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Subject: Comment Letter - SSS WDRs _Review and Ubdats

The City of Redding's Wastewater Utility (Utility) greatly a"pp.ret_:i_a_teslthe'Qpp'ortu'nity‘to provide these written
comments on the State VWater Resources Controt Board's (Board's) proposed revisions to the Sanitary
Sewer System Waste Discharge Requirements (SSS WDRSs).- The City. of Redding is a medium sized

community in Northern California, and the Utility prov-ides‘wias‘téwatér-‘e.’énii-ce‘s to ratepayers throughout the
Redding area. As:with the City of Redding in gener 1, this-Utility understands the importance of sanitary

sewer overflow (SSO) reduction, and is wholly committed fo the protection of surface water resources within
the context of its fiduciary obligations to ratepayers. Since the issuance of the initial SO waste discharge
requirements in 2008, the Utility has made significant effort jo-reduce the nummber and extent of $SOs,
resulting in a trend toward reduced response time, spill volume, and impacts to surface waters and the storm
drain system. The following comments are respectfully submitted with these goals in.mind, in an effort to

_ assure the continuation and petterment of California’s ehvitoﬁment'whilé ensuring legitimate and efficient
use of public funds. - , :

The proposed revisions to the SSS WDRs. represent a major departure from the program that has been
successfully implemented-under the existing SSS WDRs. ’Whil‘e,wiegappreciate the State Water Board's
offorts fo address certain issues associated with the existing WERs; the Utility is very concerned about a
number of the proposed revisions, especially those related to reporting of private lateral sewage discharges
(PLSDs), and onerous additions to the sewer system management plan (SSMP) requirements that should
not be mandated unless State Water Board guidance -and funding is:made available. As requirements
pecome more complicated and convoluted, more agency staff time is directed toward preparing reports and

reorganizing information and operating procedures, with less tifme actually spent managing or conducting
- the appropriate operations anq,nrnaintenance-(Q&'Mi_agﬁ\;igif’ sfggtpfgverﬁz:SS'Qs and properly maintain the
collection system. The Utility-also strongly opposes any kind of NPDES permitting approach, as the current
regulatory structure has proven'sufficient to provid’e"“réd'iiieﬁoh‘s"i'ﬁ*tﬁeESS number and volume, and NPDES
permitting would impose additional unnecessary burdens and liability. -

Moreover, the City of Redding has only been operating underthe existingWDRs for only a short period of
time. A two-year audit has not yet been required, and while it'is cledr that the occurrence and extent of
SSOs have been falling, it is likely that the full benefit of the existing framework has not yet been realized.
it'seems illogical to proceed with a complete overhaul of a regu!ato.ry-framewbrk that has not been in place
long enough to fully realize its potential impacts on §S0 reduction. o _




o "'Sﬁﬁébi-ﬁé"commehts ‘on the proposed SSSWDR are as follows:

- 'Sanit'aw sewer system regulations should riot be adopted undér a two-tiered WDRs and
‘NPDES per_rni;.' . ' .
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As noted by Board staff, this atemative would also require significant additional Water Board staff resources
to track and implement the different permit tiers. ‘Our office understands that these staff resources are
limited, and believe that they should instead:be used to further improve SSO réduction efforts under the
existing SSS WDRs, : : . _

2 The basis for mandatory reporting of Private Lateral Sewage Discharges (PLSDs) is not
' justified and creates an.inappropriate burden for public agency staff.
The SSS WDR would require enrollees to report spills from privately owned. laterals whén:they become

- aware ofthem: such reporting is currently voluntary. Adegquate justification has not been provided regarding

the need for this change, or have the staffing andfinancial resources necessary for public agencies to report -
PLSDs that are not affiliated with their co) n' system been thoroughly considered, The justification -
offered for this change is simply that the'Board warits to “get a better picture of” the magnituide of PLSDs and
better identify collection systems having ‘systemiic issues” with PLSDs. This requirement would place a
significant burden on the City of Redding torespond to, investigate, and report PLSDs, and.in-addition to the
heavy financial burden this will Cause there is the fact that the City of Redding's Municipal Code does not
give Utility staff authority over private laterals: | S woule
seriously constrain staff's ability to investigate PLSDs, re lting ‘in" wi ing quality of PLSD data

ated:enforcement. This would

This is-an unproductive use of the staff time that shy

sewer collection system and reducing the numberand extent of SSOs that the

- also appearto impose responsibility for lateral inspection and clean out pkogra;j;g;:s. At wo_rstr.the-se programs
create an additional and significant financial and liability burden on public agencies. At best, they create
unnecessary confusion by giving the false impression that public agencies:are in some 'fa'shlon_ now

responsible for the well being of privately owned and maintained sewer laterals.

The staff report for the Draft WDRs includes a.reference to a study that indipqggd that the total volume of
sewage from private laterals is about 5 percent of-the total volume 'frOE_-TI SS,O.'s'_r: almost a!]. ‘of which never
pose a threat to waters. Requiring public agencies to provide detai!ed_mfo_rmgyon regarc.iﬂg such a small

- percentage of overflow volumes from parts of the system over which they havgg‘n_p_ control is.not appropriate .
and would divert limited staff resources from higher prierity issues that actu_allyfprotect-_wa_tgrs. : :
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As to the goal of generating better information regarding private lateral spills, we do not believe that the
burden of requiring enrollees:to report information or face.being in noncompliance bears a reasonable
refationship to the need for the information and theberiefits to be obtained. Enrollees reporting spills may
be liable to the property owner for errors in reporting, and property owners may claim they are entitled to-
compensation from the local agency for repir or replacement costs sterming from the reported spill. Under’
the current voluntary reporting:scheme, the enroliee can weigh these:factors in deciding whether to report.
private lateral spills or not. ' . ‘ '
Eurthermore, if enrollees are required to report spilis whetheror not they oceur within the enroliee’s system,
multiple entities {(city, county, POTW, etc.) could all be required to report a single private lateral spill with
potentialty differing estimates of volume and other inforr,n-ati_cjm;, Ratherthan’enhance the Board’s knowledge

‘base, this will actually lead to greater confusion and require additional resources to sort out and match up
the multiple reporis. ' , : - .

The Utility recommends that the Board first workwith the California Department of Public Heaith and local

environmental health officers to determine if the desiredinformation canbe obtained through mutual agency
cooperation. We: believe that public health agencies have the b"es’.jtkndwledgg of overflows from jaterals on
private property, and are, in most instances, the most apﬁrqpyi'ate:"gg-éncies to respond to these events.
3. It is essential that St’at;e and Regional Water Board staff consider the reasons for each $SO
in any enforcement action. ‘ '
The existing SS8 WDRs include fanguage in Provision p.ﬁ'tﬁéf'pifoﬁiq;éﬁ:some reassurance that, inthe case
of an SSO enforcement action; the State and/or Regional Water: oard would consider why the SSO m_ight
have accurred and to what extent it would have been reasonably possible for the enrollee to prevent it.

Existing language reads: */n assessing these factors, the State and/or Regional Water Boards will also
consider whether...” (emphasis added) = : _
In the proposed revisions to the SSS WDRs, this languiage has been changed to read: “In assessing these
factors, the Staté and/or Regional Water Boards may also consider whather...” (emphasis added)

The proposed revisions to the S8 WDRs would tranéfdrrﬁ_tn,e::e’)i;iétiﬁg=”er’1‘f_orcement 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} ofProvision:D.6-are highty retevant to the enroliee’s
efforts to properly manage, operate, and maintain its system and these factors should definitely be
considered in enforcement actions. :

Itis imperative that the existing language is retained. Enir'oll'e_és?‘showd_ hot be made to suffer consequences
for conditions that are outside their reasonable control. ‘

4. Significant additional Sewer System Man‘a@mmg’?l_&h;(S_SMP) requirements should not be
. mandated until the State Water Board provides guidance and funding.

The proposed “Risk and Threat.Analysis” and “Staiff Performance Assessment Program” are vague, not
statistically supported, unnecessarily complicated, and ovﬁ!y;ﬁré‘séﬁﬁﬁV’e.

The pro‘posed Ris_lf and Threat Analysis of all sanifarfy sewer agéets would be complex and resource-
intensive, and would not provide incrementally more benefittha vided by an otherwise well-operated
and managed system. It is not appropriate to requi'ré‘»-e\‘iema‘g‘encyito_-i"rfnplement this requirement unless
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the Water Board can demonstra_te'thatﬁ’thosg 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 ofthe proposed-Staff Assess_mentProg'ram on an agency-by-. .
agency basis is unrealistic. The expectations outlined in the proposed revisions to the SSS WDRs suggest
that agency staffwouid be respon'sible‘fOr.dev_el,pping aprogram similar to the existing Technical Certification
Program offered by the Ca_lifornia ‘Water Ehv§rqnmbnt Assaciation, which i\p.gpuld require a substantial

investment of resources to do redl.

The Water Board should not implemqﬁttgggjé newrequirements until detailed programguidarice is provid:;'ad-_.
Also, Water Board staff has not demonstrated that the current training requirements are deficient.

8. SSMPsections (i)and (j)should be combined, because otherwise the requirements for routine
review and revisions of the SSMP are redundant and contr'a'dictt':’:ji_'yi _ :

- SSMP Section (i) Performance T: argets and Program Modifications and Section () SSMP Program Autiits
both require the enroliee to evaluate the effectiveness of the SSMP and corrector 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 combine these two
sections and clarify the requirements. ‘ '

8. The findings inctude incorrect statements about PLSDs.

Finding 9 in the proposed revisions to the 858 WDRs inciudes the statement:"Major causes. of SSOs and
‘PLSDs include but are not limited to: grease blockages, rroot blockages, debris blockages, sewer line flood
damage, manhole structure failures, pipe failures, vandalism, pump station mechanical failures, power
outages, excessive storm or ground water i.r’df;lc':w{infiitr'a_ﬁon,'sanit_ary 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 having adequate facilities, source control measures,
and proper operation and maintenance of the sanitary sewer system.” Including PLSDs in these descriptions
is incorrect; many of the items on the first list are not calises 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 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 ot fully recovered). Putting restrictions on the use of
potable water in cleaning up an SSQ'that is otherwise likely to violate either of the first two prohibitions
simply adds further unnecessary challenges. In addition, the amount of potable water used, combined with
the distance it would have to travei to reach:a urface water (so the chiorine would readily degrade) doe__s
not warrant the additional on-sité operational difficulty in de-chlerination. Our office requests that this

language be removed from the draft. SSS WDRs.
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8. itis inappropriate to.use incomplete informationabou tPLSto characterize sanitary sewer
system condition and management. o '

We do not believe that meaningful statistics could be dérived 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.

For this reasonand the reasons detailed above, our oﬁscere ueﬁsfhat- ethe requirement fof enrollees to
respond to, investigate, and report PLSDs they become aware of should be removed from the draft 858
WDRs. o : o

9. Revisions to SSMP requirements are pretature; - ‘ _

The Utility is concérned that the proposed revisions to the $S5 WDRs inchude significant changes to SSMP
program requirements. Our office strongly urges that the existing SSMP requirements be preserved. As
© the Staff Reportindicates, development and implementation of SSMPs by program enrollees have just been
completed and these plans need to be fully implemented so their effactiveness can be properly identified.
Further, it is likely that dramatically changing SSMP requirements before full implementation will lead fo -
confusion regarding the SSMP requirements among enrollees, the public; and Water Board staff. '

"~ 40.  The four-year board re-certification requirement is ‘excessive.

The proposed revisions to t:h'e_'ﬂS'SS WDRs would also require each-agency to bring the SSMP before its .
governing board for re-certification ata minimum every four years. This frequency is excessive considering
that infrastructure projects typically occur over alonger time frame; this.could result in re-certification.in the

middle of a project, thereby reducing the effectiveness and comprehensiveness of the SSMP. Our office
feels that a re-certification every 5-10 years is much moré Useful-and reasonable.

1. Notiﬁcatiqn_requireménts need to be clarified.

‘The Utility supports the Staff Report's indication that only Cél EMA Wolid need to be notified when spills 1o
surface water of any volume occur, and appreciate the reVisedlanguage requiring only Cal EMA notification.
: i ates t ces areto provide | diate notification of S§Os to the local
health officer or the local director of environmental Kealth, contrary to the instructions indicated in Section
A of the Monitoring and Reporting Program and the Staff Report. Please clarify that notification shall only
be made to Cal EMA, and indicate that Cal EMA will notify ‘othier agencies.

12. A de mihimis spill volume for reporting should be allowed..

jetthe défined size threshold, recognizing

SSQreporting requirements do.not apply'to-system"s_'t;hét;ﬁb ot ed _
- that any spills from these systems would be insignificant, and thei ore not worth reporting. Reporting of
" de minimis spill volumes from enrollees’ systems is likely equally insignificant in their potential impacts to

public health and the environment. The limited value of informatioh regarding the physical condition and
“adequacy of collection system operation and mainteriahce obtained from reporting very small spill volumes
does not warrant the staff resources required to make these reports. Given our past experience with
CIWQS, we are not confident that a batch uploading function‘will significantly save time. We request that
" overflows of less than 100 gallons need not be reported, a threshold previously established by the San
Francisco Bay Regional Water Board. For example, in 2010 SSOs resultingin fess than 100 gallons spilled
were 50 percent of the spills experienced by our system, but-only represented 1 percent of the overall
volume. This makes it clear that these SSOs are not a pri yrity focus, do not provide significant information
* on reducing overall volume spilled, and that the staff time required to report these smaller spills are not
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reasonable and would be better spent pursuiing the causes and remedies of larger SSOs with spill volumes
- greater than 100 gallons. \ A .

13.  Section D, 12. (C) (v) Ban new connections.

Je the ability to “ban new: connections™ raise concerns
xtremely controversial. Forexample, if the intent is to
y to. de complete:moratoriums on connections, that could be very.
problematic and unnecessarily create stress between public agencies and their constituents. Also,
wastewater agencies have legal obligations. t provide sewer service to their constituents, so a provision
indicating that they have the ability to simply discontinye providing new service colild be legally
unenforceable. Our Utility recommends that this provision be eliminated, orat'minimum, revised to clarify -

that the authorityto ban new connections is | ited to those circumstances in which such action is necessary

The requirement that an agency’s autherity:i
because it is uncertain and has the poter
provide agencies with the authority to de

to prevent a public nuisance or otherwise protect the public heaith and safety,

14, Section D, 12. (D) {ii) O&M.

The second paragraph of this section requires that the SSMP contain a list of contractors “conducting routine -
work” on the sewer system. The City of Redding has numerous capital projects underway and in the
planning stages. Many of these projects are broken into phases, with various contractors: mobilizing and
demobilizing at each phase. For this reason; and because a list of contractors would constrain the required
public bidding process, our office requests that the requirement to list contractors be removed. Alternately,
language could be added clarifying that this requirement only applies to “routine work” and that routine work
does not include the construction of new facilities and other infrastructure. :

Conclusion

The Utility appreciates the Board's tifne and consideration on this important issue. The draft SSS WDRs as

- currently written would have far reachingand: avily impacting effects on dis(s’haﬁn;gers throughout California, -
and our office respectively requests that fisions detailed above be taken intc account. In geheral, it
is our view that significant proposed revisic ns'ta the SSS WDRs are premature and overly burdensome.
Implementation of the existing perm -réag_iy successfully resulted in reduced impacts.of SSOs on
surface water. Additional improvements are &; pected as capital improvements identified under the current
permit are completed. It would be frustrating to have invested significantresources in meeting the current
requirements only to have them change before our current efforis 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 efféctiveness:of current prograrms.

Please call me at 530-224-4122 or email me at jkeener ¢l.redding.ca.us if you have any questions.

~Wastewater Compliance Coordinator
jkfro
Jon McClain, Assistant Public Works Director

Dennis McBride, Wastewater Utility M:_a”r;l_ag_er 5
Josh Vandiver, Wastewater Utility Supervisor-Collections
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