked for clarity and aceuracy.
i1, Revisions to SSMP reguirements are premature.

We are concerned that the proposed revisions to the 58§ WDRs include signgﬁéanz- changes to
SSMP prograt requirements. We strongly vwrge that the existing SSMP requirements be ;;)rese_rved_

s in the existing 885 WDRs. A the Staff Report indicates, development and implementation of
S8MPs by S8S WDRs enrclices has just: been completed and these plans need to be fully
impleinented so their effectivencss can he properly identified. Further, it is recognized that
dramatically changing SSMP requirements before full implementation will likely lead to confusion
‘regarding the SSMP requiternents among entollees, the public. and Water Board staff,

12, Language describing SSMP requivements should be revised as follows (SSMP sectiony are

listed in the order they appear in the proposed revisions to the 585 WDRs):

» Orgamzafiam - Inchading names, email addresses, and ieiephone numbers for the staff
described in paragraph. (b (i1} 1§ excesSive information and inappropriate in a public
document. Only the position and phone number should be included.

@ Legaf Authoriey — ?’aragraph {c) {x} should: be ‘revised to read: “Restrict, condition or
prohibit new eonnections under certain conditions.” In addition, Paragraph (¢) {vi) indicates
that ageacies must have Tegal authioeity to “timit the discharge of foots...” Tt is not clear if
this-phrase is:intended to refer to limiting root intrusion (which would %)e covergd by good
standard specifications), or 1o Iimiting the illisir discharge of debris inciuding cut roots
{which.i$ already included in paragraph (¢) {i)). Tn any-case, the word “roots™ should be
removed from this paragraph.

e Operations and Maintenance Program
o Map - Updating sewer sysiem maps'to identify and include all backflow prevention
devicss would be too ofierous gs they are not'owned by the agency: this requirement

should be removed.

Also, the Iast section of paragraph {d) (i) should be revised to read: A map
?iiu&&aﬂ% ; the curfent exdent of the sewer systeny shall be included in the SSMP or in




a GIS.™ Also, this requirement needs io be clarified. H is not clearif “the C}li’fﬁ"ﬁﬂ'{
extent of the sewer system™ refers o @ one page map of the service-area, of the entire
detailed map. The latter would be impractical to include in the SSMP,

o Rehabilitation and Replacement - The third sentence in paragraph (d) (iit) should be.
revised to read: “Rehabilifation and replacement shall focus on séwer pipes that are
at risk of collapse or prone to more frequent blockages due to pipe defests.” It isnot
correct to imply that age alone is problematic. We know that it"does not, aor is it
correet 1o imply “aging” is the same as ‘deteriorating’.

o Q&M and Sewer System Replacement Funding — The first sentence in section (d) (vi)
should be revised to read “The SSMP shall include budgets:for routine sewer system
operation and maintenance and for the capital improvement plan including proposed
replacement of sewer system assets over time as. determined by careful evaluation of
-condition of the system.”

Design and Performanice Provisions.— The addition of the phrase “all aspects of” in both
paragraphs (i) and (if) should be removed; requiring each agency to update their standards
and specifications o cover every last possible minor detail of sanitary sewer system
construction. and’ inspections just to meet this requiternent would create an unwarranted
burden on staff. Also, the phrase is not necessary and is already implied.

FOG Contral Program — Proposed revisions to (g) (if) would simultateously require legal
authofity to prohibit FOG discharges to the system and to require FOG dischargers to
implement measures to prévent S80sand blockages caused by FOG. This revised language
contradicts itself, first by indicating that FOG discharges are:to, be prohibited, and then by
including requirements for FOG dischargers. Also, the language appears to apply to both
residential and commetcial sources of FOG, but fails to recognize that logistical challenges
may outweigh the bencfits of requiring best managément praciices for residential FOG
sources. We request that this existing language be preserved; “This plan shall include the
following as appropriate:.,. The legal authority fo prohibit discharges to the system and
identify measures to prevent S$Os and blockages caused by FOG.”

Performance Targets and Program Modifications — Progress towards improving sewer
systemi performance and reducing impacts of SSOs is already described in the SSMP and.
will be adequately characterized by a review of SSO trends. Also, without specific guidance
on how to develop these targets, _thé requirement is vague and offcrs no validation of suceess
or failure. All references to performance targets should be removed from paragraphs {i}and
. :

Communication Program — The proposed revisions to the SS§ WDRs would require each
agency to communicate with the public on an annual basis regarding the development,
implementation, and performance of its SSMP. This specified timeframe suggests that an
agency would send out a notice 6f some sort af a certain time each year; but would not apply
to agencies that cormimunicate information to the public primarily vis their websites; online
information is made available 24 hours.aday. The original language should be retained as
is. '




The proposed fevisions to the S88 WDRSs would also require each agency to bring its SSMP before
rits gm«emémg’ 'E:soard for. mncertif’ catfion ata mﬁinimum every 'f{)ur yeam ’Fh;ifs 'frequcncv is excessive

zcxemﬁ{:amn evary 5-10 year&
34 Nqﬁficaﬁﬁ@ requirements need to be clarified,

We xuppori the Staff Report’s indication that only €al EMA would need to be notified whin spitlg
to surface water of any velume occur. However, Paragraph .4 indicates that Earollees are to
provide immediate notification of SSOs o the local health officer or the loeal director of
environinental health, contrary to the instiuctions indicated in Section A of the Monitoring and
Reporting Program and the Staff Report. Please clarify that notification shall a;x to be madde to
Cal EMA, and indicate thal Cal EMA will notify other agencies. :

I sumimary, it is our view that significant propesed revisions to the S88 WDRs ate préemature and
overly burdensorne. [mplemiéntation of the existing permit has alre:ady successfully resulted in
reduced impacts of SS0s on surface water. Additional improvements are expected as capital
IMpPrOVemeHis identified under the current permit are completed. It would be wasteful of public
funds 10 have invested significant resources in meeting the current requirements.onily to have them
change before our current efforts have come o fruitdon. We believe that it would be more
predaca:we for the Water Board to' focus on brmgmg all agencies into e@mpixance with the current
permit rather than initiating sweeping revisions that would apply to all agumu.s. repardless of
compliance history or the effectiveness of current programs.

The Rancho Califoritia Water District hopes thaf the State Water Resources Control Board will take
these comments under serious consideration.

Sincerely,

Rancro CALIFORNIA WaTER DHsTRICT

'(,rmg, Elitharp, P.E.
Director-of Operations & Maintenance




