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Re:
Systems

Dear Ms. Townsend:

State Water Resources

- Requirements for Sanitary Sewer
5SS WDRs represent a major departure
implemented under the existing 5SS WDRs. While we
i efforts to address certain issues
concerned about a number of
reporting of private jateral sewage discharges

1 State Board guidance and funding is made available.

1. Sanitary
WDRs and NPDES permit.

WDRs and NPDES

" \We strongly oppose the two-tiered
' would trigger

S§SO occurring previously of in the future

associated with the existing
the proposed revisions, especially those related to
(PLSDs), and onerous additions to Sewef
System Management Pian (SSMP) requirements that should not be
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Comment Letter - Draft Waste Discharge Requirements for San

The City of Bellfiower (City) appreciates the opportunity 10 provide comments on the
Control Board’s (State Board's) draft Waste Discharge
Systems (SSS WDRs). The proposed revisions to the
from the program
appreciate the State Board's

that has been successfully

WDRs, our agency is very

mandated unless

sewer system fegulations should not be adopted under a two-tiered

permit altemnative, whereby an
the requirement 10 apply for an

NPDES permit, and agree with several points included in the Staff Report also opposing

| an NPDES permit. Since the existing 5SS WDRs and the proposed revisions to the

States, there is nO need for an NPDES permit..
permit would subject local public agencies to
govemmental organization (NGO) lawsuits and higher
absolutely no

8S0s.

As described in the
State Board staft
understand that these staff resources are fimited, and
be used to further improve
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. additional and

Staff Report, this alternative would also require
resources to track and implement the different permit tiers. We
pelieve that they should instead
SS0 reduction efforts under the existing 885 WDRs.

$SS WDRs do not authorize sanitary-sewer overflows (SS0s) to waters of the United
The result of friggering an

NPDES
more egregious non-
administrative penalties with

demonstration that this would improve water quality or further reduce

significant additional

Raymond Duaton
Conncil Member

Sonny Sante Ines
Coancil Member
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s__u,,‘_,;;,_w,.._.“,,.,vZ.-,.._,_J'J:I.e. basis -for mandatory 'reporting of Private Lateral Sewage Discharges
LIS ./ (PLSDs) is not justified and creates an inappropriate burden for public agency

iThe SSS WDR ‘Would require enrollees to report spills from’ privately owned laterals

when they become aware of them. Such reporting is currently voluntary. State Board

; :; "‘and financial résources necessary fo require public agencies to report PLSDs that are

ot affiliated With the collection system agency. The justification offered for this change
is simply that the State Board wants to “get a better picture of” the magnitude of PSLDs
and better identify collection systems with ‘systemic issues” with PSLDs.

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, aimost all of
which never pose a threat to waters. Requiring public agencies to provide detailed
information regarding such a smali percentage of overflow volumes from parts of the

system over which they have no control is not appropriate and would divert limited staff
resources from higher priority issues that actually protect waters.

Furthermore, enrollees that are also subject to Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System
NPDES Permits are already required to report illicit discharges, including PLSDs, in their

We recommend that the State Board first work with the California Depariment of Pubiic
Health and local environmental heaith officers to determine if the desired. information
can be obtained through mutual agency cooperation. We believe that public health
agencies have the best knowledge of overflows from laterals on private property, and
are, in most instances, the most appropriate agencies to respond fo these events.

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

The existing $SS WDRs included language in Provision D.6 that provided some
reassurance that, in the case of an S5O enforcement action, the State Board and/or
Regional Water Quality Control Board (Regional 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.

Existing language read: “In assessing these factors, the State and/or Regional Water
Boards wili also consider whether...” '
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in the proposed revisions to. the SSS WDRs, this language was changed to r_'ead:- “In
assessing these factors, the State and/or Regional Water Boards may also consider
‘whether...” _

The proposed revisions to the 58S 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 t follow or ignore as they choose. The factors
described in (a) through (g) of Provision D.6 are highly relevant to the Enrollee’s efforis
to properly manage, operate and maintain its gystem and these factors should definitely

be considered in enforcement actions. ‘

It is imperative that the existing language be retained. Enrollees should not be made {0
suffer consequences for conditions that are outside their reasonable gontrol.

" 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 “gtaff 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. It is not appropriate to
require -every agency 1o implement this requirement unless the State Board can
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 State Board guidance has been developed and funding is provided.

Requiring development and implementation of the proposed Staff Assessment Program

-on an ag_ency-by-agency basis is unrealistic. The expectations outlined in the proposed

revisions to the SSS WDRs suggest that agency staff would be r_es-po'nsible for
developing a program similar to the existing Technica! Certification Program offered by
the California Water Environment Association, which would require a sybstantial
investment of resources to do redundant work at each agency. ltis also not appropriate
to require public agencies to train contractors (which are separate, private entities).

" The State Board should not implement these new requirements until detailed program

_gui_dgnce is_provided. Also, State Board staff has not demonstrated that the current
training requirements are deficient.
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6. Requiring dechlorination of clean-up water is cotinter-product_i\ie.

~ Prohibition C.3 indicates that potable water would have to be dechlorinated 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 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 travel to reach a surface water (so the chlorine would

readily degrade) does not warrant the additional on-site operational difficuity of
dechlorination, '

7. Revisions to SSMP requirements are premature.

We are concemed that the proposed revisions {o the SSS WDRs include significant
changes to SSMP program requirements. We strongly urge that the existing SSMP
requirements be preserved as in the existing SSS WDRs. As the Staff Report indicates,
development and ‘implementation of SSMPs by S8S WDRs enroliees has just been
completed and these plans need to be fully implemented so. their effectiveness can be
properly assessed. Further, it is recoghized that dramatically changing SSMP
requirements before full implementation will likely lead to confusion regarding the SSMP
requirements among enrollees, the public, and State Board staff.

8. Notification requirements need to be clarified.

We support the Staff Report’s indication that only the Ca{i:;or?ia Efmer%ﬂg
ement Agency (Cal EMA) would need to be notified when spills to surface a
tn)/:a:r?yg volume cg;ccug (How'ever, Paragraph G.4 indicates that Enralleels a:e dt:: pc:g\rndo?
i io : the loca e

i late notification of SSOs to the local health officer or _
gmggr:?ntzntal health, contrary to the instructions indicated in $ecttt|10? hgtiﬁocrattigﬁ'
Monitoring and Reporting Program and the Staff Report, Please c_larlfy a oo
shall only to be made to Cal EMA, and indicate that Cal EMA will be respo

notifying any other applicable agencies. -
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In general, it is ouf view that significant proposed revisions to the $SS WDRs are
premature and overly burdensome. _lmplementation'of the existing SSS WDRs has
already successfully resulted in reduced impacts of 580s on surface water, 1t 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 State Board to focus on bringing ail agencies
into compliance with the current SSS WDRs rather than initiating sweeping revisions
that would apply to all agencies, regardless of compliance history of the effectiveness of
current programs. The City hopes that the State Board will take these comments under
serious consideration. If you have any questions regarding this letter, you may contact
me at (562) 804-1424, ext. 2207. o

Michael J. Egan
City Manager
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