Thursday, December 15, 2011

Letter_ID 1 First Name Richard Last Name Cunningham
Organization City of Albany Title Manager of Public Works

Comment_Summary

General Comment: Sanitary sewer system regulations should not be adopted under a two-tiered WDRs and NPDES permit. Enrollees will be
subject to third-party lawsuits and higher administrative penalties with no demonstration that this will improve water quality and reduce SSOs.
Adoption of the order as a two-tiered WDRs and NPDES will lead to confusion and waste of resources. Also, NPDES regulation of 'probable’
discharges is invalid under existing law (CAFO I, CAFO 1II) and requiring NPDES Permits in perpetuity after a single, isolated SSO event is
likely unsupportable under the CAFO decisions. Commenters agree with the State Water Board staff recommendation to maintain the permit as
a WDR.

In reference to Section D.4: Mandatory Private Lateral Sewage Discharge (PLSD) reporting should not be required. Reporting of PLSDs
should remain voluntary. The Sate Board has not justified the basis for requiring mandatory reporting of PLSDs. Mandatory PLSD reporting
creates an inappropriate burden for public agency staff. It is unrealistic and inappropriate to expect sewer system agencies to solve all the
States' overflow problems. PLSDs are insignificant since they are spills of low volume that are unlikely to reach surface waters, and typically
only affect the property owner. This requirement will result in enrollees expending additional staffing and financial resources that will divert
staff time from higher priorities. Enrollees may be liable for property owner errors if they report the spills. The State Water Board should work
with the California Department of Public Health and local environmental officials to obtain the desired information. MS4 permits prohibit
illegal discharges, including PLDSs. Enrollees have no authority over privately-owned laterals. No authority exist under the Water Code or any
other provision of law that allows the State Water Board to require enrollees to report on the activities of others. It is inappropriate to use
incomplete information about PLSDs to characterize sanitary sewer system condition and management (Provision 4). Meaningful statistics
cannot be derived from data for only those PLSDs that an agency becomes aware of, and State Water Board staff can not realistically decide
that sewer systems have systemic issues based on these incomplete data sets.

In reference to Section D.6: State and Regional Water Board staff should consider the reasons for each SSO in any enforcement action. The
proposed language will change SSO enforcement from discretionary into an advisory provision that could then be followed or ignored as the
Water Boards choose. The existing WDR language should be retained.

In reference to Section D.12: The significant additional Sewer System Management Plan (SSMP) requirements in the revised SSS WDRs
constitute an unfunded mandate which should not be required until the State Water Board provides clarification, guidance, and funding. The
enhanced SSMP requirements are too prescriptive and depart from the approach taken by the SSS WDRs stakeholder committee in 2005-2006.
These enhanced requirements should only apply to those agencies not complying with current requirements, and that have been ineffective at
reducing SSOs. As more time is spent compiling the reports, etc. to meet these new requirements, less time is available for agencies to conduct
O&M, etc. The enhanced SSMP requirements are vague, not statistically supported, unnecessarily complicated, and overly prescriptive. Until
every agency is in compliance with these minimum requirements the addition of more requirements on agencies that perform their legal
obligations is inconsistent with the stated Enforcement Policy of the State Water Board.
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Letter_ID 1 First Name Richard Last Name Cunningham

Organization City of Albany Title Manager of Public Works

Comment_Summary

In reference to Sections D.12(i) & D.12(j): SSMP sections (i) and (j) should be combined because, otherwise, the requirements for routine
review and revisions of the SSMP are redundant and contradictory. Section (i) calls for revisions once per year whereas section (j) specifies
once per 2 years. The State Water Board should clarify the requirements.

In reference to Section D.12: Revisions to SSMP requirements are premature. Development of these plans has just been completed and they
need to have time to be fully implemented so their effectiveness can be properly assessed. Dramatically changing the SSMP requirements now
could lead to confusion and increased costs for enrollees with no benefit in terms of reducing SSOs.

In reference to Finding 7 & Finding 9: Findings 7 and 9 include several incorrect statements about PLSDs. Finding 7: PLSDs are very small in
volume and pose a lower threat to water quality. Finding 9: References to PLSDs should be removed. PLSDs should not be in the same class
of spills as SSOs. It is unlikely that "proper operation and maintenance of the sanitary sewer system" will have an impact on PLSDs.

In reference to Section D.12(d)(iv): The SSS WDRs should be amended to mandate sanitary sewer system operator certification in lieu of
requiring a Staff Assessment program. Operator certification will increase professionalism in the industry. The SSS WDRs should specify the
minimum certification grade level required for operators, supervisors, and managers. The State Water Board should coordinate with rural
associations to provide assistance to small and disadvantaged communities to meet the requirements.

In reference to Section C.3: De-chlorinating clean-up water should not be required. Requiring de-chlorination of clean-up water is counter-
productive and illogical. Chlorine residuals will be stripped during the spilling and spraying of cleanup water, and would readily degrade by the
distance traveled to reach a surface water body. There is no scientific evidence that the use of chlorinated water for wash down is or has caused
any degradation to water quality from its use to date. The public health and environmental benefits of using chlorine or other disinfectants in
the cleanup of sewage spills far outweighs the minimal risks to the environment. This requirement adds further unnecessary challenges to spill
cleanup.

General Comment: Lower laterals unfairly skew spill metrics for those agencies that own them. In order to solve the problem, the CIWQS
database and SSO/mile/yr data should reflect only mainline spills as a performance measure.

In reference to Section A.8 & 9: The definitions related to private laterals are confusing and contradictory and should be modified. The
definition of a lateral should not include any reference to satellite sewer systems, as the management and performance of each are very
different. It is misleading to state that sewer use agreements dictate lateral responsibility. The definition of a "private lateral sewage discharge"
is inconsistent with that describing a "private lateral" and it does not make any reference to upper and lower laterals.
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Comment_Summary

In reference to Section D.12(g): The proposed revisions to the language in D.12(g)(iii) are contradictory by indicating that FOG discharges are
to be prohibited, and then by including requirements for FOG dischargers. The requirement to identify "required staffing levels" under D.12(g)
should be removed because it presumes a fixed staffing level for each Enrollee at all times. In addition, the language appears to apply to
commercial and residential sources but does not recognize that residential FOG control activities may not be warranted. Commenters request
that the existing language be retained.

In reference to MRP Section A: Commenters agree with the streamlining of notification requirements. However, it should be made clear that
notification shall only be made to Cal EMA, and Cal EMA will notify other agencies.

In reference to MRP Sections B.1.H, B.1.I (Mandatory Information to be Included in SSO Online Reporting), & C.1.D : Commenters support
the changes to the MRP. The paragraph referring to 'other notification' and reporting are unnecessary and confusing, and should be removed.
Commenters suggest that flow measurement should be required in the MRP. The Online Reporting should include a description of receiving
water impacts. Items 1.H, 3.I,1.D need additional clarification. Qualifying text under items 1.D, I.H, and 3.1 should be added to clarify that
required reporting of information should be "if applicable" and/or "if known".

In reference to Section B.4: The requirement to re-enroll under the amended SSS WDRs within six months of adoption is a waste of staff
resources, will lead to confusion, is unnecessary and burdensome, and will be a significant irritation to the enrolled agencies. This requirement
should be deleted. Only those that will no longer be covered and new applicants should be required to submit notifications. Informing enrollees
when the revised SSS WDRs is adopted will be more productive.

General Comment: The proposed SSS WDRs changes are premature, unnecessary, and overly burdensome. It will be more productive for the
State Water Board to focus on bringing all agencies into compliance, conducting inspections, ensuring data quality and consistency, developing
performance metrics, and streamlining reporting requirements. The existing SSS WDRs requirements have already successfully reduced
impacts from SSOs. Many SSMPs are just now being fully implemented, and the full results of SSMP implementation are not yet fully
apparent. Additional improvements in SSO rates and the volume of sewage spilled will be forthcoming as SSMPs are fully implemented by
enrollees. It is frustrating to expend significant resources to meet the current SSS WDR requirements just to have them change before current
efforts come to fruition.



Thursday, December 15, 2011

Letter_ID 1 First Name Richard Last Name Cunningham
Organization City of Albany Title Manager of Public Works
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In reference to Sections D.12(c): The additional requirements regarding authority to limit flows under D.12(c) - Legal Authority, which
requires enrollees to have the ability to ban new connections and to specify whether the enrollees own and maintain service laterals, are
unnecessary, and have the potential to create confusion. The requirement to "ensure access" is unnecessary. The authority to ban connections
should be limited to when necessary to prevent nuisance or otherwise protect public health. The language regarding limiting the discharge of
"roots" should be eliminated.

In reference to Section D.12(d)(i): The requirement to update the sewer systems map to show all backflow prevention devices will be too
onerous, and clarification is needed as it is impractical to include an entire detailed map in the SSMP. Additionally the mapping requirements
are overly burdensome, substantially expand the area of mapping required to include private laterals and related systems such as siphons,
backflow prevention devices, etc. Enrollees should not be held responsible for documenting and mapping privately owned and maintained
facilities. The SSMP needs only to depict the geographical extent of the system, and not the detailed data contained in the

CMMS.

In reference to Section D.12(e): The addition of the phrase "all aspects of" in both paragraphs (i) and (ii) should be removed. Requiring each
agency to update their standards and specifications to cover every last possible minor detail of sanitary sewer system construction and
inspections just to meet this requirement would create an unwarranted burden on enrollees.

In reference to Section D.12(d)(iii): The Rehabilitation and Replacement requirement should be clarified, it is not correct to imply that age
alone is problematic or the same a "deteriorating". The third sentence in paragraph (d)(iii) should be revised to read: "Rehabilitation and
replacement shall focus on sewer pipes that are at risk of collapse or prone to more frequent blockages". The O&M and Sewer System
Replacement Funding requirement in section (d)(vi) should include additional language "as determined by careful evaluation of condition of
the system". Delete "Adopt" and replace with "Develop" an R&R plan. Delete references to "shall" and use "should" when delineating work
(such as CCTYV, inspections, etc.). Let public agencies decide which methods are best implemented and most effective.
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General Comment: Sanitary sewer system regulations should not be adopted under a two-tiered WDRs and NPDES permit. Enrollees will be
subject to third-party lawsuits and higher administrative penalties with no demonstration that this will improve water quality and reduce SSOs.
Adoption of the order as a two-tiered WDRs and NPDES will lead to confusion and waste of resources. Also, NPDES regulation of 'probable’
discharges is invalid under existing law (CAFO I, CAFO 1II) and requiring NPDES Permits in perpetuity after a single, isolated SSO event is
likely unsupportable under the CAFO decisions. Commenters agree with the State Water Board staff recommendation to maintain the permit as
a WDR.

In reference to Section D.4: Mandatory Private Lateral Sewage Discharge (PLSD) reporting should not be required. Reporting of PLSDs
should remain voluntary. The Sate Board has not justified the basis for requiring mandatory reporting of PLSDs. Mandatory PLSD reporting
creates an inappropriate burden for public agency staff. It is unrealistic and inappropriate to expect sewer system agencies to solve all the
States' overflow problems. PLSDs are insignificant since they are spills of low volume that are unlikely to reach surface waters, and typically
only affect the property owner. This requirement will result in enrollees expending additional staffing and financial resources that will divert
staff time from higher priorities. Enrollees may be liable for property owner errors if they report the spills. The State Water Board should work
with the California Department of Public Health and local environmental officials to obtain the desired information. MS4 permits prohibit
illegal discharges, including PLDSs. Enrollees have no authority over privately-owned laterals. No authority exist under the Water Code or any
other provision of law that allows the State Water Board to require enrollees to report on the activities of others. It is inappropriate to use
incomplete information about PLSDs to characterize sanitary sewer system condition and management (Provision 4). Meaningful statistics
cannot be derived from data for only those PLSDs that an agency becomes aware of, and State Water Board staff can not realistically decide
that sewer systems have systemic issues based on these incomplete data sets.

In reference to Section D.6: State and Regional Water Board staff should consider the reasons for each SSO in any enforcement action. The
proposed language will change SSO enforcement from discretionary into an advisory provision that could then be followed or ignored as the
Water Boards choose. The existing WDR language should be retained.

In reference to Section D.12: The significant additional Sewer System Management Plan (SSMP) requirements in the revised SSS WDRs
constitute an unfunded mandate which should not be required until the State Water Board provides clarification, guidance, and funding. The
enhanced SSMP requirements are too prescriptive and depart from the approach taken by the SSS WDRs stakeholder committee in 2005-2006.
These enhanced requirements should only apply to those agencies not complying with current requirements, and that have been ineffective at
reducing SSOs. As more time is spent compiling the reports, etc. to meet these new requirements, less time is available for agencies to conduct
O&M, etc. The enhanced SSMP requirements are vague, not statistically supported, unnecessarily complicated, and overly prescriptive. Until
every agency is in compliance with these minimum requirements the addition of more requirements on agencies that perform their legal
obligations is inconsistent with the stated Enforcement Policy of the State Water Board.
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In reference to Sections D.12(i) & D.12(j): SSMP sections (i) and (j) should be combined because, otherwise, the requirements for routine
review and revisions of the SSMP are redundant and contradictory. Section (i) calls for revisions once per year whereas section (j) specifies
once per 2 years. The State Water Board should clarify the requirements.

In reference to Finding 7 & Finding 9: Findings 7 and 9 include several incorrect statements about PLSDs. Finding 7: PLSDs are very small in
volume and pose a lower threat to water quality. Finding 9: References to PLSDs should be removed. PLSDs should not be in the same class
of spills as SSOs. It is unlikely that "proper operation and maintenance of the sanitary sewer system" will have an impact on PLSDs.

In reference to Section C.3: De-chlorinating clean-up water should not be required. Requiring de-chlorination of clean-up water is counter-
productive and illogical. Chlorine residuals will be stripped during the spilling and spraying of cleanup water, and would readily degrade by the
distance traveled to reach a surface water body. There is no scientific evidence that the use of chlorinated water for wash down is or has caused
any degradation to water quality from its use to date. The public health and environmental benefits of using chlorine or other disinfectants in
the cleanup of sewage spills far outweighs the minimal risks to the environment. This requirement adds further unnecessary challenges to spill
cleanup.

General Comment: Lower laterals unfairly skew spill metrics for those agencies that own them. In order to solve the problem, the CIWQS
database and SSO/mile/yr data should reflect only mainline spills as a performance measure.

In reference to Section D.8: The reference to "eventual replacement” should be removed because the need to replace sewers is dependent on
several factors. Provision 8 suggests that sanitary sewer systems will need replacing within the timeframe of these WDRs. Sewer system
assets should not be replaced just because they are a certain age.

In reference to Section A.8 & 9: The definitions related to private laterals are confusing and contradictory and should be modified. The
definition of a lateral should not include any reference to satellite sewer systems, as the management and performance of each are very
different. It is misleading to state that sewer use agreements dictate lateral responsibility. The definition of a "private lateral sewage discharge"
is inconsistent with that describing a "private lateral" and it does not make any reference to upper and lower laterals.

In reference to Section D.12: Revisions to SSMP requirements are premature. Development of these plans has just been completed and they
need to have time to be fully implemented so their effectiveness can be properly assessed. Dramatically changing the SSMP requirements now
could lead to confusion and increased costs for enrollees with no benefit in terms of reducing SSOs.
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Letter ID 2 First Name Bonner Last Name Beuhler
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In reference to Section D.12(b): Under the SSMP Organization requirements, 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 to minimize the amount of time required to update the SSMP. Board members should not be listed since they work on
policy only and do not implement the SSMP.

In reference to Sections D.12(c): The additional requirements regarding authority to limit flows under D.12(c) - Legal Authority, which
requires enrollees to have the ability to ban new connections and to specify whether the enrollees own and maintain service laterals, are
unnecessary, and have the potential to create confusion. The requirement to "ensure access” is unnecessary. The authority to ban connections
should be limited to when necessary to prevent nuisance or otherwise protect public health. The language regarding limiting the discharge of
"roots" should be eliminated.

In reference to Section D.12(d)(i): The requirement to update the sewer systems map to show all backflow prevention devices will be too
onerous, and clarification is needed as it is impractical to include an entire detailed map in the SSMP. Additionally the mapping requirements
are overly burdensome, substantially expand the area of mapping required to include private laterals and related systems such as siphons,
backflow prevention devices, etc. Enrollees should not be held responsible for documenting and mapping privately owned and maintained
facilities. The SSMP needs only to depict the geographical extent of the system, and not the detailed data contained in the

CMMS.

In reference to Section D.12(e): The addition of the phrase "all aspects of" in both paragraphs (i) and (ii) should be removed. Requiring each
agency to update their standards and specifications to cover every last possible minor detail of sanitary sewer system construction and
inspections just to meet this requirement would create an unwarranted burden on enrollees.

In reference to Section D.12(g): The proposed revisions to the language in D.12(g)(iii) are contradictory by indicating that FOG discharges are
to be prohibited, and then by including requirements for FOG dischargers. The requirement to identify "required staffing levels" under D.12(g)
should be removed because it presumes a fixed staffing level for each Enrollee at all times. In addition, the language appears to apply to
commercial and residential sources but does not recognize that residential FOG control activities may not be warranted. Commenters request
that the existing language be retained.
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Letter ID 2 First Name Bonner Last Name Beuhler

Organization Almonte Sanitary District Title Manager

Comment_Summary

In reference to Section D.12(i) & (j): All references to performance targets should be removed from paragraphs (i) and (j). Progress towards
improving sewer system performance and reducing impacts of SSOs is already described in the SSMP and will be adequately characterized by
areview 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. Requiring each enrollee to update their standards and specifications to cover every minor detail of sewer system construction
is a burden.

In reference to Section D.12(k): The proposed Communication Program language needs to be clarified so that collection system enrollees are
not required to develop a communication plan for hundreds of public and private sanitary sewer systems. The language for this requirement
implies that the program would not apply to those that communicate primarily via their web sites. The original language of the current SSS
WDRs should be retained as is.

In reference to Section D.13: The SSMP four-year board re-certification requirement frequency is excessive considering that infrastructure
projects typically occur over a longer timeframe. Commenters suggest the SSMP re-certification should not be required every 4 years rather, re-
certification should be required every 5-10 years or just when significant changes to the SSMP are made.

In reference to MRP Section A: Commenters agree with the streamlining of notification requirements. However, it should be made clear that
notification shall only be made to Cal EMA, and Cal EMA will notify other agencies.

In reference to MRP Section B: Enrollees should not be required to report SSOs if they are fully-recovered. Fully-recovered SSOs cannot
impact surface waters, and it is unlikely that they would impact public health or the environment. This will provide an incentive for enrollees
to fully recover spills.

In reference to Section D.13: Uploading the SSMP in electronic format to CIWQS should not be required. Commenters suggest that providing
the SSMP in electronic format is not always practical since not all enrollees have their SSMP in electronic format, and there could be
references to hardcopy documents.

In reference to MRP Section B: The WDR should be amended to provide a de-minimis spill volume. De-minimis spills are low threat and
consume significant staff resources in terms of reporting. Reporting requirements for the de-minimis spill should be minimal. Commenters
suggest that SSOs <100gal, SSOs <10gal not reaching surface water or a 50 gallon threshold for category 2 spills for de-minimis thresholds
under which SSOs would not have to be reported. Providing batch uploading of spills will not save time, and the reports for small spills will
provide information of limited value in terms of assessing the adequacy, condition, O&M effectiveness, etc. of a sewer system.
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Letter ID 2 First Name Bonner Last Name Beuhler
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In reference to MRP Sections B.1.H, B.1.I (Mandatory Information to be Included in SSO Online Reporting), & C.1.D : Commenters support
the changes to the MRP. The paragraph referring to 'other notification' and reporting are unnecessary and confusing, and should be removed.
Commenters suggest that flow measurement should be required in the MRP. The Online Reporting should include a description of receiving
water impacts. Items 1.H, 3.I,1.D need additional clarification. Qualifying text under items 1.D, I.H, and 3.1 should be added to clarify that
required reporting of information should be "if applicable" and/or "if known".

In reference to Section A.10: The definition of a "sanitary sewer system" should be revised. Construction trenches should not be excluded in
the definition of a sanitary sewer system. It will be a burden on sewer agencies during the repair or replacement of facilities to exclude
construction trenches . The definition should exclude private systems. Definitions for Privately-Owned Sanitary Sewer Systems and Publicly-
Owned Sanitary Sewer Systems should be included in SSS WDRs Section A to support their use in Sections D.14(a) and D.14(b). The
definition should be revised to clarify that it only applies to facilities owned by the enrollee.

General Comment: The proposed SSS WDRs changes are premature, unnecessary, and overly burdensome. It will be more productive for the
State Water Board to focus on bringing all agencies into compliance, conducting inspections, ensuring data quality and consistency, developing
performance metrics, and streamlining reporting requirements. The existing SSS WDRs requirements have already successfully reduced
impacts from SSOs. Many SSMPs are just now being fully implemented, and the full results of SSMP implementation are not yet fully
apparent. Additional improvements in SSO rates and the volume of sewage spilled will be forthcoming as SSMPs are fully implemented by
enrollees. It is frustrating to expend significant resources to meet the current SSS WDR requirements just to have them change before current
efforts come to fruition.

In reference to Section D.12(d)(iii): The Rehabilitation and Replacement requirement should be clarified, it is not correct to imply that age
alone is problematic or the same a "deteriorating". The third sentence in paragraph (d)(iii) should be revised to read: "Rehabilitation and
replacement shall focus on sewer pipes that are at risk of collapse or prone to more frequent blockages". The O&M and Sewer System
Replacement Funding requirement in section (d)(vi) should include additional language "as determined by careful evaluation of condition of
the system". Delete "Adopt" and replace with "Develop" an R&R plan. Delete references to "shall" and use "should" when delineating work
(such as CCTYV, inspections, etc.). Let public agencies decide which methods are best implemented and most effective.
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General Comment: The proposed SSS WDRs changes are premature, unnecessary, and overly burdensome. It will be more productive for the
State Water Board to focus on bringing all agencies into compliance, conducting inspections, ensuring data quality and consistency, developing
performance metrics, and streamlining reporting requirements. The existing SSS WDRs requirements have already successfully reduced
impacts from SSOs. Many SSMPs are just now being fully implemented, and the full results of SSMP implementation are not yet fully
apparent. Additional improvements in SSO rates and the volume of sewage spilled will be forthcoming as SSMPs are fully implemented by
enrollees. It is frustrating to expend significant resources to meet the current SSS WDR requirements just to have them change before current
efforts come to fruition.

General Comment: The State Water Board should prolong the comment period and increase public outreach to ensure that all parties subject to
these regulations have an opportunity to review and comment on them prior to adoption.

In reference to Section B.1: Commenters do not support expanding coverage of the SSS WDRs to privately owned collection systems.
Including private entities in the SSS WDRs is redundant. Presently, a private sewer spill is a violation of local NPDES regulations (MS4
permits). It is also likely a violation of local sewer WDR Program Regulations, and is also subject to Regional Board and even Health Agency
Enforcement. The regulatory requirements for private sanitary sewer systems under the SSS WDRs are unduly prescriptive and impose
unwarranted costs and significant administrative burdens. For instance, the SSMP development requirement will affect fixed-income retired
residents of private communities. The State Water Board should consider eliminating the requirement to enroll under the SSS WDRs for
private communities, and handle any problems with these systems via enforcement of existing laws. Including satellite systems connected to
enrollee collection systems such as shopping malls, private gated communities, mobile home parks, and other private collection systems is
unworkable, and imposes new burdens on small

businesses.

In reference to Section B: Current enrollees should not be required to identify or oversee the potential new enrollees within their service area.
Placing this additional burden on current enrollees may impair their ability to comply with the regulations while at the same time placing on
them an impossible task.
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Letter ID 3 First Name Jonathan Last Name Heffernan
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Comment_Summary

General Comment: Sanitary sewer system regulations should not be adopted under a two-tiered WDRs and NPDES permit. Enrollees will be
subject to third-party lawsuits and higher administrative penalties with no demonstration that this will improve water quality and reduce SSOs.
Adoption of the order as a two-tiered WDRs and NPDES will lead to confusion and waste of resources. Also, NPDES regulation of 'probable’
discharges is invalid under existing law (CAFO I, CAFO 1II) and requiring NPDES Permits in perpetuity after a single, isolated SSO event is
likely unsupportable under the CAFO decisions. Commenters agree with the State Water Board staff recommendation to maintain the permit as
a WDR.

In reference to Section D.4: Mandatory Private Lateral Sewage Discharge (PLSD) reporting should not be required. Reporting of PLSDs
should remain voluntary. The Sate Board has not justified the basis for requiring mandatory reporting of PLSDs. Mandatory PLSD reporting
creates an inappropriate burden for public agency staff. It is unrealistic and inappropriate to expect sewer system agencies to solve all the
States' overflow problems. PLSDs are insignificant since they are spills of low volume that are unlikely to reach surface waters, and typically
only affect the property owner. This requirement will result in enrollees expending additional staffing and financial resources that will divert
staff time from higher priorities. Enrollees may be liable for property owner errors if they report the spills. The State Water Board should work
with the California Department of Public Health and local environmental officials to obtain the desired information. MS4 permits prohibit
illegal discharges, including PLDSs. Enrollees have no authority over privately-owned laterals. No authority exist under the Water Code or any
other provision of law that allows the State Water Board to require enrollees to report on the activities of others. It is inappropriate to use
incomplete information about PLSDs to characterize sanitary sewer system condition and management (Provision 4). Meaningful statistics
cannot be derived from data for only those PLSDs that an agency becomes