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Jeanine Townsend

Clerk to the Board ,

State Water Resources Coritrol Board
1001 I Street, Sacramento, CA 95814

Subject:  Comment Letter — SSS WDRs Review & Update
Dear Ms. Townsénd: : | ' | |

The City of Temple City, with a pdpuia'tion of 'approkimatei_y'i'S;,OGO belongs to the Los Angeles
Counfy Consolidated Sewer Maintenance District ‘which provides the day-to-day operations and

maintenance of the sanitary sewer system. The city is reSﬁonéible forthe long-range planning and
major capital improvement projects for the sanitary sewer system within-the city. As such, the city
appreciates the opportunity to comment on the State Water Quality Control Board’s proposed

revisions to the Sanitary Sewer System Waste Discharge Rﬁquifeﬁni;ants_(SSS WDRs).

The proposed revisions to the SSS WDRs represent a tnajot departure from the program that has
been successfully implemented under the existing $8S 'WDRs: While we appreciate the State Water

" Board’s efforts to address certain issues associated with the existing. WDRs, our agency is very
concerned about a number of the proposed revisiors, espedially those related to reporting of private
lateral sewage discharges (PLSDs), and onerous additions to sewer system management plan
(SSMP) requirements that should not be ‘mandated unless State Water Board guidance and funding -
is made available. As requirements become more ‘complicated ‘and confusing, more agency staff
time is dirécted towards preparing reports and re-trganizing information and operating procedures,
and less time is'spent actually managing or conducting the appropriate operations and maintenance
(O&M) activities to prevent SSOs and properly maintain the ¢ollection system.

Also, we _Strong'ly oppose any kind of NPDES permitung approach ; N

1. 'S_anitaﬁfy séwer system regulations should not beadopteﬂ der ‘a two-tiered WDRs and
NPDES permiit. o ST SR :

We 'st;ongly oppose the ‘two-tiered WDRs and NPDES ,;_ﬁéi?r:nit"-‘.altematiVe, whereby an SSO

occurring previously or in the future would trigger the requirement to apply for an NPDES permit,

and agree with several points included in the Staff Report also opposing an NPDES permit. Since
the existing $SS WDRs and the proposed revisions to the. 8SS WDRs do not authorize sanitary-

]




sewer cw_erﬂov(ts (S80s) to wz_a,t_ers' :of;_;_the. Umted -ES.ta‘tes,z there is _tgd need for an NPDES pemut The
. result of triggering an NPDES permit would subject local public agencies to additional and more

-egregious non-governmental organization (N GO) lawsuits and higher administrative penalties with

absolutely no demOnstrgﬁo.n,"ﬁhat,--tllis_i’v‘\idulél improve water quality or further reduce SS§0s.

As described in the Staff Report, this-alternative would also require significant additional Water
Board staff resources to tratk and implemént the different permit tiers. Weainderstand that these
‘staff resources are limited, and ‘believe:that they should instead be used to further improve S80
reduction efforts under the existitig SSS WDRs, = - ' o L

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 enrollges«tof report spills from privately owned laterals. when they

~ become aware of them. Such reporting is currently voluntary. Water Board'staff has not provided

adequate justification nor has it thoroughly cohsidered the staffing and financial resources necessary
to require public agencies to report- PLSDs that are-not affiliated with the colléction system agency. _

The justification offered for this changeiis simply that the State Water Board wants to “get a better

picture of” the magnitude of PSLDs and betfer identify collection systems with “systemic issues™
with PSLs. B S ' i SR

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 volue from SSOs; almiost all of which. never pose a threat
to waters. Requiring public agenciés' to provide detailed information regarding such a small
- 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, : : R B o '

As 1o the goal of generating better information regarding PSL spills, we do not believe that the
~ burden of requiring enrollees to report information or face being in noncompliance with the SSS
WDR bears a reasonable relationship to the need for the information and the benefits to be obtained. -
Enrollees reporting spills may be liable fo the Pproperty owner for errors in‘reporting, and property
owners may claim they are entitled to compensation from the local agency for tepair or replacement
costs stemming from the reported spill. Under the current voluntary reporting scheme, the enrollee
can weigh these factors in deciding whether to'report PSL spills or not. - S

Furthermore, if enrollees are required to report spills- whether or not they oceur within the enrollee’s
system, multiple entities (city, county, POTW, etc.) could all be required to:report a single PSL spill
with potentially differing estimates of volume and other information. Rather than enhance the
Board’s knowledge base, this will actnally lead to greater confusion and require additional
resources to sort out and match up the multiple reports,

We recommend that the State Water Board first work with the California :Department of Public
" Health and local environmental health officérs to determine if' the desired information can be
obtained through mutual agency cooperation, “We believe that public heaith agencies have the best
knowledge of overflows from laterals on private property, and are, in most instances, the most

appropriate agencies to respond to'these ¢vents. -




3. Itis essential that State and Regional Water Board taff consuder ifi¢ reasons for each $SO
in any enforcement action. S e

" The'existing SSS WDRs included language in Provision D.6 that provided some reassurance that, in
the case of an SSO enforcement action, the State and/or Regional Water Board would consider why
the SSO might have occurred and to what extent it ‘would have: been reasonably possible for the
~ Enrollee o prevent it. SRR

‘ Eﬁ{isting language read: “Ini'éissessing these factors, the Stfafé\a’ﬁéi/&r Re_'gﬁz'-onal Water Boards will
also consider whether...” {emphasis added) . . :

In the proposed revisions to -'the 58S WDRs, this lahgugg'ej was changed to reéd:-“]n assessing these
factors, the State:and/or Regional Water Boards may dlso consider-whether...” (emphasis added)

The proposed revisions to the SSS WDRs would fransform: 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
“to follow or ignore as they ¢hoose. The factors desctibed. in: (a) through (g) of Provision D.6 are

highly relevant to the Enrolled’s efforts to propetly manage, operate and maintain its system and
- these factors should definitely be considered in enforcement actions. -

. It is imperative that the existing language be retamed .Enrolieés. ghgaid not be made to suffer
consequences for conditions that are outside their reasonab o

4. Significanft.?édditional Sewer System 'Man_QEfEﬁi'eﬂ?tf Pia SSMP) 'tequi‘«re'm_ents should not
'Egg_nd_.fundi‘ng; '

be mandated until the State Water Board prevides gurda ce

The proposcd-“l%iék and Threat Analysis” and “StaffPerfonnanr:e ;?AQSésﬁﬁient Program” are vague,
not statistically supported, unnecessarily complicateq,'and .;é?gij}jz'.p‘rasgripti'\re. '

The proposed Risk and Threat Analysis of all sanitaty 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 to implement this
requirement unless the Water Board can demonstrate that those agencies complying with current
requirements have been ineffective in reducing $SOs. This program should also only be required if
and when adequate Water Board guidance has been developed and fimding is provided.

Requiring development and implementation of the proposed Staff Assessment Program on an

agency-by-agency basis is unrealistic. The ex’pecta'ti"(i}ns‘:'buﬂine{i”iﬁ'the“'prc)posed_ revisions to the

$SS WDRs suggest that agericy staff would be responsible for developing a program similar to the

existing Technical Certification Program offered by the Califothia Water Environment Association,
~ which would require 2 substantial investment of resources to do redundant work at each agency. It

is also rot appropriate to require public agencies to train contiactors (Which are separate, private
The Water Board should not implement these new -iqut_ﬁreménts;aiﬁtil detaited program guidance is
grc;vvi.ded. Also, Water Boa_'rd staff has not demonstrated that the current training requirements are
-deficient. : - VL e '




5. SSMP sections (i) and (i) should be combined, because otherwise the requiréments for
routine review and revisions of the SSMP are redundant and contradictory. .- -

SSMP Section (i) Performance Targets and Program Modifications and Section (j) SSMP Program
Audits both require the Enrollee to evaluate the effectiveness of the SSMP and correct o 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 sectioris and clarify the requirements. o -

Additional commenté:
a) The findings' include several ;incﬁrrg@_‘t- sfg'temén"ts ah’o’ut PLSDs.

Finding 7 in the proposed re\f’ﬂi‘.siﬁons_-.éfo the $8S ‘WDRs includes the statén;gérit: “8$80s.and PLSDs

may pollute surface or ground waters, threaten beneficial uses-and public health, ...” 'We disagree
that PLSDs are in the same category as S80s from mainline sewers it terms of water quality

‘impacts. These overflows are very small in: volume individually, and overall. The words ...and

PLSDs...” should beremoved. - o ¢ T . ae

Finding 9 in the proposed revisions to the $§§ WDRS includés the statement: “Major causes of
SSOs and PLSDs inciude but aré not limited to: grease blockages, root blockages, debris blockages,
sewer line flood damage, manhole structure-failures, pipe failures, vandalism, pump station
mechanical failures, power outages, excessive storm or ground water inflow/infiltration, sanitary
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 prévented by
having adequate facilities, source ¢ontrol 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 causes of PLSDs, and many PLSDs cannot be prevented as deseribed in the
second sentence. References to PLSDs should be removed, ' : .

b} Requiring de-chlorination of .cléan-u‘iii§wéter is counter-productive.

Prohibition C.3 indicates that potable water would have o be de-chlorinated ‘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 likelyto 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 difficulty in

dechlorination, o o : :

¢) Itis i-napp.ropria'te t’o.'us':e. -’inenniijléfé"fnfomgﬁoﬁ. about PLSDs té?fé‘(';h;aracteﬁ'z’;? 'Sani:tgry
sewer system condition and management. - -

We do not believe that mﬁf‘.‘ﬂingfﬁi.;smﬁﬁmsi g;@izid;:g)ef_dgrive_:d from data c§11ect§d ciglyf for&thgsaé _
P1.SDs that an agency becomes aware-of, and we do not support the 1dea that Watg;d%f;ar ts; |
would decide that collection systems have “systemic issues’” based on these_lm_compl_ete data sets.




The requiremenﬁef for Enrellees to report PLSDs th&y f jare f should be removed from
‘Provisien4. o e i ‘

. sanitary sewer system

©d) Provision 8 includes ‘an incorrect assu
replacement. - o

Provision 8 suggests that sanitary sewer systems will need replacing within the timeframe of these
WDRs, The reference to “eventual replacement™ should be! rémoved because the need to replace
sewers is dependent on several factors. Sewers should-not be replaced automatically when they
reach a certain age, especially when they are in good condition‘and functioning as designed. This
would not be a good use of limited public resources. For example; the useful life of certain types of

high strength plastic pipe has yet to be determined.

¢) Revisions to SSMP requirements are premature. B i -

We are concernéd that the ‘proposed revisions to the §88 WDRs iniclude significant changes to
- §SMP program requirements. “We strongly urge thati,th;e_.~_exi-sﬁi§g SSMP requirements be preserved
as in the existing SSS WDRs. As the Staff Report indicates, development and implementation of
SSMPs by SSS ‘WDRs enrollees has just been compléted and these plans need to be fully
* implemented so their ¢ffectiveness can be praperly -identified. - Further, it is recognized that
dramatically changing SSMP requirements before full implententation will likely lead 1o confusion
regarding the SSMP requirements among enrollees, the public, and Water Board staff.

"l;é: edas foiiows (SSMP sections are

f) Language describing SSMP r’equ‘iremé_h“ts;s;h‘o'}iildj” "
listed in the ordér they appear i the proposed revis

hone numbers for the staff

. Organi%a’tfion - Includmg names, -email a
{ .-’;;’ap_propriate i a public’

" described in paragtaph (b) (i) is excess 3
- document. Only the_gbsi‘ﬁor__rand phone numbe

d i
uded. .-
road: “Restrict, condition or

ion, Paragraph (¢) (vi) indicates
-of roots...” It is not clear if

o Legul _f__fﬁtﬁorib; - ‘”i{sa%agrfaph' (€) (v)s.‘nould vised
- prohibit new connections under certain coriditions,™ In
that agencies must have legal authority to “limi

this phrase is intended to refer to limiting root i ‘(which would be covered by good
standard  specifications), or to limiting the illicit ‘discharge of debris including: cut roots
(which is already included in paragraph (¢}, (i)). -In any case, the word “roots” should be
removed from this paragraph. S T |

s Operations and Maintenance Program. L e
o Map - Updating sewer systern maps to identify and include all backflow prevention
devices would be too onerous as they are not owried by the agency; this requirement
should be removed. ' ' Lo LT : :

Also, the last section of paragraph (d). (i) should be revised to read: “A map
illustrating the current extent of the sewer systen shall be included in the SSMP orin
a GIS.” Also, this requirement needs to be clarified.. It is not clear if “the current
extent of the sewer system” refers fo a one page map of the service area, or the entire
detailed map. - The latter would be: impractical toincinde in the SSMP.




©  Rehabilitation and Egplaéem'_gntf: The third sentence in paragraph (d) (i) should be
revised to read;;'"‘Rchaﬁilfiﬁa{t'it')'gﬂand}r_e;;jlacement shall focus on sewer pipes that are
 atrisk of collapse or prone to more: frequent blockages due topipe defects.” It is nat
correct to imply that‘age along is problematic. We know hat it does nof: nor is it .
~correct to imply ‘aging®is the same as ‘deteriorating’. £ w

©  O&M and Sewer System. R?eplgzéeﬁte'nrsﬁ’uﬁding ~ The first sefitence in-sﬁ:;cfign @i
should be revised to Yead “The SSMP shall include budgets for routine séwer system
operation and maintensnce and for the capital improvement plan including proposed
replacement of sewer sy ets over time as determined eful evaluation of
condition of the system LT | T

* . Design and Performance Provisions ~ 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 jevery:last possible minor detail of sanitary. sewer system
construction and. inspections just to ‘miect. this ‘requirement would create an unwarranted

burden on staff. Also; the phtas is not necessary and is already implied.

* FOG (Fats Oils and Grease) Control Program — Proposed revisishs to (g) (iii) would’
simultaneously require legal authoriy to prohibit FOG discharges to the system and 1o
require FOG dischargers to implement measures to prevent SSOs and blockages ‘caused by
FOG. This revised language contradicts itself; first by indicating that FOG discharges are to
be prohibited, and then by including requirements for FOG dischargers. Also, the language -
appears to apply to both residential and commercial sources of FOG, but fails to recognize
that logistical challenges may outweigh the benefits of requiring best management practices
for residential FOG sources. We request that this egisting language be preserved: “This plan
shall include the following as appropriate;. .. The legal authority to prohibit discharges to the
system and identify measures to prevent SSOs and blockages caused by FOG.” K

s Performance Targets and Program Modifications — Progress towards improving sewer
system performance and reducing impacts of $SOs 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 bc.r_e;moved;ﬁ;om paragraphs (i) and

o Communication Progmm;}% The pré_)_pg'sedi QM:i'siOns_ to the SSS WBRS would :réc'juire each

agency to communicate with the public on an annual basis regarding the development,
implemén-tation-, and performance of its SSMP, - This specified lt:m;gfra_r;ne{- Sugijgizsrothaa;p?;l
) RS : F year, bui wo Y.
send out a notice-of some sort at acertain time each year, bt d not ap
agencz:;:slﬂtg:{_ communicate information to the plgtbhg ?n:manly y;g-th;r Igegjfzs;i 3;1(1111;2
ngiiiation is made available 24 hours a day. The original language should be

1S.




g) Notification '.i'equiremenfs need to be clarifi'ed-.'_.__

We support the Staff Report’s indication that only Cal EMA would need to be notified when spills
to surface water of any velume occur. However, Paragraph G4 indicates that Enrollees are to
provide immediate notification of S8O0s to the local officer or the local director of
environmental health, contrary to the instructions indic  Section' A of the Monitoring and
Reporting Program and the Staff Report. Please clati otifieation shall only to be made to
" Cal EMA, and indicate that Cal EMA will notify othiet ag R

h) Certain Mbn:i‘to'ring andj}Re_portinfg:P.rogram requrre enfs jﬁé to be clarified.

I addition to the request that mandatory PLSD réporting be removed from the proposed revisions
" to the SSS WDRs, several ‘minor revisions should: be: jmédeftoﬁiélaﬁfy Monitoring and Reporting
Program requirements: R RN O I A .

e The second paragraph referting 10 other riotification ‘and reporting requirements is

unnecessarily confusing and should be removed. -~ : _

o ltem 1.Hunder the description of mandatory information to'be included in Category 2 S50
reports should be revised to read: “SSS failure point (nain, lateral, etc.); if applicable.”

e Item 3.1 under the description of mandatory ‘information to be included in Category 1 SSO
reports should be revised to read: “Name of stirface waters impacted (if applicable and if
kl’lOWI'lj_.,..” ] 3 T

e Item 1.Dunder the minimum records to be maintained by the Enrollee should be revised to

tead: .. and the complainant’s name and telephone fumber, if known.”

In genetal, it is’ our view thiat significant proposed revisions to the SS8 WDRs are premature and
overly burdensome, Implementation of the existing pern i already successfully resulted in
reduced impacts: of SSOs on surface water.- Additional mnts are expected as capital
improvements identified urider the current permit ‘afe 4. Tt would be frustrating to have
invested significant resources in‘meéting the current Te fments only to have them change before
our current efforts have come to fruition. We believe ‘that it ‘would be more productive for the
Water Board to-focus on bringing all agencies into’ compliane ith the current permit rather than
initiating sweeping revisions that would apply to-all agencies, dless of compliance history or
the effectiveness of current programs. S Eey S '

has;

‘ iaiﬁtr_o:lz Board will take these

The City of Temple City hopes that the. State ‘Water |
comments under serious cog:siﬁcration. . SR

Sincerely,

“Steven M. Masura e
 Director of Community Development

cc: - Jose Pulido, City Manager
Eric Vail, City Attorney - : L
Joseph Lambert, Community Development Manager .
* Bryan Ariizumi, Public Safety Officer - g
John L. Hunter, Johs L, Hunter & Associates







