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_ Public Comment :
Sanitary Sewer System WDRs

Deadiine: 513/11 by 12 noon

TECEIVE

i MAY 13 201

May 13, 2011
Via email: commentletters(c waterboards.ca.gov | B b

-- S ~ 1 SWRCB EXECUTIVE
Jeanine Townsend ' - _
Clerk to the Board b

Stafe Water Resources Control Board
1001 I Street, Sacramento, CA 95814

£ Bkt

Subject: Comment Letter — S8 WDRsReﬁvtifwg‘U da

. Dear Ms. Townsend: g ,

; o ?;gnt_jﬁ'n the S;tjzifé' Wajter Quality Control
Board’s proposed revisions td'the'Sanitary Sewer System Waste Dischargé Réquirements (SSS WDRs). The
City’s sanitary séwer collection system consists of approximaite 07.miles.of pipe ranging from4
inches to 72 inghies in diameter, and-one small lifystation., . .

The City of Palo Alto(City) appreciates the opportu ity to com

#il
i

The proposéd revisions to the SSS WDRs represent a
been successfillly implemented under the existing S

Board’s efforts to address certain issues associated
concerned abotit a number of the proposed revision
lateral sewage -dis'charges'_fPLSDs), and onerous ad
(SSMP) requirements that should not be mandate

is made available. Also, we strongly oppose any

ajor departure from the program that has
AWDRs. While we appreciate the State Water

| the existing WDRs, our agency is very .
pecially those related to reporting of private

0 sewer system management plan '
ss State Water Board guidance and funding
%’-g{PD_ES-peTmitﬁng approach. '

1 ;éanit_,a;;y;:jgékwer system regulations shounld dopted under a two-tiered WDRs and

~ NPDES permit.
alternative, whereby an SSO

nt to apply for an NPDES permit,
bpposing an NPDES permit. Since
DRs do hot authorize sanitary-_

o nieed for an NPDES permit. The.
lipu 7?ﬁ’gémciv«es to additional and more

ts and higher administrative penalties with
ter quality or furthet reduce SSOs. As you

We strongly oppose the two-tiered WDRs and
oceurrinig previously or in the fature would trigg
and agree with séveral poinits included in the St
the existing $S8 WDRs and the proposed re

- sewer overflows (SSOs) to Waters of the Un
result'of triggering an NPDES permit would subjee
¢gregious non-governmerital organization (NGO) 1a
absolutely fio demonstration that this would improve
may know, several NGOs in the San Fraicisco Bay Regio have already taken advantage of
municipal govérnment agengies, including the use of Aggressive and shocking tactics, and pocketed
precious funds that could-Rave and should have been used for rediicing 8SOs. We do not believe
this type of behavior is an appropridte way to spend publi¢ funds'® staff resources.

As described in the Staff Report, this alternative would also fequire significant additional Water
Board staff resources to track and implement the differént permit tiers.. We understand that these

1



staff resources are limited, and believe that they shouid mstead be used to ﬂ{rther Improve SS0O
reductmn efforts under tho cxxstmg SSS W,DRS '

We wou}d also like to remforce ooncems about conﬁxsmn and wasted resources resultmg from
adopting an NPDES permit con ohent now, that may need to be revised again if the Unite
E‘gnwronmentaj Protection Agency (U EPA_ _mplements an NPDES permit for satellit
Sewer systems later. Asa collectlon system operating in the San Franciseo! Bay Region, we can
speak to this issue with expenence, the 2006 statewide requirements included in the ex ting SSS
WDRs were different from our. cstabhshod regional: program. [n developiri our SSMP we had to
sift through and identify strategles that addressed both sets of requirement; Changes 10 reporting
requirements made everything more confusmg As requlrements become more compheated and
confusing, more agency staff time is directed towards preparing reports and re- organizing
information and operating procedures, and less time is spent actually man;agmg or conducting the
appropriate operations and mamtenance {O&M :'v1t1es to pgevent SSOs and properly maintain
the collection system. : ‘

2. State and Regional
enforcement actidh

The existing SS8 WDRs m n-Proyisior
the case of an SSO enfordemenc% ;the State and/or R
the SSO might have occurred' and to hat extent’it would Vel
Enrollee to prevont it. . - _

Existing language read “In‘.assessmg these factors,
also consider whether.., ' ;

06 Was changed to read In asse.s*smg thesz

In the proposed revisions to the SSS WDRs, this lan
_conszder whether...

factons the State and/or Regzonal Water }_S’mcmais’yii L J;’ ;

| the exxstmg enforcement dlscretlon
Board’s intent regarding enforcernent
which individual regional boards are free
) through (g) of Provision ID.6 are
erate and. maintain its systcm and
tions. : i

The proposed rev1s1ons 'to the S88 WDRs would
language which expresses a cleat statement of
priorities and responses, into a purely advisory
to follow or ignore as they choose. The factors
highly relevant to the Enrollee’s efforts to pI¢
these factors should deﬁmtely be considered in. e;

s should not be made t_e‘gsuffer
ntrol. ‘

The proposed “Risk and Threat Anaiys;s’% and “Staff Performance Assessmant Program” ﬁre vague,

not statlstlcally supported umeces§m1ly comphcated “abd overly pre




well-operated and managed system. Itis not appropriate to require every agency 1o implement this
requirement unless the Water Board ¢an demonstrate 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 development and implementation of the proposed Staff Assessment Program on an
agency-by-agency basis is unrealistic. The expectations outlined i 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 trairr conitractors (which are separate, private
entitics). . B

ents until detailed program guidance is

The Water Board should not implement these new_“fgx;eguixe
provided. Alse, Water Board staff has 116 énstrate trent training requirements are

deficient. _ L ” -
_ e iy

e o, o : y e
4. SSMP sections (i)'and (j) should be combiﬁ‘e‘ﬁ, because oggliemi’s%;géhezggjequlrgments for
routine review and revisions o the SSMP are i‘%&dg‘ "t«;;gng,saéé'iltradictory.'

SSMP Sectiof. (i) Performance _Targets‘aﬁé;frag%gm Modificii

£

o ( ce Tar, Proghes itions and Section () SSMP Program
Audits both'reguire the Enrollee to evaluate. the effectiveness ofthe SBMP and correct or update the
document as'necessary. Section (i) indiCates that this process is to geeur on dn annual basis, while

Section () specifies a minjmum frequency of once eyery two years. We recommendthat Water

Board staff ¢émbine thesé two sections and clarify ﬂg tequirements

5. Béiiuiﬁng*&e;%hlo rffﬁ'a%ion of clean-up water

to be de-chlorinated before it could be used
lfiot fully recovered). Putting restrictions -
otherwise likely to violate either of the
lenges. In addition, the amount of

ve to-travel 1o reach a surface water (50
jotial oni-site operational difficulty in’

Prohibition C. “indicateg that potable water would:
for' spill clean-gp (in the event water used for cle
on'the use of potable water in cleaning up an SSO-
first-two p'réﬁﬁ}itiéns simply adds further unnecg
potable water used, combined with the distancg
thie chlorine would readily degrade) does not w.
dechilorination. §

6. Revisionsto SSMP requirements are’p
DR&nclude significant changes to

] ! 1 thé‘existing’SSMP requireiments be preserved -
as in the existing SSS WDRs and rio.changes are m SSMP: requiremerits. . As the Staff Report
indicates, deyelopment and implementation of SSMPSby §SS WDRs enrolleés hasjust been -
completed a:gciﬂ:_hesé planis need to be fully implemented:so-their effectiveness ‘¢an be properly
identified. Further, it i$ reeognized that dramatically ¢hangifig SSMP requirements before full
implementationwill likely ledd to confusion regarding thie" SSMP requireriients among enrollees, the
public, and Water Board staff. [ e T -

We ate concerned that the _pfdposed revision!
SSMP program requirements. We strongl




following as appropriate:... The legal authority to prohibit discharges to the system and
identify measures to prevent S80s and blockages caused by FOG.*

¢ Performance Targets and Program Modifications — Progress towards improving sewer
- system performance and reducing 1mpacts of 8S0s 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, the requirement is vague and offers no validation of success
or failure. All references to performance targets should be removed from paragraphs (i) and

0.

*  Communication Program - The proposed revisions to the SSS 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 of S()I;Je sortata @gertam tnne each year but Wouid not apply
to agencies that communicgteﬂnf mation i glich -
information is made avaﬂab%e«@ﬁ hours 8. day.

: hforma Bmergency Management Agene y
(CaIEMA) would need to be nouﬁed:zv?hen spllls to surface water.of dny volume 0ect _J}{owever,
mediate not1ﬁcatxfm of SSOs the local .
ith, contrary to the: mstrucnon% mdwated in 3’3

i

: ~ ¢rs; A ditis unlikely that they would i 1mpact pubho
health. Therefore, they should not have to be reportedito CIWQS. Not having to report these S80s’

would provide an additional incentive to fully#

wronment The hmlted value of
iacy of collection system operationand

msagmf cantin' helr potennal 1mpacts 0 h

tion regarding the- physw@l condltzérrf*a#nd ad .
Ei?rrx{cl;flance o%tamed from rep@rtmg yery small spill yolumes does not wair?nte t::tsﬁ}fég:;fz ol
nired to make these reports, -Given our.past expeﬁence with CIWQS, wear s ot 100
;CCJ% h uploading function will glgmﬁcariﬂyfsave time: We Teguest that overflows o eésa Reglonal
gzllcon:,pneed not’be reported 4 threshola prekusly eétabhé’hed by the S anc1sco 3;1

Water Board. CE ,@

i ::55 " ok i L
1 tb-the: S§8S WDI ﬁ;s are. pre
I our view e 51gn1ﬁcant prOpOS&*d re};i 1?(%Sec’ced as capital 1mprovemen’ts idéntified under the

burdensome. Additional m‘ipgovemc;lts ate




7. . Language describing SSMP requirements should be revised _-a's.‘fbl'lows (SSMP sections are
Jisted in the order they appear in the proposed revisions to the SSS WDRs):

e Organization - Including names, email addresses, and telephone numbers for the staff
described in paragraph (b) (ii) is excessive information and inappropriate in a public
document. Only the position and phone number should be included. '

o Legal Authority — Paragraph (c) (v) should be revised to tead: “Ban new connections under
cettain conditions.” - ‘

o Operations and Maintenance Program _ : '
o Map - Updating sewer system maps to identify and include all backflow prevention
devices would be too onerous as they are Tiot owned by the agency; this requirement

should be removed.

R

Also, the 1ast;,'secfi§ﬁffof paragrapl} d) (i) should b d to'read: “A map

illustrating the ciirrent extent of the ewer system§Hall be inéluded in the SSMP orin

a GIS™ Also, this requirement néeds torbe'clarified. It jysiot.clear if “the current
extent;of the'sewer system” refers'to a one pﬁ‘ge ap-ofithe setvice area; or the entire
~detailed mégm The latter would b impractical to-d icludé.in the SSMP.

 paragraph.(d).(iii) should be

pent shall focus on'sewer pipes that are
t blockages due'to pipe-defects.” Tt is fiot
tic. We kriow that'it doesmot, nor is it

eteriorating’. et e .

Rehabilitation and Replacement - Thy
1$ed to read: ‘Rehabilitation and r
“at Tisk of collapse of prone to more £
F S amdn P
* correct toimply that age alone is prof
Ficorrect to,imply ‘aging’ is the same @

ding — The first seritence'in section (d) (vi)
include budgets for routine sewer system

capital improvement plan including proposed .

ime as determined by careful gvaluation of

‘o, Q&M and Sewer System Replaceme
should be revised to read “The St
‘operatioti and maintenance and f

~_feplacement of sewer system asset

L

" condition of the system.”

¢ phrase “all aspects of” in both
h agency to update their standards
tafl of sanitary sewer system- -
nt would create an unwarranted
“already implied:

" & Design and Performance Provisions
paragraphs (i) and (ii) should be remov
‘specifications to cover every last.po
construction and irnspections just to T
burden on staff. “Also, the phrase is

)¢ )“’W{iuld simultaneously require legal
/stem and to requiré FOG dischargersto -

implement t’neasurés to prevent $80s and blockages caused by FOG: This revised language

contradicts itself, ﬁr§_t by indicating that F OGgfécharges are 0 be prohibited, and then by

. R OG Control Progmm ~ Proposed févisio
anthiority to prohibit FOG-discharges to the oy

inciujmg requirements for FOG dischargers. Also, the lariguage appears to apply to both

residentidl:and commereial sources:of koG, Eﬁf,f@%s te%fe‘é‘ﬁ’gm thiat logistical challenges

may outweigh the;benefits'of rg.qui?ing%bes??%ﬁiagg ént practices for residential FOG

sources. We reduest'that thisExisting fﬁlg‘uag ‘be preserved: #This plan shall include the
) T e, T s

-




current permit are completed. It would be frustrating to. have invested significant resoutces in
meeting the current requirements only to have them change before our currént efforts hiave come to
ffuition. We believe that it would be more. producttve for the Water Board to focus on bringing all
agencies into compliance with the cutrent permit rather than initiating sweeping revisions that
would apply to all agenmes, regardless of compliance history or the effectweness of current
programs. : : :

-~ ‘Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the draft WDRs. The City of Palo Alto hopes the
. State Water Resources Control Board will take these comments under serious consideration.

Sincerely,

Dean Batchelor, Assistant Director
Utilities Operations
City of Palo Alto

CC:  Javad Ghaffari:




