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Sabjee’t “Commient Eeiier SSS WDRS I&maw &

' Dea.r Ms. _Tﬁwmend.

& State Water Quality Control
arge Requirements (S35
Facility in Rancho San
> _1;?) of recycled water. The
15,200 customers through

The Otay W:ﬁe{ District appremates the o_-ﬁumty to eot:hmﬁﬁt
Board’s propoged revmozxs%o the Sanitary Séwer System 5
' thc Rsalph W, Cha;amrx Wi

‘Diego,. , which produces ap
Otay Water District (OWD)provides sewer szmce ﬁc ap ifnat
over 4645 connections. The!OWDs sewer service arca is log the northern portion of the
district. It covers approximately 8, 797 aeres, which is about 11 percent of the districts total service
area. The district operates anid maintains: the sewage collection system serving Rancho San Diego,
 Singing Hills and portions’ ‘'of Mount Helix within the Uppér SWeéftvemtér River Basin, aiso known as
the Jamacha Basin. _

The proposed revisions to the SSS WDRs represent 4 ma ‘mre from the program that has
been successfully unplememed unider the existing SSS WDR: we appreciate the State Water
Board’s efforts to address certain issues associated with' the: existing WDRs, our agency is very
conceried about-4 number of the proposed revisions, gspm se related to reporting of private -
lateral sewage discharges_ (PLSDs), and Onerous ad i -gewer system management plan -
(SSMP) requirements that should not be niandated inless State Water Board guidance and funding
is miade available. As requiremenits become more compli ‘tonfusing, more agency staff
time is dlrectad towards preparing reports and re—ﬁrg%mz“ n atid operating procedures,
Lo and less timé'is spent actually managing or condt the appropriate aperanons and maintenance
N (O&M} activities to preven__SSOs and properiy mamtam the collection system




"Also, we strongly oppose any kind of NPDES pmmmng approach.

1. Saniiariy sewer system regulationsshouiﬂ ot be adopted under'a two-tiered ‘WDRs and -
NP}BESpermit. Lo o o ' _

We ‘strongly oppose the i
occurring previously or'in the
and agree with several points ing
the existing SSS WDRs and the
sewer overflows (S505) to
result of triggering an NPDES p
egregious non-governmental
absolutely no demonstration t

| WDRs and NPDES permit- alternative, whereby an SSO
igger the requirement to apply for an N 'DES permit,
taff Report also opposing an NPDES permit, Since

W

ofize sanitary-

ot reduce SS s

As described in the Staff R
Board staff resources to tra
staff resources are limited, 2
reduction efforts under the

Qis’_a,g_’:;:quirjg significarit addi!::%q;éél:-Wa‘ter P
t permit tiers. ‘We understand hat these "
hstead be used to further improve SSO

The S8S WDR would reqii
become aware of them. Su
adequate justification nor ha
to require public agencies to e
The justification offered: for
picture of” the magnitude o
- with PSLs. =

°d the staffing and finanicial resources necessary
ot affiliated with thy collection system agency,
hat the State Water Board wants to “get a better
etter identify collection syst ems with “systemic issues”

0.4 study that indicated that the tota] volume of sewage from .
volume from §SOs, almost all of which never pose a threat
encies to provide detailed information: regarding such a small
from parts of the system aver which they have no control is riot
taff resources from higher priority 15sues that actually protect -

private laterals is about 5% of
to waters, Requiring public-
percentage of overflow volumes fr
appropriate and would divert limi

waters.

operty owner for errors‘in reporting, and praperty
ion fron the local ageney: for repair of feplacement L
Jnder the curtent voluntary reporting scheme, the enrolfes =
xeport PSL spills or not. e

Costs stemming from th mported
can weigh these factors in:deciding ¥

 system, multiple entities (eity, coin
~with Wﬁeﬂtiﬁﬂy-di_ﬁéaﬁng: P .

repﬁﬁspll @hether or not they gccur within the enrol .
W, etc.) all be required to report a single PSL.
2 and| _tht_ar information. Rather than enhance




Board’s knowledge base) this will actually 1ead ﬁo g;‘eawr wnﬁ;smn and requlre a&dmonal
 resources to soft out and miateh up the multiple repoﬁ:s : .

S We recommend that the State Water Board first work with the California Department of Public
Health and local eénvironmental health officers 10 determin hé' desired information can be
obtaitied through mutual agency coopieration. 'We glicye Eth agenmes have the best
'lﬁlﬁwledge of 3_39;'%{510% later als ot ‘p%mﬁ
appmpnare agencies to res g eVenis.”

3, Etisessmﬁalﬂmtg te and R
© -moany erifci'eement ction.

‘The existing §SS WDRs il
the case of an SSO enfords
the $SO might have occ
Enroflee to prevent it.

Existing language read: “Iﬁ dssessing these faétérs, the State andfofr Regional Water Boards will
also consider whether.. {emphasxs added) ' A '

anged to read: “In assessing these

In'the proposcd revisions tﬁa the SSS WDRs, thzs l,anguage was &
¢ keiher ” (emphasis added)

ize mstmg enforcement discretion
_inteént Tegarding enforcement

1anguage, W!h;iéh. 'express;
ual regional boards are free

priorities and responses, 1

to follow or ignore as th
/ 3 :md maintain its system and

these factors éhouid deﬁmtely%e conszdefe& iﬂ mféme&men; actions.

| | _u}d not be made to suffer
c&nseqaences fﬁr condm'_ £

4 Significant addition 1 Sew yS
be mandated until th %ate Watérfﬁﬁzﬁpr

The proposed * “Risk and Threat Analys S
Hot stat sﬁcaﬂy sup@oﬁed, iamecessarﬂy c@mﬁm ;

. “The proposed Risk and Thre
mtsﬁsxve a_né would not pa'owde mcremen 11y

¥ :zequlremcnts' v T
d when adequate WaterBeard gmdance has been deve%@pe& and’ ﬁmdmg is prowded

-_E__chmnng de’vel@pment md implernentanon Gf the prop‘ 'ﬂsed' Staff Assessment Program on an
ined in' the proposed revisions to the

a}: ough (g) of Provision D.6 are




SSS WDRs suggest that agene:
existing Technical Cemﬁcauon
- which would" require a subst;antm
is also not appropriate to requp
entities).

The Water Board should net im
provided. Also, Water Boar staf] §£
deﬁcwnt T

‘%R;bmeﬁ because otherm" , the requrrements for.
SMP are redundant and caat" dxctorv C

5. SSMP sectiens (i) and (f'
routine review and rem 0

SSMP Section (i) Pe ;ﬁ)rmance
Audits both require the Enrollee to. 2
document as necessary. Sectlo =

Section (j) specifies a minimun
Board staff combine these two seg

y ef ane every two years.

Wé recommeml that Watar :
] 'Giarify the requirements. :

- Finding 9 in the proposed re
SS0s and PLSDg inelude bt
sewer line flood dam,age
mechanical failures, power ou
sewer age, construction’ ami rel;
insufficient capagity, and contr
having adequate facilities,
sanitary sewer system.” _In

the first list are not causes-of

second sentence. Refﬁrences {

'iSSS‘ WDRS mcluﬂ@s the staziﬁmant “‘M ior causes ef
dfm"g;rease bieckagcs, oot blbe;

tare failures, pipe failures @dahsm p
sive rm. or. gra;;a;;d ‘water mflew/i

8Ds can be prévented by |
nd mamﬁﬁnance ef the

: ean-up is not quy recov&md) Putxm' resmcnons

an SSO that is otherwise likely to violate ither of the
er unnecessary chalienges In ‘addition, the amount of
istance it would have to travel to teach a surface water (so
4 riot 'warrant the additional on-site operational difficulty in

first two prohibitions simply
- potable water used, combined
the chlorine would readily degrade) d
dechlorination, -




:Required reporting of PLSDs by al agencies ﬁees naf h‘npwve the predmament faced by
“agendies that own lower lwterals _

:'resuitn'ag from a failure in the

~Requirements for reporting of S80s are apphca&fie to ali “&tse"‘
* Entollee’s sanitary sewer gystem.” (emnphagis added) Re ¢ eporting of PLSDs apply to
-all “discharges of wastewater tesulting from a fai sewer lateral.” (emphasis
id ignts do not &mge t‘&é ot wer laterals are unfairly
' oblem, we recommend that
2 performance measure.

In addition, the. requuemnf@ for Enmﬁees to rezmrt PLSD ____'_?bécﬁame aware of should be

removed from Provision 4

_ Definitions refated to pr?va’tﬁe laterals are mmmgmndcmtra&xmry

The fbllowing;zdéﬁniti(ms' are i:oaﬁ;sing and contradmtofy, asmplam in the following paragraphs.

o Lateral ~ Segmen:(s) of pipe that connect(s) a kome, bwfdmg, or satellite sewer system (o a
sewer main.. _

steral jnc}udeg both }::pp@‘ and the lﬁ_ gr-?&terais regardless ef whether
1is pﬁyattly.aw;w-_ : ' : :

e to satellife sewer systems,

Alsoy’ the deﬁnm«cm::’ @ latéral shmﬂd fmt m@iude . !
Satellite systems-should

as the management d-per:formﬁmce of eacﬁare%ry g;-_ 3
have a se;parate end distinct defirition. : S

ibutary to an Enrollee’s sanitary

als tan be solely that of the
it pert : eth. the two pdrties. Sewer use
agreements dictate kgeral responsibility and i hared agreement. (emphaszs

. Prwate Lateral ~ .anm{y owned sewer p@gzmg;“tkfit i
sewer; @s?em Tk mns;bxlity jzbrﬁ imtain i

added)

er faterals and is théerefore '
confus;‘zng Alse
respmzs{bxhty, :

-samtary sewer system but are not owned b he Eﬁr
requirements for enrollment under the SS‘S W’Rs m’e
added)

0 bons:dered PLSDs. (emphasns

This definition indicates that PLSDs inclt
-regardless of whether or not the Jower:late

:;nverﬁaws!ﬁ'@m any portion of the lateral,




&rmmsistegg; with-that- desmib;mg a prwate lateral”, as
S laﬁerais while the m‘her does aot V

_Revnsiens to SSMP require

~ We are concerned that the
~ SSMP program requirem
8s in the existing SSS W,
SSMPs by SSS WDRs 5 just been comple
implemented so their effe can y thet, it-is recognized that
dramatically changing SSh s before vill likely lead to confusion
regarding the SSMP requiremgrits _.,g ;:mol}:ees, thepubhc and Waz;er Board staff

ould be revised as falle%s (SSMP ‘sections are
! _;,rensions to the SSS W DRs):

Language descnbmg SSMP
listed in the order they appa\

. Orgamzatzan - In 1ail _a&iﬁre&ses, and tdephom_numbers for the staff

mes ve mfoxmaﬂ,on and :‘appropnaﬁe in a public

ds. “Restrict; ‘condition or
aragraph {(c) {vz) indicates

1 :'id’l‘ae o '.egi by good
- debris including- cut roots

standard Spéﬁ:lﬁcafm_”:g ing thi cha |
aph (c) @) In any case, the: word “rogts™ shou}d be -

(whwh is already N

on sewer: ipes Ihat are
; pip& defects.” It ismot

d for thc capital 1mprovemem plan inc udmg proposec;
“'assets over time as determmed by careful evaluation o

*

g = Thc:addmon of the phrase _“all aspagis Qf’ in b@th_ e




consfruction and mspectlons Jusft to meet tl.ns reqmremw would create an unwarranted
burden ori staff. Also, the phrase is not necessafy and is alre dy implied. :

',(m}é simultaneously require legal
to require FOG dischargers to
s FOG. This revised language
s are to -be prohibited, and then by

sage appears to apply to both
1ize that logistical challenges
yeactices. for residential FOG
+ “This plan shall include the
‘ discharges to the system and

"« FOG Control Program — Proposed revisions to {
authonty to prohibit FOG " dischiarges to the sys
iement measm‘&s 10 prevent SS‘S and | :

ot towards zmprovmg sewer
ady described in the SSMP and
without specific guidance
¢rs no validation of success
em edfﬁ-‘ompmgrﬁpks; (iy and

S8 WDRs would require each
asi tegarding the development,
ified timeframe suggests that an
e»ns’il year, but would not apply
arily via their websites; online
1l language should be retained as

. Commmzcatton Pimgram _The mposed rev:;swsns-'
agency 1o commitmicate with the public on, an annu
impleméntation, af perfomance af rts SSMP 1S
agency would send ou acet
to agencies. that cortm)
anfom&a@zon is madx afvaﬁable 24 haurs a day
is. :

. -agaﬁay o bring its SSMP before
'his frequency is excessive
__ﬁmeframe We request a re-

_ 1ts gow:mmg bbax:d for ref gmﬂcauén .at a' i
- e projects typically occur over.
© certification e%fy 5-10 y&ars' :

L Noﬁﬁcatmn requirements ﬁeefi ta be clarlfied

s mdlcatmn that only Cal ] ; eed to be notified When spills |
AraD icates that Enrollees!are to.

of the local director of

"lease. glan :naéﬁﬁeatwn shall only to be made t
' Cal EMA andmda‘cate t'hatﬁaiEMwa gggfy 3; y ¢ made to

- A of the Monitoring and -




~ to the SSS WDRs, several fm
~ Program requirements: .

- In-general, it is our view
~overly burdensom«e Inmp

Prov;dmg whole SSMPs in an e

Not every agency has their SSMP in' neeleetmmcdocmn@nt, and, 1y cases, the SSMP makes -

. _reference to other decuments:w st in Bard cos y form. These 1ssues would mai‘ce it
dlfﬁcult or impossible for som agencis to p}:owde ihe whole SSMP inan: electromc fermat -

Tepic rtmg be removed fmm the prop@sed revisions

In addition to the request that 3D 1 _
ons should be made to clanfy Mnm‘é‘onng and Reporting

¢ The second para;grégh

)’ other notification and mng reqnn:ements is
unnecessarﬂy confu A

mmmf

j i _ A ory I3 SSO
‘reports’ should be revi ce waters im yacted (1f app%hcahie and. and jif"
known)... :

* Item 1.D under the ;
- read: “...and. theﬁem )

'-‘Ee be masmtaaned by the Bmailee should be revised to
: D! number, if known,

reduced . impacts of §
improvements identifi ed under
nvested significant resources.
our current efforts have ‘come

Sincerely,

ﬂm

Gary Stalker
Otay Water District

Systems Operations Manager.




