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Presenter
Presentation Notes
Good morning ladies and gentlemen of the Board. My name is Jon Rokke and I am the staff person assigned to oversee most of Cambria CSD’s permits with the Water Board.

This morning we are going to present two enforcement items related to the emergency water supply project in Cambria, and the associated Class 2 surface impoundment.

Thea Tyron and I are going to team up on this presentation.  First I will set the stage with a brief refresher about these facilities, then Thea will talk about the ACLC Item #9, and then after Item 9 is concluded, I will present Item #10 the proposed CDO for the surface impoundment.

Cambria CSD did not contest the ACL and it is settled. 

As I said, I am going to begin by explaining the EWS system, and we will try to provide context throughout the presentation so that the history of this project is made clear.



Cambria

2

Presenter
Presentation Notes
To begin, this slide shows Cambria's’ approximate location along the California central coast.



Relative Locations

WWTP

Advanced Water Treatment

Hearst San Simeon 
State Park
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
This aerial view zoomed in a little closer shows the project location relative to the town, and to the towns WWTP.

The project is located approximately 3 miles north, northwest of the municipal WWTP.

The Hearst San Simeon State Park is located just to the west of the Advanced treatment plant site.



Advanced Treatment System

Designed to treat impaired groundwater to 
Title 22 standards and re-inject treated 
water into San Simeon well field aquifer
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
The EWS facility was designed to treat impaired groundwater to Title 22 standards and then re-inject the treated water into the aquifer to augment the District’s San Simeon well field. It was designed to produce 700k gpd of RO treated water, and 65k gpd of brine.

This view  is looking roughly north at the facility.  You can see that it is a relatively compact operation.
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
This graphic shows where the EWS project sits in relation to the State Park campgrounds on the left and lower right, and the San Simeon well field in the upper right hand corner.

The EWS treatment facility is located in the grey hatched box, located in between Van Gordon and San Simeon Creeks (in brown).  Those creeks both feed into the San Simeon Creek Lagoon (in blue )and the whole operation is adjacent to environmentally sensitive areas.  

I want to point out that this project was permitted under the umbrella of the Governors drought emergency proclamations, meaning the project was fast-tracked without the normal environmental reviews.  The CCSD now has a draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Review and Adaptive Management Plan being reviewed by the public, but has yet to certify those documents
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
Zooming in a bit more, this map shows where the surface impoundment (in green) and EWS facility (in grey) sit in relation to each other. 

The blue pipe carry’s RO treated, disinfected water to the injection well, the green pipe carries brine to the Surface impoundment, and the yellow line carries mitigation water to the San Simeon Creek/lagoon. Red pipe is the districts water distribution pipeline.

The short purple pipe coming from the EWS is for discharges of membrane filtrate water to the perc pond.  The orange pipe supplies water from well 9P7 to the EWS facility for treatment.




Permits

• Emergency Water Supply System 
Order (R3-2014-0050)

• Surface Impoundment Order 
(R3-2014-0047)

• Low Threat NPDES Order for 
Discharges to San Simeon Lagoon 
(R3-2011-0223)
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
The Emergency Water Supply project and associated surface impoundment were permitted by the RWQCB in November 2014 under the umbrella of Governors drought emergency executive orders allowing projects related to the emergency to proceed with expedited permitting and without the normal CEQA environmental review.

The overall EWS project currently has three permits with the RB.  Four if you count the WWTP.  It is important to understand that the ACLC is regarding the Title 22 order which regulates the EWS treatment system and re-injection facility. The CDO is for the Title 27 order which regulates the surface impoundment containing various wastes from the EWS project.

So that’s some background on the facility and Thea will now speak about the ACLC Settlement, Item #9.



Other EWS Related 
Compliance Issues

Late 
Reports

Chlorinated Water 
Discharged to Creek

Incomplete 
Reports

Failure to Keep 
Required Logs

Discharge to 
Wrong Creek

Failure to Notify Water 
Board of Flooding, Liquid 

in VZMS
Failure to 
analyze 

Leachate

Coliform Limit 
Violations

Brine Drift 
from Blowers

Failure to Maintain 
Required Freeboard

Failure to Prevent Wildlife 
from Entering Facility

Failure to Maintain 5 feet 
Separation to Ground Water

Failure to Statistically 
Evaluate Potential Liner Leak

Failure to timely 
Revise OMMP

Inadequate 13267 
Responses

Inaccurate 
Reports

Nitrogen Limit 
Violations

Failure to timely 
Submit Written 

Flooding Report

Water 
Quality
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
Water Board staff’s focus is always to protect water quality, and thereby protect the environment and human health.

This slide is intended to illustrate events that have preceded our meeting here today.





NOV - Van Gordon 
Creek Chlorinated 
Water Discharge

NOV – Failed to submit 1st

semi-annual SMR On Time

NOV - Failed to 
Submit Effluent Limit 
Data in Monthly SMR

Cease and Desist Order 
for Surface Impoundment

ITEM #10

ACLC for 
Chronically Late 

Reports 
ITEM #9

ACLC for 
Discharges to Van 

Gordon Creek

13267 
Letter #2

13267 
Letter #1

NOV – for Chronic 
Late Reporting

NOV – Failure to submit 
Wet Weather Report on Time

NOV – Failure to Notify Water Board 
within 24-hours of Identifying Flooding

Failure to Adequately 
Respond to 13267 Letter

NOV – Missing 
Groundwater Data

Progressive Enforcement 
Actions to Date

NOV – Failed to Submit Complete 
Response to 13267 #2

Water 
Quality
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
Now in order to put this proposed action into context, I want to add the enforcement efforts undertaken to date into the knowledge base.

Water Board staff undertakes what is termed a progressive enforcement strategy.  That is to say that our enforcement actions become more strident over time if compliance is not achieved.

All of these actions were taken with the goal of protecting water quality.





Item #9
Informational Item

Cambria Community Services District
Administrative Civil Liability 
Complaint No. R3-2017-0015

Thea Tryon, Enforcement Coordinator
July 13-14, 2017 10

Presenter
Presentation Notes
My name is Thea Tryon and I’m a supervising engineering geologist and the enforcement coordinator for the Central Coast Water Board.  I am here today to provide you with an overview of a resolved Administrative Civil Liability Complaint that was issued to Cambria Community Services District for late reporting violations.  This item is an informational item only because Cambria CSD did not contest the allegations included in the Complaint and paid the fine in full and waived their right to a hearing before the Board.  Therefore, this Complaint is final and no action is needed but provides an opportunity for the Board and the public to get an overview of the complaint.



Complaint Overview

• Limited enforcement 
• Address violations of WDR Order No. 

R3-2014-0050 for chronic failure to 
submit reports on time

• Monitoring and reporting very 
important for protection of drinking 
water users
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
As Jon showed in his previous slides, this Complaint only addresses a small portion of the violations for the overall Emergency Water Supply Project and is focused on late reporting violations for the WDR that authorizes Cambria CSD to treat and re-inject treated groundwater into the drinking water aquifer.  Since start up of Cambria CSD’s Emergency Water Supply Project in January 2015, the CSD has been consistently failing to submit reports on time. The groundwater that is treated is essentially recycled water and monitoring and timely reporting of the re-injected treated water is very important because after the treated water is reinjected it takes approximately two months for that water to get extracted by the CSD’s drinking water supply wells that serve potable water to the community of Cambria.




Regular
Reporting Requirements

• WDR requires:
– Monthly Reports
– Quarterly Reports
– Annual Reports
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
The WDR that authorizes Cambria to re-inject treated recycled water was adopted by the Board in November 2014.  Among other reporting requirements, the WDR requires regular reporting and testing of the treated water and treatment system on a monthly, quarterly, and annual basis.  For just these regular monitoring reports, the CSD reported 70% of these required reports late as shown in the next slide.



Late Reports
(January 2015 – June 2017)

Report Number of 
Reports Due

Number of 
Reports Late

Total Number 
of Days Late

Monthly 29 21 309

Quarterly 9 6 81

Annual 2 1 5
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
This slide shows a summary of reporting violations for the regular monthly, quarterly and annual reporting.  For the timeframe when the treatment system started up in January 2015 until June 2017 (last month). 29 monthly reports were due and CSD submitted 21 of those late.  The total number of days late associated with the 21 late reports is 309 days.    Similarly, 9 quarterly reports were due and 6 were late which equates to 81 days late for the combined 6 late reports.  Lastly 2 annual reports were due and one was late by 5 days.  If we look at just the monthly, quarterly, and annual monitoring reports that are required by the re-injection WDR, 70% of these reports were not submitted on time.  These don’t include other reports that were also submitted late like the startup report and the Operations Maintenance and Monitoring Plan. The enforcement team focused the Complaint on six late monthly self monitoring reports that were submitted after the monitoring requirements were revised and while the treatment system was in operation.  Combined, these six late reports are equivalent to 77 days of submitting the reports after the due date or 77 days of violation.  As you may recall from the table I showed earlier, there were a total of 40 reports required between the date of startup and the end of last month.  28 of those reports were late and we resolved 6 of those 28 late monthly reports which represents 77 out of 395 days of violation for just these reports.  There are many other violations associated with the other two permits put they are not addressed in this Complaint. The six late monthly reports were selected for this Complaint as they were the most important reports to submit on time.  The monthly reports are essential in determining whether the treated water that was reinjected in the drinking water aquifer will meet the drinking water requirements at the location where the potable water is extracted for direct use by the community.  The enforcement team limited the enforcement to the six identified with the goal of having a large enough deterrent so that Cambria CSD would achieve compliance with their permits, especially late reporting. 



Water Board Staff Assistance

• December 2014 - WDR review in field
• January 2015 - System startup
• October 2015 - Revised monitoring program
• October 2016 - Spreadsheet 
• February 2017 - Notice of violation
• April 2017 - Complaint
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
So how did we work with Cambria CSD to get them into compliance with their permits.  To start, permitting staff did a detailed walk through of all the requirements that Cambria CSD staff needed to comply with for all their permits to properly manage and operate their emergency water supply project shortly after the WDR was adopted in November 2014.  The system started operating on January 20, 2015 and from the beginning reports were not submitted on time.  After we received enough data to warrant a reduction in sampling, permitting staff revised the MRP in October 2015 to reduce the amount of sampling.  The CCSD continued to submit late self-monitoring reports.  So, in October 2016, permitting staff developed a spreadsheet to help them with their due dates and submittals.  Permitting staff also frequently emailed Cambria CSD to remind them of the due dates.  Unfortunately, late reporting continued.  A NOV was issued in February 2017 to document the late reporting that represented 466 days of late reporting for the reinjection WDR.  The Enforcement team issued a Administrative Civil Liability Compliant to Cambria in April 2017.




Complaint Overview
• Criteria used to identify six late 

reports for enforcement:
– Monthly late reports
– After October 2015 revision of monitoring 

program
– System in operation
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
The enforcement team focused the Complaint on six late monthly self monitoring reports that were submitted after the monitoring requirements were revised and while the treatment system was in operation.  Combined, these six late reports are equivalent to 77 days of submitting the reports after the due date or 77 days of violation.  As you may recall from the table I showed earlier, there were a total of 40 reports required between the date of startup and the end of last month.  28 of those reports were late and we resolved 6 of those 28 late monthly reports which represents 77 out of 395 days of violation for just these reports.  There are many other violations associated with the other two permits put they are not addressed in this Complaint. The six late monthly reports were selected for this Complaint as they were the most important reports to submit on time.  The monthly reports are essential in determining whether the treated water that was reinjected in the drinking water aquifer will meet the drinking water requirements at the location where the potable water is extracted for direct use by the community.  The enforcement team limited the enforcement to the six identified with the goal of having a large enough deterrent so that Cambria CSD would achieve compliance with their permits, especially late reporting.  



Penalty Amount
• $53,596
• Enforcement Policy penalty 

methodology 
• Cambria CSD agreed not to contest 

Complaint and paid full amount and 
waived right to hearing on May 3, 
2017
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
The maximum allowable civil liability complaint amount is $77,000 for the $1,000 per day for each of the 77 days of violation.  However, the enforcement team an ACL Complaint for a penalty amount of $53,596, which was derived from using the penalty methodology in the State Water Resources Control Board’s Water Quality Enforcement Policy.  Cambria CSD agreed not to contest the ACL Complaint, waived their right to a hearing before the Central Coast Water Board, and submitted a check for the full liability amount on May 3, 2017.  The CSD’s submission of the full payment of the liability amount and waiver of their right to a hearing is considered the final settlement agreement that resolves the violations alleged in the ACL Complaint. So how are they doing now?  As of January 2017, Cambria CSD has submitted their reports on time even though the treatment system has not been in operation since December 23, 2016.  Additionally, another NOV was issued last week to document the missed groundwater samples for 67 groundwater data points in the last quarterly monitoring report that was submitted in May 2017. Water Board staff will continue to work with and encourage the Discharger to not only continue its submission of timely self-monitoring reports when the EWS Project becomes operational, but to submit complete and adequate reports per the permit requirements.  The enforcement team can pursue future enforcement to address outstanding violations based on the direction from the Board and on the Enforcement Team’s assessment of the Cambria CSD’s future performance with respect to compliance.  Therefore, going forward, if Cambria CSD does not comply with Water Board orders, the Enforcement Team will consider all outstanding violations in a progressive enforcement approach, unless directed otherwise by the Board or the Executive Officer.





Administrative Civil Liability 
Complaint No. R3-2017-0015

Comments?
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Cease and Desist Order 
Item # 10

Order No. R3-2014-0047
• Applies to Surface Impoundment 

Only
• Two Major Design Flaws Identified 

During January Storms
• Flooding Began on January 8, 2017

– Flooding reported to Water Board on 
January 9, 2017

– Flooding not reported by CCSD until 
January 11, 2017 18

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Thank you ladies and gentlemen of the Board. 

As noted earlier, this facility was designed to accept RO brine and other wastes from generated at the EWS facility, and evaporate the liquid portion of those wastes.

I think it is important to note at the offset, that the proposed CDO relates to the surface impoundment only. We have heard from some members of the public that seem to believe we are trying to shut down the larger EWS system, which is not the case. This is about the brine pone only.

This CDO is necessitated by problems that were discovered as the result of flooding of the facility in January of this year.  Staff became aware of flooding at the impoundment when a local citizen reported it on January 9, 2017.  CCSD staff never acknowledged that the impoundment was filling up with storm water until staff conducted an inspection on January 11, 2077.   This timeline illustrates one of the difficulties staff has had in the past when dealing with CCSD personnel, timely communications.  If fact, when water board staff called to set up the inspection on January 11th, CCSD staff made no mention of the pond being inundated and it wasn’t until we were actually on-site that the extent of the flooding was finally acknowledged to us.




01/11/2017
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
This photo shows the pond level on January 11, 2017 – nearly at minimum freeboard. I will explain the Freeboard issue in more detail a few slides from now, but for right now please know that the impoundment is required to maintain just under 3 feet of freeboard.
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
This photo shows standing water and saturated ground next to impoundment on January 11th 



02/17/2017
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
This is a photo of the facility I took on February 17, 2017 as I observed it during another storm, more than a month after the initial flooding. 

Please note the sandbags defending the impoundment and the waterline you can see off in the distance.



03/20/2017
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
This photo shows the surface impoundment as it appeared on March 20, 2017 after the flooding had stopped.

The first record I have that the impoundment’s water level was above the maximum freeboard level was on February 3rd.  

The impoundment remained out of compliance with freeboard requirements until June 24th, for a total of 141 days.



Impoundment Design Flaw #1

• Liquid in the Vadose Zone 
Monitoring System (VZMS)
– Water detected in VZMS on 

January 24 through March 7, 2017 
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
Aside from the flooding and freeboard issues, our first clue that something else was not right popped up after our review of daily inspection logs, submitted per a 13267 request, revealed that liquid had been found in the vadose zone monitoring system, or VZMS for short.

According to the logs we initially reviewed, liquid had been pumped out of the VZMS on January 24th, February 6th, 14th, and 21st (Exhibit 5). Those logs were received in our office on February 28th. 

Water board staffs principle concern was that the impoundment liner may have been compromised, and waste may have been leaking into the soil beneath the impoundment. 

Additionally, we were concerned because the detection of liquid in the VZMS had not triggered any recognition with CCSD staff that a leak may have occurred. 

Later it was reported that water was also pumped out of the VZMS in February 28th and March 7th , which means that there was water in the leak detection system for at least 42 days. 




Surface Impoundment 
Liner System
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5 ft.

Presenter
Presentation Notes
At this point I’m going to use this drawing to explain the liner and leak detection system at the surface impoundment (not to scale). 

The black portions of this drawing were taken from the as-built drawings submitted after the impoundment was constructed.

The blue-green portion on top represents the wastes in the surface impoundment. 

This 1st green line show the top HDPE liner.  This is the liner that is in constant contact with the wastes discharged to the impoundment.

The 2nd green illustrates the second HDPE liner with the Leachate Collection Recovery System, or LCRS, in red residing in a trough between the 2 green liners. The LCRS is pumped out regularly and liquids are returned to the impoundment.

Next is the engineered clay liner in purple, and finally the Vadose Zone Monitoring system in yellow with its own HDPE liner. The VZMS is intended to capture any liquid that has escaped the LCRS and the clay liner, and is intended to be a signal of a potential failure of the liner system.  

As you can see, the LCRS is fully encapsulated with HDPE liners above and below, and the VZMS should always be dry unless something is going wrong.

Title 27 regulations require that 5 feet of separation be maintained between the groundwater surface and the bottom of the LCRS so that if a leak occurs, there is time to react before groundwater is impacted. 





Monitoring Well Levels
• March 14, 2017 email notified staff that 

groundwater levels in 2 of the 3 wells were 
above the required 5-feet separation
– MW-1 levels showed liner/groundwater 

separation at between 0.73 and 2.73 feet 
– MW-3 groundwater level showed contact with 

impoundment liner 
• Negative 0.51 feet between liner and 

groundwater
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
At water board staffs request, the district measured groundwater levels in the 3 monitoring wells around the surface impoundment, and on March 14th they sent an email reporting those measurements.  (exhibit 6)
The districts email revealed that 2 of the 3 monitoring wells had groundwater elevations that exceeded the 5-foot of separation required by Title 27, and in fact the measurement at MW-3 showed groundwater was in contact with the liner.

This graphic shows how the monitoring wells are arranged around the impoundment.

I would also like to point out that the surface impoundment was built at the site of an old perc pond which was insufficient in size to contain all of the waste projected to come from the EWS.  To compensate for this under-sizing, CCSD installed 5 blower alongside the impoundment with the intent to aerosolize the liquid to enhance evaporation, going against the advise of Water Board staff.  

Porter Cologne precludes Water Boards from dictating the “manner of compliance” with our requirements, so it is up to the discharger to make informed choices when determining how to choose technologies and build facilities.





Liner System 
Separation from Groundwater
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
The monitoring well measurements proved that during the prolonged rain event early this year, groundwater elevation rose beneath the liner to the point that it was actually in contact with the liner on March 14, 2017. (exhibit 9)

It now appears that the liquids that appeared in the VZMS were most likely groundwater, as after the rain stopped and groundwater levels receded, liquids were no longer detected in the VZMS. 





Impoundment Design Flaw #1

The presence of liquid in the VZMS 
means either: 

1) The liner is leaking; or
2) Groundwater has infiltrated into 

VZMS
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
Once staff was informed that groundwater was in contact with the liner, it was realized that there two possible scenarios to explain the presence of liquid in the VZMS.

The liner was in fact leaking; or 2) groundwater had leaked into the VZMS.

Either scenario meant that the impoundment was violating the permit.





Impoundment Design Flaw #2

• Surface Impoundment designed to  
contain a 1,000-year 24-hour storm 
event
– Exceeded minimum freeboard on 

February 5, 2017 (34.2 inches 
required)

– Design Report states:
“…there is no anticipated stormwater
flow into the evaporation pond.” 28

Presenter
Presentation Notes
The second flaw in the impoundment design exposed by the January storms, began with the hydrological assessments produced by the dischargers consultant to support the design and permitting of the impoundment.

The WDR’s require that the surface impoundment have the capacity to absorb a 1,000-year, 24-hour storm event (10.2 inches) and still have 2 feet of freeboard remaining.  This adds up to 34.2 inches of freeboard.

The largest 24-hour rain event that occurred in early 2017 deposited approximately 2.7 inches on January 3rd. 

The discharger consultant produced a series of 5 Technical Memorandums to support the design, construction, and permitting of the surface impoundment.  

A design report submitted for this project evaluated the physical setting and the potential for runoff from neighboring properties and concluded that “there is no anticipated storm water flow into the evaporation pond.” (exhibit 10)

Another Technical memo (exhibit11) detailed the results of hydrologic modeling used to simulate the 1,000 year storm, and stated: “The culvert at San Simeon Creek Road did not overtop and cause flooding over the road which could have developed a flow path to the pond…”.
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Culvert

Approximate low spot in 
San Simeon Creek Road

State Parks Owned Property

Presenter
Presentation Notes
This is a diagram submitted by the discharger showing where San Simeon Creek Road flooded in relation to the culvert that was supposed to handle storm water flows from the property to the north.

The red horizontal line shows where flood waters were crossing San Simeon Creek Road, heading towards the surface impoundment.  The red arrow to the left shows where the culvert that was supposed to handle the runoff is located.



Daily Rainfall Data 
(SLOCountyWater.org)

8.32 inches
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
This is a plot of daily rainfall data from the Santa Rosa at Main rain gauge for the month long period beginning December 24, 2016 through January 24 2017. 

The nearest other official rain gauge is at San Simeon which shows similar rainfall totals

The cumulative rainfall from December 29th through January 13th (15 days) totaled 8.32 inches.  This more than 2-week total was less than the 1,000-year 24-hour event (10.2 inches) the impoundment was supposed to be able to handle without exceeding freeboard requirements.

The fact that the impoundment is subject to flooding during heavy rains represents another serious flaw in the design of this facility.



Culvert

02/17/2017
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
This is a photo of the flooding on February 17, 2017.  You can see where the culvert is in relation to the flooding.



02/17/2017
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
The is a photo of day laborers hired by the district filling sand bags on February 17, 2017 when I visited the facility during another rain storm and found that sandbags were still being filled to defend the impoundment from flooding  almost one month after the initial storms.



02/17/2017
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
Pumping water from around the impoundment on February 17, 2017. 



02/17/2017
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
District staff fighting back the flood on February 17, 2017. 



Overview of CDO

• Two options for Surface Impoundment:
1. Rehabilitate 
2. Discontinue use

• CCSD is not contesting the CDO as 
proposed

• CCSD plans to discontinue use
• CDO requires workplan within 30 days 

of adoption
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
The evaporation rate used to design the surface impoundment was 600,000 gallons per year assuming average rainfall.  At this rate it would take in excess of 11 years to evaporate off all liquids.

Under the evaporation scenario, pollutants residing in the impoundment will become more and more concentrated over time.



Removing Waste

• Allowing liquids to evaporate is 
problematic
– Design evaporation rates predict 

approximately 11 years for liquid removal
– Pollutant concentrations will increase over 

time
– Wildlife attracted to increasingly polluted 

water
– Facility would be continuously out of 

compliance with Title 27
36

Presenter
Presentation Notes
The evaporation rate used to design the surface impoundment was 600,000 gallons per year assuming average rainfall.  At this rate it would take in excess of 11 years to evaporate off all liquids.

Under the evaporation scenario, pollutants residing in the impoundment will become more and more concentrated over time.



On the Bottom
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
These slides illustrate that surface impoundment is an attractive nuisance to birds and other wildlife, even when substantially empty with solids at the bottom exposed.  

This photo was taken by a Cambria resident on July 29, 2016.



Comments
• Many claim it will be prohibitively 

expensive to remove liquids other than 
evaporation
– CCSD has not submitted their proposed 

work plan yet
– Staff expects to work with CCSD to come 

up with the most effective methodology
– Timing range of removal options

• 50 days to 10+ years
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
I would like to point out that there are more than 2 potential methods of dealing with the wastes currently residing in the surface impoundment. 

CCSD’s consultant estimated that it would take 50-days to truck a full impoundment to Kettelman Hills for disposal 86 miles away (1 hour 35 minutes).

South SLO County WWTP is 54 miles away ( 1 hour 4 minutes)





Comments 
• Comments stating impoundment 

presents no threat to the environment 
or public health
– Current impoundment contents exceed 

basin plan concentration limit for Boron
– Selenium and other constituents have 

exceeded MCLs in the past
– Attractive nuisance for wildlife
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
As liquid evaporates from the impoundment, concentrations of all of the pollutants rise.  

Boron already exceeds our Basin Plans limits, and monitoring prior to the inundation show that selenium and other constituents have far exceeded the MCL at times. Selenium was > 3-times MCL. Arsenic > 2-times MCL, Boron > 100-times BP Maximum.

Birds and other wildlife are naturally drawn to the impoundment. Dead birds have been removed from the impoundment in the past.



Comments

• Comments stating that the proposed 
CDO is designed to punish CCSD 
and that previous violations were 
only for late reports
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
Several of the commenters professed that CCSD has only had some late reporting issues in the past and that the CDO was unnecessarily harsh.

To respond to this sentiment I want to put this CDO in context from staffs perspective.



Late 
Reports

Chlorinated Water 
Discharged to Creek

Incomplete 
Reports

Failure to Keep 
Required Logs

Discharge to 
Wrong Creek

Failure to Notify Water 
Board of Flooding, Liquid 

in VZMS
Failure to 
analyze 

Leachate

Coliform Limit 
Violations

Brine Drift 
from Blowers

Failure to Maintain 
Required Freeboard

Failure to Prevent Wildlife 
from Entering Facility

Failure to Maintain 5 feet 
Separation to Ground Water

Failure to Statistically 
Evaluate Potential Liner Leak

Failure to timely 
Revise OMMP

Inadequate 13267 
Responses

Inaccurate 
Reports

Nitrogen Limit 
Violations

Failure to timely 
Submit Written 

Flooding Report

Water 
Quality
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
Water Board staff’s focus is always to protect water quality, and thereby protect the environment and human health.

This slide is intended to illustrate events that have preceded our meeting here today.





Staff Time Spent on CCSD 
Facilities Oversight

• CCSD has consumed ≅ 25 - 30% of my 
time since December 2015
– 255 hours/year

• Typical Facility
– 8.25 hours/year/WDR
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
The amount of time devoted to overseeing & helping CCSD is unsustainable.  

After two and ½ years of overseeing permits, the discharger does show signs of improvement.  

For example, since February of this year they have not been late with a SMR, however the EWS has not been operational during that period.





Conclusion

• The Surface Impoundment is out of 
compliance with Title 27 requirements
– We now know that separation between the 

liner and groundwater will be less than 5 
feet under certain conditions.

– We should not allow CCSD to operate the 
impoundment in violation of the WDR.
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
It is now undeniable that groundwater can and did rise in violation of the 5-feet of separation, Title 27 requirement.  Continued operation of the facility as is, is not an option.

The CDO requires the discharger to proposed a plan to remove wastes from the impoundment as soon as possible.  

CCSD is not contesting this action.



Staff Recommends 
Adoption of Cease and 

Desist Order R3-2017-0016

44

QUESTIONS?

Presenter
Presentation Notes
This concludes the prosecution teams presentation.  We hope you have found it persuasive, and we recommend that you adopt CDO R3-2017-0016.

At this time we would entertain any questions the Board members may have.
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