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been successfully implemented under the existing SSS WDRs. While We appreciate the State Water
Board’s efforts to address certain issues associated with the existing WDRs, our agency is strongly
opposed to making major changes to a program that is still in jts early stages. A number of the

1. The basis for mandatory reporting of Private Lateral Sewage Discharges (PLSDs) is not
justified and Creates an inappropriate burdeq for public agency staff.

The SSS WDR would require enrollees to report spills from Privately owned laterals when they
become aware of them. Such reporting 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 are not affiliated with the collection system agency.
The justification offered for this change is simply that the State Water Board wants to “get a better
picture of” the magnitude of PLSDs and better identify collection systems with “systemic issues”
with PL.SDs.

The “picture” being referred to may be no better if this requirement is put in place. Most PLSDs are
at a private home and the resident simply calls a local plumber who clears whatever blockage has
occurred in the private lateral. A majority of the time the agency will never know there was a
discharge from the private lateral. Therefore, how will this create a “better picture™?

The Staff Report includes a reference to a study that indicated that the total volume of sewage from
private laterals is about 5% of the total volume from SSOs, almost all of which never pose a threat
“to waters. Requiring public agencies to provide detailed information regarding ‘such a smafl
- percentage of overflow volumes from parts of the system over which they have no control is not
appropriate and is not an efficient use of limited staff resources.

In our opinion, rather than enhancing the Water Board’s knowledge base, mandatory reporting of
PLSDs will actually lead to greater confusion and require additional resources to sort out the
required information.

2. Sanitary sewer system regulations should not be adopted under a two-tiered WDRs and
NPDES permit.

We strongly oppose the two-tiecred WDRs and NPDES permit alternative, whereby an SSO
occurring previously or in the future would trigger the requirement to apply for an NPDES permit.
We agree with several points included in the Staff Report also opposing an NPDES permit. Since
the existing SSS WDRs and the proposed revisions to the SSS WDRs do not authorize sanitary-
sewer overflows (S8Os) to waters of the United States, there is no need for an NPDES permit.

As described in the Staff Report, this alternative would also require significant additional Water =

-~ Board staff resources to track and implement the different permit tiers. We understand that State
~ staff resources are limited, and believe that they should instead be used to further improve SSO
reduction efforts under the existing SSS WDRs.

3. Itis essential that State and Regional Water Board staff consider the reasons for each SSO
in any enforcement action.

The existing SSS WDRs 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 SSO might have occurred and to what extent it would have been reasonably possible for the
Enrollee to prevent it.
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Existing language read: “In assessing these factors, the State and/or Regional Water Boards will
also consider whether...” (emphasis added) o

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

The proposed revisions to the SSS 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
to follow or ignore as they choose. The factors described in (a) through (g) of Provision D.6 are-
highly relevant to the Enrollee’s efforts to properly manage, operate and maintain its system and
these factors should definitely be considered in enforcement actions.

It is imperative that the existing:language be retained. Enrollees should-not be made t6 suffer
" consequences for conditions that are outside their reasonable control.

4. Significant 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” and “Staff Performance Assessment Program” are vague,
not statistically supported, unnecessarily complicated, and overly prescriptive,

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 otherwise
well-operated and managed system such as GWSD’s, It is not appropriate to require every agency
to implement this requirement unless the Water Board can demonstrate that those agencies
complying with current requirements have been ineffective in reducing SSOs. It is owr
understanding to the contrary that the current requirements are reducing SSOs. This new program
should only be required if and when adequate Water Board guidance has been developed and
funding is provided.

Requiring development and implementation of the proposed Staff Assessment Program on. an

- agency-by-agency basis is unrealistic. The expectations outlined in the proposed revisions to the
SSS WDRs suggest that agency staff would be responsible for developing a program similar to the
existing Technical Certification Program offered by the California Water Environment Association,
which would require a substantial investment of resources to do redundant work at each agency. It
is also not appropriate to require public agencies to train contractors (which are separate, private
entities).

5. SSMP sections (i) and (j) should be combined, otherwise the requirements for routine
review and revisions of the SSMP are redundant and contradictory. _
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SSMP Section (i) Performance Targets and Program Modifications and Section (j) SSMP Program
Audits both require the Entollee to evaluate the effectiveness of 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 (j) specifies a minimum frequency of once every two years. We recommend that Water
Board staff keep it simple and combine these two sections and clarify the requirements.

6. The findings include several incorrect statements about PLSDs.

Finding 9 in the proposed revisions to the SSS WDRs includes the statement: “Major causes of
$SOs and PLSDs include but are not limited to: grease blockages, root blockages, debris blockages,
sewer line flood damage, manhole structure failures, pipe failures, vandalism, pump station
mechanical failures, power oufages, excessive storm or ground water inflowfinfiltration, sanitary
sewer age, construction and related material failures, lack of proper operation and maintenance,

insufficient capacity, and contractor-caused damages. "Many SSOs and PLSDs can be prevented by - S

'ﬁa_vihg"'a}aeq@féﬁféﬁilities, source control measures, and proper operation and maintenance of the

sanitary sewer system.” Tnctuding PLSDs in these descriptions is incorrect, 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. It is inappropriate to use incomplete information about PLSDs to characterize sanitary
sewer system condition and management.

We do not believe that meaningful statistics can be derived from data collected only for those
PLSDs that an agency becomes aware of, and we do not support the idea that Water Board staff
would decide that collection systems have “systemic issues” based on these incomplete data sets.

8. Requiring de-chlorination of clean-up water is counter-productive.

Prohibition C.3 indicates that potable water would have to be de-chlorinated before it could be used
for spill clean-up (in the event water used for clean-up is not fully recovered). Putting restrictions
on the use of potable water in cleaning up an SSO that is otherwise likely to violate other
prohibitions simply adds further unnecessary challenges. Additionally, complicating spili clean-up

. is overall counter-produciive.

9. Provision 8 includes an incorrect assumption regarding sanitary sewer system
replacement.

Provision § suggests that sanitary sewer systems will need replacing within the timeframe of these
WDRs. The reference to «eventual replacement™ should be removed because the need to replace
sewers is dependent on several factors. Sewers should not be replaced automatically when they
reach a certain age, especially when they are in good condition and functioning as designed. This is
not a good use of limited public resources. A well maintained collection system includes routine
inspection of pipes. This and the individual agency’s criteria for pipe replacement can be much




more cost effective and attain better results than simply replacement due to the age of sewers. This
is an absolute incorrect assumption.

Finally, it is our view that significant proposed revisions to the SSS WDRs are premature and overly
burdensome. Implementation of the existing permit has already successfully resulted in reduced
impacts of 8SOs on surface water. Additional improvements are expected as capital improvements
identified under the current permit are completed. It would be frustrating to have invested
significant resources in meeting the current requirements only to have them change before our
current efforts have come to fruition. We believe that it would be more productive for the Water
Board to focus on bringing all agencies into compliance with the current permit rather than

initiating sweeping revisions that would apply to all agencies, regardless of compliance history or
the effectiveness of current programs.

Board President




The justification offered for this change is simply that the State Water Board wants to “get a better
picture of” the magnitude of PLSDs and better identify collection systems with “systemic issues”
with PLSDs.

The Staff Report includes a reference to a study that indicated that the total volume of sewage from
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the case of an SSO enforcement action, the State and/or Regional Water Board would consider why
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more cost effective and attain better results than simply replacement due to the age of sewers. This
is an absolute incorrect assumption.

Finally, it is our view that significant proposed revisions to the SSS WDRs are premature and overly
burdensome. Implementation of the existing permit has already successfully resulted in reduced
impacts of SSOs on surface water. Additional improvements are expected as capital improvements
identified under the current permit are completed. It would be frustrating to have invested

the effectiveness of current programs.

Thank you for considering these comments. - et S

Sincerely,

TA WEST SANIT TRICT

Board President




