Water testing

Proposal helps district, not homeowners

To the editor:

This is in response to an
article (March 20) about the
Georgetown County Water
and Sewer District’s pro-
posed policy changes with
regard to backflow preven-
tion;

One possible change is
the rescission of the “grand-
father policy” which cur-

rently does not require wa-
ter meters, used strictly for-

irrigation, to have an in-
spectable backflow preven-
tion device. There are about
500 water meters through-
out the district which were
installed prior to June 2000
that pose a high degree of
vulnerability to potential
contamination of the public
water supply. ‘

The other proposed poli-
cy change involves the dis-
trict taking over the annual
inspections of all the exist-
ing backflow valves, approx-
imately 1,000 to date, which
would be in direct compe-
tition with me and other
DHEC general testers.

I became a licensed tes-
ter in 2002 after realizing
there was an opportunity to
provide a more economical
service in contrast to the ex-
orbitant pricing that many
were charging for the test-
" ing of backflow valves.
~Over the past five years,
it also became apparent

.that Georgetown County

‘Water and Sewer was not
‘enforcing the already writ-
‘ten policies contained in
: their own cross-connection
.control manual which was
~amended in July 2000.

. Throughout this manu-

‘al there are numerous ref-
“erences to a water service

being termmated, discon-
tinued or disconnected for

various backflow protection

or inspection violations.
To the best of my knowl-

~edge, any form of conse-

quential enforcement, in-

~cluding a reconnection fee,

has never been used consis-
tently to achieve 100 per-
cent compliance.
- According to Brad Cork-
um, the district’s operation
director, there are three re-
minder notices sent out an-
nually to irrigation custom-
ers to have their backflow
valves inspected.

He has also made the fol-
lowing claim with regard to
percentages  of compliance.

‘The first notice achieves a

30 percent compliance with-
in a 30-45 day period. The
second notification, a post-

card, brings about 65 per-

cent and the final remind-
er postcard brings the total

compliance to 90 percent

with 10 percent remaining
uninspected.

- Last year was an entire-
ly different story. The initial
notification letter was dated
July 10, the second remind-
er postcard was delivered in
late October and final post-

card -was not mailed un-:

til the third week of Janu-

“ary 2008, when there were

still approximately 200 me-

ters (20 percent) uninspect-

ed with a cut-off date set for
Feb. 18. _
I am not privy to the final

amount of valves that re-.

main uninspected for 2007.

Based on my past ex-
perience and information
from my customers, there

appears to be ‘many back-
flow inspections which-were:

somehow Walved at the end
of each year.

In my opinion, to achieve
a better percentage of com-

pliance, the following tar- -

get schedule of notification

should “be:-adopted: Initial -

letter, delivered by April 15,

second notice, delivered by

Aug. 1, and the final notice
delivered by Oct. 1.

There should also be a
list of certified licensed tes-~
something
that is not presently done, -
to reduce the administra
tive costs associated with''

ters included;

re-mailing, faxing orverbal-
ly relaying this tester infor-
mation by photie. .

In December 2007 “the
district chairman,
Schwartzkopf, told ’the man-

agement team in charge,

“You're going to have to do

a lot of research” in imple-

menting any policy change.
The only research that in-

“volved my input was to have
an administrative associate

‘Bill

stallatlon fees Whlch will
enable the district to hirean
individual to perform these
duties.

_The fact remains there

- cannot be a mandate that all
backflow devices be inspect-

ed by a district- employee,
especially since many of my
own customers have signed
agreements extending into
2011 and would prefer deal-
ing with someone like me
from the pnvate sector.

- If you “consider the in-
effectiveness of district in

.,1mplement1ng the current-
rly written enforcement pol-
“icies over the past seven
“years, it appears to me that

they have mlstakenly pro-

posed: these “new ‘and im-

proved” policy changes to

absolve their own burden,
not yours.

Tom McGaughan

Pawleys Retreat

The writer owns Coastal

-Inspections.

contact me to find out about .

my. inspection agreement
pricing and specific materi-

-al and labor costs. of install-

ing a new backflow device.
Now the district is using

this ‘information in an at-

tempt to put me and other

testers out of business. .

-.The basic selling points
of ‘these - proposed policy
changes are to protect the
public water supply, public
health and absolving you of
the burden or. respons1bﬂ1ty

in obtaining the services of

a certified tester.
Of course any success

_with this ‘policy change is

also based on the monetary
gains through the collection

" of annual inspection and in-




