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California Regional {;\ater: Quahty Control Board
Central Coast Reglon n

£ DISCUSSION: .

_Septe'mber. 16, 1983

."Resolutlon 83—12 Con51derat10n of Amendments to "Water

Quality Control Plan for the Central Coastal Basm——Chapter

5, c0'1cern1ng Ind1v1dual/chmun1ty Dlsposal Systems =

"“"I*ne BOGm is bemg reques ted to cohs idet adoptlon ‘OF -an
‘amendment to ‘the Water Quality Control Plan, Central .
. Coastal Basin, ([Basin Plan}, as well . as . related ‘envi-

“ronmental documents. .0 These amendments to Chapter .5

- Implementation Plan, propose revised. criteria and prohlbl-—
<" tions’ affecting both individual on—51te dlsposal _syst:
- and snall conmunlty systems. R e

.‘ Adoptlon of thls amenciment w1].l help prevent numerous

problems that have resulted from on-site disposal systems.

;Water quality problems have resulted from systems located
" in sites unsuitable for on—site systems sach as mproper

soils, areas of high ground water, areas of . high bedrock,

or on lots that are too small. Inadequate design, mferlor j'.:'

construction,  inadequate CJoperation. “and . malntenance,

. inadequate local agency regulatlon, ard lack of considera-
tion of the cumulative impacts of on—51te systems have also
contrlbuted to such problems. Ex

,Thls resolutlon mll prov1de-

guldellnes ‘for" local agenc1es to protect publlc
‘health and water cuallty,

goi'dellnes, reconmndatlons,' and mlnlmum standards
to prcmote long—term system operatlon- and




ITEM NO, 8

The Regional Board adopted a similar amendment, Resolution
82-09, in December, 1982. In May, 1983, the State Board-
considered this amendment during a workshop and determined
~that public review procedures were not in compliance with
.State and Federal regulations. The State Board determined
- that due process could best be served by returning Resolu—
tion 82-05 to the Regional Board for additional public:
R 1nput and response to ccmnents : - '

e There have been some m:)dlflcatlons of the anendment aﬂopted
" by the Board in 1982. Proposed modifications of Rescolution
-82-09 can easily be 'seen by  crosshatch marks and under-
-:lining. Reasons for major modifications within the “pro-
hlbltlon" sectlon are dlscussed below.

='Resolutlon 82—-09 was cr1t1c1zed by some because proh1b1
. tions were blanket restrictions that did not address sat—
- isfactory alternative solutions. *For this reason, several
- waiver prov151ons have been added - where suitable, to
1ndlv1dua1 mlnlmum standards. S e o noe

r_-.'.For leachflelds 1n 90115 w1th ‘a peroolatlon rate faster
. than ‘5 min/in, Resolution 82-09 stated that distances
- between trench bottom and highest beneficial water, includ-
- ing perched ground water, should be  at least 10 feet. -
Staff believes it is appropriate to decrease the separation
distance in finer grained soils and laboratory and field
‘data support this concept.- Staff has obtained several
: j'llterature sources that show finer soils are more efficient
..in terms of bacteria and virus removal. - Because there - is
- no evidence to the contrary, staff believes the separation
.7 in finer soils should be decreased. Five feet is consider- .
© 7 ed adequate to permit bacteria/virus rémoval! as well as .
I allow for the helght of the caplllary frlnge. N

B 7 Mlnunum lot size has been changed to'1/2 acre_to mnme..
e w1th staff report fmd:mgs T ; :

. _The "prohlbltlon exemptmns“ section has evoked some publlc
-~ concern that " this . proposal does not represent minimum
. standards and will’ lead to a great many exemption requests,
-~ The proposed amendment .is a minimum standard which' should .
- not spawn a multitude of 'exemption requests. To minimize

. delays for legitimate exemptlon requests,, the ' proposed
7 resolution ‘permits. either “the . Board or the . Executive
.. Officer to grant exemptlons.u.- However, . -the Basin Plan.
spells out in some detail the oondJ.tlons under which exemp—
tions are to “be ’considered, “ mcluﬂlng the; extent of _
evidence reguired of the’ appllcant. ;




| ‘_ To provfide* a.ﬁ""{:e;dditiienal- o?éortunit}.,rr .fo.lr '-p:u'blic i'hput-‘a.

- .. workshop was held on" August 3, 1983, in San Luis Obispo.

‘‘Meeting comments are included in the YSummary of Coments’

Regarding Resolution 83-12, through August 3, 1983%. This -

summary was included in the August 17, 1983 mailing of .
Resolution 83-12, Draft #2. Comments received from other
“interested persons/agencme through August 3, 1983 are also
: 1nc1uded in thls surrmary. : , : B

Smce ‘some | comments recelved prJ.or to August 3 P 1983 were -
1nadvertently anitted- from that sumary, the comment sec— .
tion of this blue sheet includes a few comments received:
prior to August 3, 1983.. ‘The comments section of this blue
- sheet “"also summarizes ~and provides ' staff responses ‘to

",1etters recelved since August 3rd. - -Sumnarles of letters

sent "to "the” State Board regardmg Resolutlon 82~09 -are
1ncluded for the Reglonal Board's information. . No Regional
Board staff. ‘responses  are -provided. ** Two of the more de~
“tailed letters to the Reglonal and . State, Boards are mclud—ﬂ

-',"I"he t].me and ‘Place ‘of this tuhéaririg” has 'been notic'ed'h 1n
~* newspapers throughout the Region, copies of the Individual ,f"
~ Alternative, and C@Tmunlty Disposal Systems Policy (Draft -

' "..Resolutlon 83—12}, staff reports ,  environmental docmnents,r

o and comment summary were sent to interested persons and _
- agenc1es and v.ere_ made avallable upon request. :

] j'fAdoptlon oE Resolutlon No. 83-—12 w:.ll anend the Basin Plan
‘and ‘approve env1romnental ‘documentation.  Upon Regional
-Board spproval, “all’ the above material will. ‘be transmitted
.to the State Board for approval. prior to subm:.ttal to the
"Env1ronmenta1 Prot ctlon Agency for its. approval '

A Notice~ of Filing ‘and anlronmental ,Checkllst have ;been.
prepared and c1rculated to mterested agenc:les and persons,
by staff. - Adoption of ‘Resolution 83-12 will' satisfy -envi-
ronmental’ docmnentatlon requlrements of both the California
Emlromnental Quality Act, under Public Resources Code Sec-—
tion 21080.5" (Functlonal Equlvalent), ‘and’ ‘the Federal Clean
Water Act of 1977 (PL 92—500 and PL 95— 217)."

1. MBAG (7—25—83)—Addltlon of the -recommendation con~
«cerning inspection in-areas where qstem failures" are
‘comnon 1s ‘good . and - should be requlred. “*In other areas -
where fallures -are- not _ common, “the mallmg of brochures
would be” approPrlate' :




CITEM RO. B

. .- Response: The requirements of mspectmn m ‘some
=" areas may provide a hardship on the local agency. We -
7" believe the cption of septic system information bro-
.. chures may be a reasonable alternatlve._

a2 Santa Cruz County Environmental Health Service (7—29-
- 83)—A daily wastewater flow rate of 375 g.p.d./ -
dwelling unit has been suggested. & flow of 300
S gallons—per—day—per—dwellmg unit would be more real-

istic. This is the criterion Santa Cruz County uses
- “along with a standard sewage loading rate of 0.25
gallons—per—tii:;.y—-per—ft2 They have not experienced”

: surchargmg of leachmg areas from madequate des.u;n

_-Response. Substantlatlon of a flow rate =‘o:‘:‘ ,75

gallons—per-capita-per-day discharged by 5 persons is

" provided within the "System Density" section of the
staff report In SumTary , this substantlatlon states

“that Monterey County is the county with -the 1argest

average’ number of ‘residents per household in this®

“'region. = Monterey County's average populatlon cis,
approxmately 3 persons per household. Systems
should not bé designed on the average populatlon :

" 'sihce there's a good chance the system will have to:

accommodate a larger population. - This is a factor
“that can not be  overlocked, partlcularly when a

~ - primary objective of these criteria is for long—term

"system operation. ° Five persons is the recomnended .

- number as a compromise between being. sufflclent]y

.__conservatlve and causmg unnecessarlly hJ.gh 1nstalla——
'_tlon costs. : P e

' Santa Cruz County Env1romnental Health Servme (7—29-
83)-—Items 368 of. Resolutlon 83~12 Draft §1 -appear: to
‘be, contradlctory. Item 3 recognlzes a percolatlon rate
-0f'5 .minutes/inch or faster is acceptable with " an" 8-
,foot ground water ‘separation. Item 8 allows a percola-
tion rate less than 5 mmutes/mch only. if ground water-
‘is at a depth of 20 feet or ‘greater and a water ‘Source
_setback of 200 feet or greater is. assurred.-' +If the two
'standards are to compliment each other, they ‘should be
comblned or othermse rewrltten for clalrty




4. 'I‘erry Butler, Santa Cru? County Water Advmory Ccmrnlt—‘
" tee Staff (8-83}——-Would like another public hearmg on .
. this proposal m the norﬂlern part of t.he Reglon

Response 'I‘hls w111 be a Reglonal Board d_cmmn.

5. -Bonnymede Mutual Water Co., John Hovey, N 7—31—83)—-—-:
: ‘Althoush most of the issues in this letter have been S
accommodated or discussed already, the first: paragraph_'l_
on the second page discusses the 2 1/2 acre minimum for
reservolr watersheds. This issue was also discussed in -
Bovey's. letter to the State Board da..ed May 18 1983
(enclosed)- P el

Responce Sta_ff mtends to apply prohlbltlon #13, on
“page 13 of the resolutmnr to 'ex1st1ng as well ‘&
future dlv151ons of 1and. :

_>San Lu1s Oblspo County E:nglneermg, 8-2 83--—A ba51c
‘change in regulatory phllosophy is suggested, as dis-
cussed in the comments summary. A copy of this letter
.. 18 included in.the agenda because specific comments on .
- the recolutlon -are hand wrltten by county staff on the
’7 5—83 uraft. :
Response-' Many of ‘the specificd comments have been -
'accomnodated in the second draft of Resolutlon 83— =
12. : -

COMMENTS 'IO SI‘ATE HJARD
1is prov:.ded]

(No Regiorial .'.Board staff ‘response_"" '

-Tw1n Cltles Ehgmeermg, John Kennaly (12—20 82}-—
petitions Santa Barbara under Water Code section 13245,
due to disagreement with the ‘environmental findings and .
‘& percelved emphasis on public health rather than water
‘quality.” Kemnaly questions the technical basis of the
proposed ‘resolution, and the . role of recommendations.
vS. prohibitions.- . . .Specific ~ staff . assumptions  on”
'“.1rrperv10us“ wils and depth to groundwater are ques-
tioned. Kennaly suggests using performance standards -
‘rather than design standards. . Kemnaly requests the
;State Board ro remand the resolutlon to the Regicnal
Board, with nore participation from senior level staff:.
nstead. of wasting more time with junlor level staff.
-(Note: the Regional Board's senior engmeer respon51b1e
‘for the Clean Water Grant Program, Basm Plannlng, .and
Spec1al Surveys . and - Investlgatlons part1c1pated
5taff report and resolution . preparatlon, five work—
-shops, and rnumerous . meetmgs on, thls issue throughout
the'Reg:Lon.]_‘ A ”

a
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2. City of Atascadero (January 6, 1983)--The prohibitions
~are too restrictive:. Some prohibitions conflict with -
~ the Manual of Septic Tank Practice and the Uniform

Plunbing Code. These prohlbitions would make many
. existing city lots unbuildable. Instead, prohibitions
should be recommendations that require an engineered
system, designed and certified by a qualified engineer.
This allows local control, eliminates processing ik
and excess cost while still maintaining high standards
for water quallty control. : :

3. Socmermeyer & So:rmenneyer (January 25, 1083)—The Re—? E
R . glonal Board ajopted Resolution 82-09 while the public .
'_ L. wWas prevented from giving testimony or comment concern-
ST " .ing these amendments. The standards proposed are
exce551ve1y conservative and are aimed more at justify-
. ing Regional Board land use criteria rather than pre—
ventlng ground water contamination. The strongest ob-'
Jjection is procedural rather than technical. The State
. Board should return the Resolution to the Reglonal-“
Board for another publlc hear_mg. ‘
San LUlS OblSpO County Engmeerlng Dept. (Feb 2,
S R 1983)-——Further local review is necessary prior to State
e w et Board action. . Specific comments were provided ard
LT e s - several requests were accommodated in the first draft. .
= Additional’ concerns were sutxnltted by the County on .-
August 2 1983. ‘ o

San Lorenzo Valley ther DlStrlCt (Feb 18 . 1983)-———The -
- District Board endorses and supports Resolution 82-09
“» with the following modifications: For San Lorenzo
Valley, discharges from new individual on-site  waste
.disposal systems should be prohibited: 1) on lot sizes .
j:less than 1 acre; 2) for systems designed with seepage
- pits; or, 3) where soil percolation rates. are faster
“than '5 min/in unless the distance between the trench
‘bottom and the hlghest ground water is at' least 20 feet
and the trench is 4 feet deep .or. less _(shallow”
trench). ST E : : R RPN

‘ San LulS Oblspo County Plannmg Dept (March 7. 1983)——‘ v
. This department agrees with the concerns of the county *'
'englneerlng department_ and requests further review at
the local level prior to State Board action. The pro-
posed amendment will sionificantly affect - potential.
housing supply and the cost of ‘housing. * ‘The require- .
ment of - 375 .gallens/unit - will ' result 1n needlessly
2rge septlc ‘systems - with ooncom1tant unjustlfled
expense. " The requ1rement for 200% expansmn for large
parcels ddes Tot appear justified.” Further,"the local
governing’ agency should have authorlty for. plan check-
“irg, -permitting, -inspecting “and  monitoring _;_engmeered
-'-'systems built- within . the conditions . :




: 7. NJ.pomo Cormumty Serv1ces DlStrJ.Ct (Aprll 12 1983)——- R
" The proposed anendment should be remanded to the Re—
o glona_l Board for additional oonmderatlon Additional

‘comments  are discussed in a letter to the Regional
Board .on July 21, 1983. : '

8. Save San TLorenzo Rlver (Apnl 29 1983)—In order tos

'~ protect existing water supplles for future growth, the
State Board should adopt the most strlngent crlterla
rlegally avallable. o . : -

9. A*’.BAC (b-‘ay 2 1983)--—Th15 agency supports the amendment g

 &dopted by the Board on Decenber 10, "1982. Work ‘done

S under the AMBAG water quality plannmg ‘Program hqs Ye-

_ peatedly shown the need for careful ‘planning and con—
", ,sideration of physical site conditions. = Many of ‘the

. water -quality problems  facing the ‘San Lorenzo . Valley
‘7 and their expensive’ solutlons could “have been prevented
. had reoulatlons such as the_ proposed been m force when

0. Monterey County (May 3 1983)——The Reglonal Board Jdid

- an ‘cutstanding Job in the hearlng and adoption process

‘. "of the Basin Plan proposal. = These standards are rea-

. rsonable and Justified. Practlcally all the standards

have been mplemented and publlc acceptance is not a
proble:n. Lo S

7' ___11; Senator Henry J Mello (May 3 .l,9é3)—'-;'.1he proposed
FEE amendment should be apprOVed L - ]; R

"Carl & Clalre Goedmghaus (May 9, 1983)—There is no'
. evidenceé' that more ‘than 4 or 5 feet  of separation -are
‘needed for- effective filtration, nor -is there "any
‘. ‘evidence that" ground waters are being contaminated by
" wastewater from on-site dlsposal systems.. In addition,
“properly mzintained septlc tank systems can be: used 6n
“the 20,000 square feet minimum ‘lot size now in effect
. without any problems. . .The 1 acre minimum would make
"the cost. of  home ownershlp - affordable only to .a
_' wealthy few. "

'County of Santa Barbara Health Care Serv:Lces (May 12,
1983)-——-Thls letter is in support of Resolutlon 82-09.

'.G- Hanulton & Son (May- 23 1983)-—'1‘1115 I1etter strong-
ly opposes. Resolution’ 82—-09. +This resolution would
fsupersede the 'L'ESpOnSlbllltleS of local govemnent




u
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: o 16. San Luis Obispo County Engineering Department (May 27,
R S ,z-1983)——Thls letter reguests that the State Board remand
Resolutlon 82-09 to the Regional Board.

17. Gav11an Water Cbnservatlon District (August 1, 1983)——A
: Jetter  to the Regional Board on August 1, 1983
transmits the Districts comments {attached). e

ATTACHMENTS: .- 1. Resolution 83-12, 2nd Draft _ o "
' ' .2. Environmental Checkllst* ' i -
S _ - . "3. Public Notice and Notice of F111ng and clarlflcatlon .t
Sl L letter™ o
B -+ . 4. Mailing List*
. ..5. Revised Fig. 5 from Staff report
SR Comment letters

'Tw1n Cltles Englneerlng, 12-20-82
"'Bonnymede Mutual Water Co., 5-18-83

- Gavilan Water Conservation District, 8~ 1*83
“8an Lu1s Oblspo County Englneerlng, 8~2 83

i-*COplES not 1nc1uded because these were nalled w&th :
prev1ous drafts. : C

:-REGDMMENDATION: Staff recommendatlons w111 be made follow1ng con51derat10n
‘ ' of comments recelved at the publlc hearlng. B -




