
COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLICWORKS

qO0 SOUTH FREMONT AVENUE
4LHAMBRA. CALIFORNIA c/1803- [ 33 I

Telephone: 1626) 458-5100
HARR’~ ~’. STONE, Director ADDRESS ALL CORRESPONDENCE TO

P O BOX 1460
ALHAMBRA. CALIFORNIA 91802-1460

IN REPLY PLEASE

~E~E. ro ~,~E WM-9

January 31,2001

Mr. Dennis A. Dickerson, Executive Officer #~
California Regional Water Quality "~ ~ ~[
Control Board - Los Angeles Region ~- < ~ ~

320 West Fourth Street, Suite 200
Los Angeles, CA 90013-1105 ~.d:

~

Dear Mr. Dickerson                                        ~

REPORT OF WASTE DISCHARGE FOR MUNICIPAL STORMWATEI ANI~URBAN
RUNOFF DISCHARGES IN THE COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES (ORDER NO. 96-054,
NPDES NO. CAS614001)

Enclosed is the Report of Waste Discharge for the Los Angeles River, San Gabriel River,
Dominguez Channel, Ballona Creek, and Malibu Creek Watersheds in Los Angeles
County.

The Report consists of the following components:

¯ Permit Application
¯ Performance Standards
¯ Watershed Management Area Plans

We look forward to working with your staff to expedite the approval process of the Report.
I have directed my staff to work with the Regional Water Quality Control Board in making
any necessary modifications.
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Mr. Dennis A. Dickerson
January 31,2001
Page 2

If you have any additional questions, please contact Mr. Mustafa Ariki at (626) 458-5948,
Monday through Thursday, 7:30 a.m. to 6 p.m.

Very truly yours,

HARRY W. STONE
Director of Public Works

BRIAN T. SASAKI
Deputy Director

GH:kk
A ROWD-TRANSMITTAL-LETTER WPD

Enc.

cc: All Permittees
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Pursuant to
NPDES PERMIT ORDER NO. 96-054

(CAS614001)

REPORT OF WASTE DISCHARGE (ROWD)
February 01, 2001

State of California
CALIFORNIA REGIONAL WATER QUALITY CONTROL BOARD

LOS ANGELES REGION

LOS ANGELES COUNTY FLOOD CONTROL DISTRICT, LOS ANGELES COUNTY,
AND THE INCORPORATED CITIES

Prepared By

Los Angeles County Department of Public Works
Watershed Management Division, NPDES Section
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APPENDIX TO THE WATERSHED MANAGEMENT AREA PLANS
(WMAPs)

STORMWATER QUALITY MANAGEMENT PLAN
(SQMP)

February 01, 2001

,, Public Information and Participation Program

¯ Development Construction Program

¯ illicit Connection/Illicit Discharge Elimination
Program

¯ Development Planning Program

¯ Public Agency Activities Program
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State of California
CALIFORNIA REGIONAL WATER QUALITY CONTROL BOARD

LOS ANGELES REGION

ORDER NO. xx-xxx
(NPDES NO. CASxxxxx×)

WASTE DISCHARGE REQUIREMENTS
FOR

MUNICIPAL STORMWATER AND URBAN RUNOFF DISCHARGES
WITHIN THE LOS ANGELES COUNTY FLOOD CONTROL DISTRICT,

COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES, AND THE CITIES OF LOS ANGELES COUNTY
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Los Angeles County Flood Control District CASxxxxxx
Order No. xx-xxx

FINDINGS

The California Regional Water Quality Control Board, Los Angeles Region (hereinafter referred to
as the Regional Board), finds:

Existing Permit and Report of Waste Discharge

1. The Los Angeles County Flood Control District, Los Angeles County, and 83 incorporated
cities within the Los Angeles County Flood Control District (see Attachment A, List of
Permittees), hereinafter referred to separately as Permittees and jointly as the Discharger,
discharge or contribute to discharges of stormwater and urban runoff from municipal
separate storm sewer systems (MS4s), also called storm drain systems, and water courses
within the Los Angeles County Flood Control District into receiving waters of the Los Angeles
Basin under countywide waste discharge requirements contained in Order No. 96-054
adopted by this Regional Board on July 15, 1996. That Order also serves as a National
Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit (CAS614001).

2. On February 1, 2001, the Discharger submitted a Report of Waste Discharge (ROWD) as
an application for re-issuance of waste discharge requirements and an NPDES permit.

Nature of Discharges and Sources of Pollutants

3. Stormwater discharges consist of surface runoff generated from various land uses in all the
hydrologic drainage basins that discharge into water bodies of the State. The quality of
these discharges varies considerably and is affected by the hydrology, geology, land use,
season, and sequence and duration of hydrologic events. The primary constituents of
concern currently identified by the Los Angeles County Flood Control District 1994-2000
Integrated Receiving Water Impacts Report are cyanide, indicator bacteria, total dissolved
solids, turbidity, total suspended solids, nutrients, total aluminum, dissolved cadmium,
copper, lead, total mercury, nickel, zinc, bis(2-ethylhexyl)phthalate, polycyclic aromatic
hydrocarbons (PAHs), Diazinon, and chlorpyrifos.

4. Certain pollutants present in stormwater and/or urban runoff may be contributed by activities
which the Permittees cannot control. Examples of such pollutants and their respective
sources are: PAHs which are products of internal combustion engine operation, nitrates from
atmospheric deposition, heavy metals, lead from fuels, copper from brake pad wear, zinc
from tire wear, dioxins as products of combustion, and bis (2-ethylhexyl) phthalate and
mercury as resulting from atmospheric deposition, and natural-occurring minerals from local
geology. However, Permittees can implement measures to attempt to reduce entry of these
pollutants into stormwater.

5. These compounds can have damaging effects on both human health and aquatic
ecosystems. In addition, the high volumes of stormwater discharged from MS4s in areas
of urbanization can significantly impact aquatic ecosystems due to physical modifications

Report Of Waste Discharge (ROWD) 1 February 1,2001
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Los Angeles County Flood Control District CASxxxxxx
Order No. xx-xxx

such as bank erosion and widening of channels. It is anticipated that, due to the nature of
stormwater events (i.e., large volumes of water and high velocities) that there will be short-
term, reversible impacts to beneficial uses that are not directly related to water quality.

6. Water quality assessments conducted by the Regional Board identified impairment, or
threatened impairment, of beneficial uses of water bodies in the Los Angeles County
Watersheds. These impairments include many of the pollutants of concern identified by the
Los Angeles County Flood Control District 1994-2000 Integrated Receiving Water Impacts
Report.

Permit Background

7. The Discharger has filed a Report of Waste Discharge (ROWD) and has applied for renewal
of its waste discharge requirements and an NPDES permit to discharge wastes to surface
waters. The ROWD includes the Watershed Management Area Plans (WMAPs), proposed
permit and Performance Standards (PS).

8. The Stormwater Quality Management Plan (SQMP) refers to the five Model Programs
collectively developed by the Permittees in accordance with provisions of the NPDES Permit
Order Number 96-054. The SQMP will be included in the WMAPs. The Model Programs are
the following:

Public Information and Participation
Development Construction
Illicit Connection/Illicit Discharge Elimination Program
Development Planning
Public Agency Activities

The monitoring program herein consists of land-use based monitoring combined with
receiving water monitoring and modeling.

9. The Regional Board has reviewed the ROWD and has determined it to be complete under
the reapplication policy of MS4s issued by the USEPA in July 1996. The Regional Board
finds that the Permittee’s proposed Storm Water Management Plan is acceptable and when
fully implemented will be consistent with the statutory standard of Maximum Extent
Practicable (MEP) and in compliance with the Federal Clean Water Act (CWA) and the
Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act.

Coverage

10. The requirements in this Order cover all areas within the boundaries of the cities (see
Attachment A) as well as unincorporated areas in Los Angeles County Flood Control District
within the jurisdiction of the Regional Board. The Permittees serve a population of about 11.4
million [Reference: 2000 Census of Population and Housing, Bureau of the Census, U.S.

Report Of Waste. Discharge (ROWD) 2 February 1,2001
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Los Angeles County Flood Control District CASxxxxxx
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Department of Commerce (1992)] in an area of approximately 3,100 square miles.
Attachment B shows the map of the permitted area in Los Angeles County Flood Control
District. The Regional Board will coordinate to implement programs that are consistent with
the requirements of this Order.

11. Federal, state, regional or local entities within the Permittees’ boundaries or in jurisdictions
outside the Los Angeles County Flood Control District, and not currently named in this Order,
may operate storm drain facilities and/or discharge stormwater to storm drains and
watercourses covered by this Order. The Permittees may lack legal jurisdiction over these
entities under state and federal constitutions. Consequently, the Regional Board recognizes
that the Permittees will not be held responsible for such facilities and/or discharges. The
Regional Board will coordinate with these facilities to implement programs that are consistent
with the requirements of this Order.

12. Sources of discharges into receiving waters in the Los Angeles County Flood Control District
but in jurisdictions outside its boundary include the following:

a. About 34 square miles of unincorporated area in Ventura County drain into Malibu
Creek, thence to Santa Monica Bay,

b. About 9 square miles of the City of Thousand Oaks also drain into Malibu Creek,
thence to Santa Monica Bay, and

c. About 86 square miles of area in Orange County drain into Coyote Creek, thence into
the San Gabriel River Watershed in the Los Angeles County Flood Control District.

The Regional Board will ensure that stormwater management programs for the areas in
Ventura County and the City of Thousand Oaks that drain into Santa Monica Bay are
consistent with the requirements of this Order. The Regional Board will coordinate with the
Santa Ana Regional Board so that stormwater management programs for the areas in
Orange County that drain into Coyote Creek are consistent with the requirements of this
Order.

13. This permit is intended to develop, achieve, and implement a timely, comprehensive, cost-
effective stormwater pollution control program to minimize pollutants, to the maximum extent
practicable, in stormwater discharges from the permitted areas in Los Angeles County Flood
Control District to the waters of the United States.

Federal, State, and Regional Regulations

14. The Water Quality Act of 1987 added Section 402(p) to the Federal Clean Water Act (CWA).
This section requires the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA~ to establish
regulations setting forth NPDES requirements for stormwater discharges. The first phase
of these requirements was directed at municipal separate storm sewer systems (MS4)
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serving a population of 100,000 or more and stormwater discharges associated with
industrial activities, including construction activities. On November 16, 1990, EPA published
these final regulations in the Federal Register under Part 122 Code of Federal Regulations.
The second phase of these requirements covers other dischargers, including municipalities
with a population of less than 100,000, for which the U.S. EPA Administrator or the State
determines that the stormwater discharge contributes to a violation of a water quality
standard, or is a significant contributor of pollutants to waters of the United States. U.S. EPA
published the final regulations on the second phase on December 8, 1999 in the Federal
Register.

15. The CWA allows the EPA to delegate its NPDES permitting authority to states with an
approved environmental regulatory program. The State of California is a delegated State.
The Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act (California Water Code) authorized the State
Water Resources Control Board (State Board), through the Regional Boards, to regulate and
control the discharge of pollutants into waters of the State and tributaries thereto.

16 Section 6217(g) of the Coastal Zone Act Reauthorization Amendments of 1990 (CZARA)
requires coastal states with approved coastal zone management programs to address non-
point pollution impacting or threatening coastal water quality. CZARA addresses five
sources of non-point pollution: agriculture, silviculture, urban, marinas, and
hydromodification. This NPDES permit addresses the management measures required for
the urban category, with the exception of septic systems. The Regional Board addresses
septic systems through the administration of other programs.

17. The State Water Resources Control Board adopted a revised Water Quality Control Plan for
Ocean Waters of California (Ocean Plan) on July 23, 1997. The Ocean Plan contains water
quality objectives for the coastal waters of California.

18. The Regional Board adopted an updated Water Quality Control Plan (Basin Plan) for the Los
Angeles Region on June 13, 1994, ’Water Quality Control Plan, Los Angeles Region. Basin
Plan for the Coastal Watersheds of Los Angeles and Ventura Counties, (1994).’ The Basin
Plan, which is incorporated in this Order by reference, specifies the beneficial uses of
receiving waters and contains both narrative and numerical water quality objectives for the
receiving waters in the Los Angeles County.

19. The Regional Board has implemented a Watershed Management Approach to address water
quality protection in the region. The objective of the Watershed Management Approach is
to provide a comprehensive and ~ntegrated strategy towards water resource protection,
enhancement, and restoration while balancing economic and environmental impacts within
a hydrologically defined drainage basin or watershed. It emphasizes cooperative
relationships between regulatory agencies, the regulated community, environmental groups,
and other stakeholders in the watershed to achieve the greatest environmental
improvements with available resources.

Report Of Waste Discharge (ROWE)) 4 February 1,2001
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20. To implement the Watershed Management Approach, as well as facilitate compliance with
this Order, the Los Angeles County Flood Control District is divided into five Watershed
Management Areas (WMAs) as follows:

a. Malibu Creek and Rural Santa Monica Bay WMA
b. Ballona Creek and Urban Santa Monica Bay WMA
c. Los Angeles River WMA
d. San Gabriel River WMA
e. Dominguez Channel/Los Angeles Harbor WMA

To further facilitate compliance with this Order, permittees may form sub-watershed groups
within the WMA.

Attachment A, shows the list of Permittees under each WMA.

21. To facilitate compliance with federal regulation, the State Water Resources Control Board
(State Board) has issued two statewide general NPDES permits: one for stormwater from
industrial sites [NPDES No. CAS000001, General Industrial Activity Stormwater Permit
(GIASP)] and the other for stormwater from construction sites [NPDES No. CAS000002,
General Construction Activity Stormwater Permit (GCASP)]. The GCASP was reissued on
August 19, 1999. The GIASP was reissued on April 17, 1997. Facilities discharging
stormwater associated with industrial activities and construction projects with a disturbed
area of five acres or more are required to obtain individual NPDES permits for stormwater
discharges, or be covered by these statewide general permits by completing and filing a
Notice of Intent (NOI) with the State Board. The USEPA guidance anticipates coordination
of the state-administered programs for industrial and construction activities with the local
agency program to reduce pollutants in stormwater discharges to the MS4.

22. The State Board, on October 28, 1968, adopted Resolution No. 68-16, "Maintaining High
Quality Water" which established an anti-degradation policy for State and Regional Boards.

23. The State Board, on June 17, 1999, adopted Order No. WQ 99-05, which specifies standard
receiving water limitations language to be included in all municipal stormwater permits issued
by the State and Regional Boards.

24. California Water Code (CWC) Section 13263(a) requires that waste discharge requirements
issued by the Regional Board shall implement any relevant water quality control plans that
have been adopted; shall take into consideration the beneficial uses to be protected and the
water quality objectives reasonably required for that purpose; other waste discharges; and,
the need to prevent nuisance.

25. Califor_!~ia Water Code Section 13370et seq. re(~uires that waste discharge requirements
issued by the Regional Boards comply with provisions of the Federal Clean Water Act and
its amendments.

Report Of Waste Discharge (ROWD) 5 February 1,2001
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Qther Findings

26. The Regional Board is the enforcing authority in the Los Angeles region for the two statewide
general permits, described in Finding 21, which regulatedischa#gesfrem industrial facilities
and construction sites, and all NPDES storm water and non-storm water permits issued by
the Regional Board. These industrial and construction sites are also regulated under local
laws and regulations.

27. Studies indicate that facilities with paved surfaces subject to frequent motor vehicular traffic
(such as parking lots and retail gasoline stations), or facilities which perform vehicle repair,
maintenance, or fueling (such as retail gasoline outlets with service bays) are potential
sources of pollutants of concern in storm water. [References: Pitt etal.,Urban Storm Water
Toxic Pollutants: Assessment, Sources, and Treatability, Water Environment Res., 67,260
(1995); Results of Retail Gas Outlet and Commercial Parking Lot Storm Water Runoff Study,
Western States Petroleum Association and American Petroleum Institute, (1994); Action
Plan Demonstration Project, Demonstration of Gasoline Fueling Station Best Management
Practices, Final Report, County of Sacramento (1993).]

28. A review of industrial waste/pretreatment records ~n Los Angeles County Flood Control
District on illicit discharges indicate that automotive service facilities and food service
facilities sometimes discharge polluted washwaters to the MS4. The pollutants of concern
in such washwaters include food waste, oil and grease, and toxic chemicals. Other storm
water/industrial waste programs in California have reported similar observations

29. The objective of this Order is to protect the beneficial uses of receiving waters in Los
Angeles County Flood Control District. To meet this objective, this Order requires
implementation of BMPs intended to reduce pollutants in storm water and urban runoff such
that ultimately their discharge will neither cause violations of water quality objectives nor
create conditions of nuisance in receiving waters.

30. The Regional Board recognizes the unique challenges to regulating storm water discharges
through municipal storm sewer systems, including intermittent and variable nature of
discharges, difficulties in monitoring, and limited physical control over the discharge, and that
it will require adequate time to implement and evaluate the effectiveness of best
management practices required in this Order and to determine whether they will adequately
protect the receiving water.

31. The SQMP required in this Order builds upon the foundation established in Order No. 90-
079, consists of the components recommended in the USEPA guidance manual, and was
developed with the cooperation of representatives from the regulated community and
environmental groups. The SQMP includes orovisions that promote customized initiatives,
both on a countywide and watershed basis, in developing and implementing cost-effective
measures to minimize discharge of pollutants to the receiving water. The various

Report Of Waste Discharge (ROWE)) 6 February 1,2001
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components of the SQMP, taken as a whole rather than individually, are expected to reduce
pollutants in storm water and urban runoff to the maximum extent practicable.

32. The main focus of the SQMP is pollution prevention through education, public outreach,
planning, and implementation of BMPs. Successful implementation of the provisions of the
SQMP will require cooperation and coordination of all public agencies in each Permittee’s
organization, among Permittees, and the regulated community. To minimize cost, the
Permittees are encouraged to utilize their existing organizational framework to implement the
various activities required in this Order.

33. This Order provides the flexibility for the Permittees to petition the Regional Board Executive
Officer to substitute a BMP or requirement under the SQMP with an alternative BM P, if they
can provide information and documentation on the effectiveness of the alternative, equal to
or greater than the pr~scribed BMP in meeting the objectives of this Order.

34. This order contemplates that the Permittees are responsible for considering potential
stormwater impacts when making planning decisions. However, neither this order nor any
of its requirements are intended to restrict or control local land use decision-making
authority.

Pubfic Process

35. The Regional Board has notified the Discharger and interested agencies and persons of its
intent to issue waste discharge requirements for this discharge, and has provided them with
an opportunity to submit their written view and recommendations.

36. The Regional Board, in a public hearing, heard and considered all comments pertaining to
the discharge and to the tentative requirements.

37. This Order shall serve as a National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES)
Permit, pursuant to Section 402 of the Federal Clean Water Act, or amendments thereto.
and shall take effect 50 days from permit adoption provided the Regional Administrator of
the EPA has no objections.

38. This Order may be modified or alternatively revoked or reissued prior to its expiration date,
in accordance with the procedural requirements of the federal NPDES program, and the
California Water Code for the issuance of waste discharge requirements.

Report Of Waste Discharge (ROWE)) 7 February 1, 2001
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IT IS HEREBY ORDERED that the Los Angeles County Flood Control District, Los Angeles County,
and the Cities of Agoura Hills, Alhambra, Arcadia, Artesia, Azusa, Baldwin Park, Bell, Bellflower,
Bell Gardens, Beverly Hills, Bradbury, Burbank, Calabasas, Carson, Cerritos, Claremont,
Commerce, Compton, Covina, Cudahy, Culver City, Diamond Bar, Downey, Duarte, El Monte, El
Segundo, Gardena, Glendale, Glendora, Hawaiian Gardens, Hawthorne, Hermosa Beach, Hidden
Hills, Huntington Park, Industry, Inglewood, Irwindale, La Car~ada Flintridge, La Habra Heights,
Lakewood, La Mirada, La Puente, La Verne, Lawndale, Lomita,Los Angeles, Lynwood, Malibu,
Manhattan Beach, Maywood, Monrovia, Montebello, Monterey Park, Norwalk, Palos Verdes Estates,
Paramount, Pasadena, Pico River& Pomona, Rancho Palos Verdes, Redondo Beach, Rolling Hills,
Rolling Hills Estates, Rosemead, San Dimas, San Fernando, San Gabriel, San Marino, Santa Fe
Springs, Santa Monica, Sierra Madre, Signal Hill, South El Monte, South Gate, SOuth Pasadena,
Temple City, Torrance, Vernon, Walnut, West Covina, West Hollywood, Westlake Village, and
Whittier, in order to meet the provisions contained in Division 7 of the California Water Code and
regulations adopted thereunder, and the provisions of the Clean Water Act, as amended, and
regulations and guidelines adopted thereunder, shall comply with the following:

PART 1. DISCHARGE PROHIBITION

A. Each Permittee shall, within its jurisdiction, effectively prohibit non-
stormwater discharges into the MS4 (storm drain systems) and
watercourses, except where such discharges:

1. Are covered by a separate individual or general NPDES permit, or
granted an exemption by the Regional Board, the Executive Officer,
or the State Water Resources Control Board: or

2. Meet one of the conditions below:

a. Not identified as a significant source of pollutants:

1. Flows from riparian habitats or wetlandsl
2. Diverted stream flows;
3. Natural springs;
4. Rising ground waters;
5. Uncontaminated ground water infiltration [as defined

at 40 CFR 35.2005(20)];
6. Discharges or flows from emergency fire fighting

activities; or

b. Not identified as a significant source of pollutants, subject to
conditions:

7. Landscape irrigation;
8. Drinking water line flushing;

Report Of Waste Discharge (ROWE)) 8 February 1,2001
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9. Discharges from potable water sources;
10. Foundation drains;
11. Grading drains;
12. Footing drains;
13. Emergency floor drain;
14. Non-profit car washing;
15. Street washing;
16. Wash water runoff from the cleaning of fire fighting

vehicles;
17. Air conditioning condensate;
18. Water from crawl space pumps;
19. Reclaimed and potable irrigation water;
20. Dechlorinated swimming pool discharges;
21. Individual residential car washing;
22. Sidewalk washing;
23. Lake dewatering;
24. Wash water runoff of blood and other human tissues

from the cleaning of accident sites or accidental spills.

If any of the above categories of non-stormwater discharges (Part I,
A.2.b) are determined to be a significant source of pollutants by the
Regional Board Executive Officer, the discharge need not be
prohibited if the Permittee implements appropriate BMPs to ensure
that the discharge will not be a significant source of pollutants.

The Permittee(s) may, for any of the above non-stormwater
categories, require BMPs deemed necessary to ensure that the
discharge will not be a significant source of pollutants.

c. The Regional Board Executive Officer may authorize the discharge
of additional categories of non-stormwater upon presentation of
evidence in accordance with Part 1.A.4., and may include other
categories of non-stormwater discharges under this subsection.

3. Discharges originating from federal, state, or other facilities which the
Discharger is pre-empted by law from regulating, or for which the Discharger
has no authority to enforce the requirements of this Order.

4. A Permittee may identify and describe additional categories of non-storm
water discharges to be considered by the Executive Officer for exemption
from the Discharge Prohibitions. The criteria to be considered for a request
for exemption include one or more of the following:

a. Documentation that the discharge is not a significant source
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of pollutants to receiving waters or does not cause
impairment of beneficial uses of receiving waters;

b. Special circumstances that have been defined in which the
discharge has been found not to be a significant sources of
pollutants to, or does not cause impairment of beneficial uses
of receiving waters;

c. Specific BMPs, where determined feasible, that have been
identified to reduce pollutants in the discharge to the
maximum extent practicable and minimize adverse impacts
of such source, with an implementation schedule; or

d. Established procedures to ensure BMP implementation,
including an implementation schedule, performance
standards, monitoring and record keeping.

The exemption request for additional non-storm water discharges
may be submitted to the Executive Officer, beginning with the first
Annual Report. The exemption becomes effective upon approval by
the Executive Officer.

If a presentation is made in writing with supporting documentation by a Permittee to
the Executive Officer, and if the Executive Officer does not respond in writing within
60 days, then addition to the categorical exempt discharge may be considered
approved.

Compliance with this Order through timely development and implementation of
programs described herein shall constitute compliance with this prohibition.

PART 2. RECEIVING WATER LIMITATIONS

A. Discharges from the MS4 that scientific studies have demonstrated will cause or
contribute to the exceedance of water quality objectives are prohibited.

B. Discharges from the MS4 of stormwater, or non-stormwater, for which a Discharger
is responsible, shall not cause nuisance, continuing or recurring impairment of
beneficial uses, or exceedances of water quality objectives in the receiving waters.

C. The Discharger shall comply with Parts A and B of this section through timely
implementation of control measures and other actions to reduce pollutants to the
maximum extent possible in the ~ischarge.= iN accordance with the SQMP ~nd oth=_r
requirements of this permit, including any modifications. The SQMP shall be
designed to achieve compliance with receiving water limitations. If exceedance(s)
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of applicable water quality objectives persist, notwithstanding implementation of the
SQMP and other requirements of this permit, the Permittee(s) shall assure
compliance with discharge prohibitions and receiving water limitations by complying
with the following procedure:

1. Upon a determination by either the Permittee(s) or the Regional Board, that
discharges are causing or contributing to an exceedance of an applicable
water quality objectives, the Permittee(s) shall promptly notify and thereafter
submit a report to the Regional Board that describes BMPs that are currently
being implemented, and additional BM Ps that will be implemented, to prevent
or reduce any pollutants that are causing or contributing to the exceedances
of water quality objectives. This report may be included with the Annual
Stormwater Report and Assessment, unless the Regional Board directs an
earlier submittal. The report shall include a reasonable implementation
schedule of necessary additional BMPs. The Regional Board may require
modifications to the report within 30 days, in consultation with the Discharger.

2. Submit any modifications to the report required by the Regional Board within
90 days of notification.

3. Within 90 days following the approval of the report, the Permittee(s) shall
revise the SQMP and monitoring program to incorporate the approved.
modified suite of BMPs, implementation schedule, and any additional
monitoring required.

4. Implement the revised SQMP and monitoring program according to the
approved schedule.

D. So long as the Permittee(s) complies with the procedures set forth in Part C above
and is implementing the revised SQM P, the Permittee(s) does not have to repeat the
procedure for continuing or recurring exceedances of the same water quality
standard(s) unless directed by the Regional Board to develop additional BMPs.

E. Timely and complete implementation by a Permittee(s) of the stormwater
management programs prescribed in this Order shall satisfy the requirements of this
section and constitute compliance with receiving water limitations.

PART 3. STORMWATER QUALITY MANAGEMENT PLAN IMPLEMENTATION,
MONITORING, AND REPORTING

A. Responsibilities of the Principal Permittee

The Principal Permittee will coordinate and facilitate activities necessary to comply
with the requirements of this Order, but is not responsible for ensuring compliance
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of any individual Permittee. The Los Angeles County Flood Control District is hereby
designated as the Principal Permittee, and as such shall:

1. Coordinate permit activities among Permittees and negotiate NPDES
requirements with the Regional Board.

All Permittees will be given the opportunity to have an active role in and
provide input for the negotiation of permit requirements. However, formal
negotiation with the Regional Board will be conducted by the Principal
Permittee and the watershed Executive Advisory Committee (EAC)
representative(s).

2. Provide personnel and fiscal resources for the necessary update of the
WMAI~s and their components;

3. Convene the Watershed Management Committees (WMCs) constituted
pursuant to Part C, below, upon designation of representatives:

4. Provide technical and administrative support for committees that will be
organized to implement the SQMP and WMAPs;

5. Implement the Countywide Monitoring Program required in this Order;

Provide personnel and fiscal resources for the preparation and submittal to
the Regional Board of annual reports and summaries of other reports
required under the SQMP; and

7. Comply with the "Responsibilities of the Permittees" in Part B. below:

B. Responsibilities of the Permittees

Each Permittee is only responsible for the implementation of the appropriate
stormwater management program developed pursuant to the requirements of this
Order, and not for the implementation of the provisions applicable to the Principal
Permittee or other Permittees. A Permittee is required to comply only with the
requirements of this Order applicable to discharges which originate from places
within its boundaries over which it has authority to enforce the requirements of this
Order. Each Permittee shall, within its geographic jurisdiction:

1. Comply with the requirements of the SQMP and its amendments;

2. Coordinate among its internal departments and agencies as approoriate, to
facilitate the implementation of the requirements of the SQMP applicable to
such Permittee in an efficient and cost-effective manner;

12

R0000020



Los Angeles County Flood Control District CAS~
Order No. xx-xxx

3. Participate in the update, if necessary, of the WMAPs;

4. Appoint a technically knowledgeable representative to the appropriate WMC;

5. Implement the SQMP upon approval by the Executive Officer; and,

6. Work with other agencies, to the extent necessary, and submit a report to the
Executive Officer on recommendations to resolve any conflicts identified
between the provisions of the SQMP and WMAPs and the requirements of
other regulatory agencies, if the Permitee considers it necessary.

C. Watershed Management Committees (WMCs)

1. Each WMC shall be comprised of a voting representative from each
Permittee in the Watershed Management Area (WMA).

2. The WMC’s chair and secretary shall be chosen by the WMC upon permit
adoption and on an annual basis, thereafter. In the absence of volunteer
Permittee(s) for the positions, the Principal Permittee shall assume those
roles until the WMC chooses members of the committee for the positions.

3. Each WMC shall:

a. Facilitate cooperation and exchange of information among
Permittees;

b. Establish goals and objectives for the WMA;

c. Prioritize pollution control efforts based on beneficial use impairment;

d. Develop and/or update, on an annual basis, priority project list for the
WMA;

e. Assess the effectiveness of, prepare revisions for, and recommend
appropriate changes to the WMAP including the SQMP;

f. Conduct joint WMC meetings at least four times per year and, as
necessary.

g. Identify, if needed, as part of the Industrial/Commercial Source
Identification program, additional SIC industrial/commercial groups
selected as priority to be included in the database described in the
SQMP. The following criteria shall be considered in the identification
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process:

i. Extent of exposure of the industrial/commerical activity to
stormwater;

ii. Types and quality of non-stormwater discharges;

iii. Similarity of industrial/commercial activity to industrial activity
regulated under the USEPA Phase I facilities;

iv. Types of chemicals and wastes generated that can
contaminate stormwater;

v. Existence of duplicate regulatory programs with other
agencies that emphasize waste management and minimize
exposure of the industrial/commercial activity to stormwater;

vi. Number of facilities in the WMA;

vii. Professional understanding of the industrial/commercial
sector’s waste management practices;

viii. Experience of local agency industrial waste inspection
programs; and

ix. Any other information that indicates a significant potential for
contamination of stormwater.

D. Executive Advisory Committee (EAC)

1. The EAC shall be attended by one representative from Matibu Creek and by
two representatives from each of the other watersheds, along with
representatives from the City of Los Angeles, and the Los Angeles County
Flood Control District.

2. The Committee shall facilitate program compliance in each watershed and
enhance consistency among permittees.

E. General Requirements

1. The Permittees shall, at a minimum implement the elements of the SQMP
that are consistent with the terms of this permit.
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Additionally, modifications to the SQMP made during the term of the permit
including those made in accordance with Part 3.B. of this permit shall be
implemented.

2. The SQMP shall, at a minimum, comply with applicable requirements of 40
CFR 122.26(d)(2). The SQMP shall be implemented so as to reduce the
discharges of pollutants in stormwater to the maximum extent practicable.

3. Each Permittee shall be responsible for implementation of the relevant
portions of the SQMP within its jurisdiction. The Principal Permittee shall be
responsible for program coordination as described in Part 3.A,as well as,
compliance with the relevant portions of the permit within its jurisdiction.

F. WMAP Modifications

The initial SQMP, as delineated in the WMAPs may need to be modified, revised, or
amended periodically to respond to changed conditions and to incorporate more
effective approaches to pollutant controls. Minor changes may be made at the
direction of the Executive Officer. Minor changes requested by the Permittees shall
become effective upon written approval of the Executive Officer. If proposed
changes involve a major revision in the overall scope of the program, such changes
must be approved by the Regional Board as amendments to this Order.

Modifications to the WMAP may be made in the following manners:

1. The Regional Board Executive Officer may approve changes to the WMAPs:

a. Upon petition by the Permittee(s) or interested parties, and after
providing for, and considering public comments;

b. Upon a Permittee petition to the Executive Officer to:

i. Substitute any Best Management Practice (BM P) or Program
identified in the SQMP, if the Permittee can document that:

(a) The proposed alternative BMP or program will meet
or exceed the objective of the original BMP or
program in the reduction of stormwater pollutants; or

(b) The fiscal burden of the original BMP or program is
substantiallv greater than the pro.Dosed alternative
and does not achieve a substantially greater
improvement in stormwater quality; and,
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(c) The proposed alternative BMP or program will be
implemented within a similar period of time.

ii. Eliminate any BMP or program identified in the SQMP, if the
Permittee can document that:

(a) The BMP or program is not technically feasible and
no substitute is available; or

(b) The cost of implementation outweighs the pollution
control benefits; or

(c) The BMP or program is not applicable in the
Permittee’s jurisdiction.

The Executive Officer may approve or disapprove the petition in
accordance with Part 6 D; or,

2. The Permittee(s) shall modify the VVMAPs at the direction of the Regional
Board Executive Officer, to incorporate applicable regional provisions
approved by the Regional Board Executive Officer in plans for watersheds
shared by the Permittee(s) with other MS4 programs.

G. Upon Administrative Review

The administrative review process formalizes the procedure for review and
acceptance of reports and documents submitted to the Regional Board under this
Order. In addition, it provides a method to resolve any differences in compliance
expectations between the Regional Board and Permittees, prior to initiating
enforcement action.

1. Stormwater program documents, including progress reports, guidelines,
checklists, BMPs, databases, program summaries, and implementation and
compliance schedules, developed by the Principal Permittee or a Permittee
under the provisions of this Order, shall be submitted to the Executive Officer
of the Regional Board. where required for approval. The process is as
follows:

a. For documents that require Executive Officer’s approval, the
Executive Officer will notify the Principal Permittee and/or Permittee
of the results of the review and approval or disap[~roval within 120
days. If the Executive Officer has not responded within 120 days
following submittal, the Permittee shall notify the Regional Board of
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its intent to implement the program components as submitted. If after
10 days the Executive Officer has not responded, the Permittee will
implement the submitted program and the Executive Officer may not
make modifications; and,

b. Documents that require formal Regional Board approval will undergo
public review and comment before Board consideration at a public
meeting.

2. If the Executive Officer determines that a Permittee’s stormwater program is
insufficient to meet the provisions of this Order, the Executive Officer shall
send a "Notice of Intent to Meet and Confer (NIMC)" to the Permittee, with
specific information in support of the determination. The NIMC shall include
a timeframe by which the Permittee must meet with Regional Board staff.
The processes are as follows:

a. The Permittee, upon receipt of an NIMC, shall meet and confer with
Regional Board staff to demonstrate that the Permittee’s program is
sufficient to meet the requirements of this Order; and, if not, seek
clarification on the steps to be taken to completely meet the
provisions of this Order. The meet and confer period will conclude
with either a written notice of program sufficiency from the Excutive
Officer to the Permittee, or the submittal to and acceptance by the
Executive Officer of a written "Stormwater Program Compliance
Amendment (SPCA)", prepared by the Permittee. which shall include
implementation deadlines. The Executive Officer may terminate the
meet and confer period after a reasonable period due to a lack of
progress on issues and may order submittal of the SPCA by a
specified date. Failure to submit an acceptable SPCA by the
specified date shall constitute a violation of this Order:

b. The Executive Officer will approve or reject the submitted SPCA or
an amended SPCA within 120 days. Rejection of an SPCA by the
Executive Officer shall state the reasons for the failure to approve the
SPCA. A Permittee that receives a rejection of an SPCA shall have
120 days to remedy the specified deficiency and resubmit the SPCA.
If the Executive Officer has not responded within 120 days following
submittal of an SPCA, the Permittee shall notify the Executive Officer
in writing following the notification of its intent to implement the SPCA
as submitted. If after 10 days the Executive Officer has not
responded, the Permittee will implement the submitted SPCA and the
Executive Officer may not make modifications:

c. The Permittee shall comply with the terms of the SPCA. The
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Permittee shall submit reports to the Executive Officer on the
progress made under the SPCA. The frequency of the progress
report submittal shall be quarterly unless otherwise prescribed by the
Executive Officer. Failure to comply with the terms and conditions of
the SPCA shall constitute a violation of this Order and shall be a
cause for enforcement action by the Regional Board: and,

d. The Executive Officer shall not take enforcement action against a
Permittee until the Executive Officer has notified the Permittee in
writing that the Administrative Review Process has been exhausted
and that the Executive Officer has determined that a violation exists
and it warrants enforcement.

H. Legal Authority

1. Permittees shall possess the necessary legal authority to prohibit non-
stormwater discharges, to the maximum extent practicable, to the storm drain
system, including, but not limited to:

a. A prohibition on illicit discnarges and illicit connections and a
requirement for removal of illicit connections;

i. Prohibit the discharge of wash waters to the MS4 from the
cleaning of gas stations, auto repair garages, or other types
of automotive service facilities;

ii. Prohibit the discharge of runoff to the MS4 from mobile auto
washing, steam cleaning, mobile carpet cleaning, and other
such mobile commercial and industrial operations:

iii. Prohibit the discharge of runoff to the MS4 from areas where
repair of machinery and equipment which are visibly leaking
oil, fluid or antifreeze, is undertaken;

iv. Prohibit the discharge of runoff to the MS4 from storage
areas of materials containing grease, oil, or other hazardous
substances, and uncovered receptacles containing hazardous
materials, unless such containers are new and unopened with
a visibly clean exterior;

v. Prohibit the discharge of chlorinated swimming pool water
and filter backwash to the MS4;

vi. Prohibit the discharge of runoff from the washing of toxic
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materials to the MS4;

vii. Prohibit washing impervious surfaces in industrial/commercial
areas that results in a discharge of runoff to the MS4; and

viii. Prohibit the discharge from washing out concrete trucks,
pumps, tools, and equipment to the MS4.

b. Control spills, dumping, or disposal of materials into the MS4, such
as;

i. Litter, landscape debris and construction debris;

ii. Any state or federally banned pesticide, fungicide or
herbicide;

iii. Food wastes; and

iv. Fuel and chemical wastes, animal wastes, garbage, batteries,
and other materials that have potential adverse impacts on
water quality.

c. A requirement for compliance with conditions in ordinances, permits,
contracts, or orders; and,

d. The ability to carry out all inspection, surveillance and monitoring
procedures, within the Permitttee’s legal jurisdiction, necessary to
determine compliance and non-compliance with permit conditions,
including the prohibition of illicit discharges to the MS4.

I. Annual Stormwater Program Report, Assessment, and Budget Summary

1. The Discharger shall submit, by October 15 of each year beginning the Year
2002, an Annual Stormwater Program Report, Assessment, and Budget
Summary documenting the status of the general program and individual tasks
contained in the WMAPs, in accordance with the requirements identified in
the Monitoring and Reporting Program Part I.A of this order. The Annual
Stormwater Program Report, Assessment, and Budget Summary shall cover
the previous fiscal year from July 1 through June 30, and shall include the
information necessary to assess the Discharger’s compliance status relative
to this Order, and the effectiveness of implementation of permit requirements
on stormwater quality. The Annual Stormwater Program Report.
Assessment, and Budget Summary shall include any proposed changes to
the WMAPs.
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2. Stormwater Management Program Budget

a. The Discharger shall prepare annually a budget summary on
resources applied to the stormwater management program using the
form attached (Attachment C). This budget summary shall include an
annual summary identifying the stormwater budget for the following
year, using estimated percentages and written explanations where
necessary, for the specific categories noted below:

i. Program management
ii. Illicit connection/illicit discharge
iii. Development planning/development construction
iv. Public Agency Activities
v. Public Information and Participation
vi. Monitoring Program
vii. Other

Permittees, in addition to the budget summary, may report supplemental
dedicated budgets, if any, for the same categories.

J. Stormwater Quality Monitoring Report

1. The ~rincipat Permittee shall submit a Stormwater Quality Monitoring Report
on October 15, 2002 and annually on October 15 thereafter, in accordance
with the requirements identified in the Monitoring and Reporting Program Part
I.B of this order. The report shall include:

a. Status of implementation of the stormwater quality monitoring
program as described in the attached Monitoring and Reporting
Program;

b. Results of the stormwater quality monitoring program: and

c. A general interpretation of the significance of the results, to the extent
that data allows.

K. Stormwater Quality Monitoring Program Modifications

1. The Regional Board Executive Officer or the Regional Board consistent with
40 CFR 122.41 may approve changes to the Los Angeles County Flood
Control District Stormwater Quality Monitoring Program. after providing the
opportunity for public comment, either:
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a. By petition of the Permittee or by petition of interested parties, after
the submittal of the Annual Stormwater Quality Monitoring Program
Report. Such petition shall be filed not later than 60 days after the
Annual Monitoring Program Report submittal date; or

b. As deemed necessary by the Regional Board Executive Officer
following notice to the Permittee.
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PART 4. SPECIAL PROVISIONS

Requirements of the permit shall take effect 60 days from permit adoption provided the US
EPA Regional Administrator has no objections unless new permit requirements require
additional resources and budgeting, wherein effective date will be 90 days after the next
budget cycle.

Implementation Plans for any future watershed based requirement modifications, will be
formulated and added to the SQMP at that time.

All requirements listed in the SQMP are to be applied. The following special provisions were
either extracted from the SQMP or are additional requirements and are only presented
hereafter for emphas~s because of their importance.

A. Public Information and Participation

1. Programs for the General Public

a. The 888-CLEAN-LA hotline will serve as the general public reporting
contact for reporting clogged catch basin inlets and illicit
discharges/dumping, and general stormwater management
information. Each Permittee may establish its own hotline if preferred.
Permittees shall include this information, updated when necessary.
in public information, and the government pages of the telephone
book as they are developed/published.

b. Permittees shall mark storm drain inlets with a legible "no dumping"
message. In addition, signs with language prohibiting illegal dumping
must be posted at designated public access points to creeks, other
relevant water bodies, and channels under Permittee’s jurisdiction.

c. Each Permittee shall conduct educational activities within its
jurisdiction and participate in countywide events to the extent
possible.

d. Each Permittee shall distribute outreach materials to the general
public and school children at appropriate public counters and events.
Outreach material shall include information such as proper disposal
of litter, green waste, and pet waste, proper vehicle maintenance
techniques, proper lawn care, and water conservation practices.

2 Programs for Industrial/Commercial Bu.~inesses

a. Permittees shall implement an industrial/commercial educational site
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visit program.

b. Permittees shall visit automotive service and food service facilities as
outlined in the SQMP in its jurisdiction once every two years. During
site visits, Permittees shall:

i. Consult with a representative of the facility to explain
applicable stormwater regulations;

ii. Distribute and discuss applicable BMP and educational
materials; and,

iii. Conduct a site walk-through to verify for, at a minimum,
evidence of BMP implementation.

c. Permittees shall revisit automotive and food service facilities where
evidence of illicit discharge is found within six months of the date of
the initial visit. If necessary, Permittees will begin enforcement action
to remove sources of illicit discharges.

d. Based on Pollutants of Concern source identification~ additional target
businesses may be identified to be included in the site visit program.
Each Permittee shall visit a maximum of 125 such businesses twice
during the term of this permit. Permittees shall report on the types
and proposed actions to be taken in regard to the additional target
businesses in ann~Jal reports.

e. Permittees shall provide an annual update of the visited automotive
service, food service, and other targeted facilities to the Regional
Board in the annual report. The database shall include at a minimum:
facility name, site address, applicable SIC code(s), and NPDES
stormwater permit coverage.

f. Permittees shall train their employees in targeted positions (whose
jobs or activities directly affect stormwater quality, or those who
respond to questions from the public), including inspection staff, on
the requirements of the SQMP within one year from the date of the
permit adoption, and annually thereafter, as necessary.

B. Programs for Development Planning

1. The Discharger shall implement the aporoved Standard Urban Stormwater
Mitigation Plan (SUSMP) (See SQMP, Development Planning). The SUSMP
addresses conditions and requirements for discretionary development and
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redevelopment projects. Appropriate elements of the SUSMP will be
included as project requirements.

2. Permittees shall make appropriate modifications to their internal planning
procedures for preparing/reviewing CEQA documents, and for linking
stormwater quality mitigation conditions to legal discretionary project
approvals.

3. Permittees shall train their employees in targeted positions (whose jobs or
activities are engaged in development planning) on the requirements of the
SUSMP within one year from the date of the permit adoption, and annually
thereafter, as necessary.

4. The Permittee shall include watershed and stormwater management
considerations in the appropriate elements of the Permittee’s General Plan
whenever these elements are significantly rewritten. Appropriate elements
include, but are not limited to, water quality protection, development goals
and policies, open space goals and policies, preservation of and integration
with natural features, and water conservation policies.

C. Programs for Development Construction

1. Permittees shall require the preparation, submittal, and implementation of a
Local Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (Local SWPPP) prior to issuance
of a grading permit for priority construction projects unless the project falls
under the requirements of the State’s General Construction Activities Permit.

2. Permittees shall prepare and implement a Local SWPPP on Permittee’s
construction projects, as required in Part 4.C.1.

3. The Local SWPPP shall include appropriate construction site BM Ps selected
from documents such as the California Stormwater BMP Handbook, the
Caltrans Stormwater Quality Handbook, EPA database and American
Society of Civil Engineers (ASCE) database. In addition, Permittees shall
ensure the following minimum requirements are met, to the maximum extent
practicable, at construction sites regardless of size:

a. Sediments generated on the project site shall be retained using
structural drainage controls;

b. Construction-related materials, wastes, spills, or residues shall be
retained on proiect sites:

c. Non-stormwater runoff from equipment and vehicle washing and any
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other activity shall be contained at project sites;

d. Erosion from slopes and channels will be minimized, by implementing
BMPs, including, but not limited to, limiting grading scheduled during
the wet season, inspecting graded areas during rain events, planting
and maintaining of vegetation on slopes, and covering slopes
susceptible to erosion.

4. Local SWPPPs must include the rationale used for selecting or rejecting
BMPs. The project architect, engineer of record, or authorized qualified
designee, must sign a statement on the submitted Local SWPPP to the
effect:

"As the architect/engineer of record, I have selected appropriate BMPs to
effectively minimize the negative impacts of this project’s construction
activities on stormwater quafity. The project owner and contractor are aware
that the selected BMPs must be installed, monitored, and maintained to
ensure their effectiveness. The BMPs not selected for implementation are
redundant or deemed not applicable to the proposed construction activities."

The landowner shall sign a statement to the effect:

"/ce’tify that this document and all attachments were prepared under my
direction or supervision in accordance with a system designed to assure that
qualified personnel properly gather and evaluate the information submitted.
Based on my inquiry of the person or persons who manage the system or
those persons directly responsible for gathering the information, to the best
of my knowledge and belief, the information submitted is true. accurate, and
complete. I am aware that submitting false and/or inaccurate information,
failing to update the Local SWPPP to reflect correct conditions, or failing to
properly and/or adequately implement the Local SWPPP may result in
revocation of grading and/or other permits or other sanctions provided by
law."

The Local SWPPP certification shall be signed by the landowner as follows:

i. For a corporation: by a responsible corporate officer which
means (a) a president, secretary, treasurer, or vice president
of the corporation in charge of a principal business function,
or any other person who performs similar policy or decision-
making functions for the corporation, or (b) the manager of
the construction activity if authority to sign documents has
been assigned or delegated to the manager in accordance
with corporate procedures;
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ii. For a partnership or sole proprietorship: by a general partner
or the proprietor: or

iii. For a municipality or ether public agency: by an elected
official, a ranking management official (e.g., County
Administrative Officer, City Manager, Director of Public
Works, District Engineer, City Engineer, District Manager), or
the manager of the construction activity if authority to sign
stormwater quality plans has been assigned or delegated to
the manager in accordance with established agency policy.

5. Permittees shall require proof of filing a Notice of Intent for coverage under
the State General Construction Activity Stormwater Permit and a State
SWPPP prior to issuing a grading permit for all projects requiring coverage
under the state general permit.

6. Permittees shall inspect sites with Local SWPPP and Wet Weather Erosion
Control Plan (WWECP) for stormwater quality requirements during routine
inspection a minimum of once during the wet season. For inspected sites
that have not adequately implemented their local SWPPP, a follow-up
inspection to ensure compliance will take place within 2 weeks.

7. Permittees shall discuss stormwater controls and provide stormwater control
educational materials targeted to the construction community when
requested by the public and/or inspectors.

8. Permittees shall train employees in targeted positions (whose jobs or
activities are engaged in construction activities including construction
inspection staff) on the requirements of the SQMP within one year from the
date of adoption of the permit, and annually thereafter, as necessary.

D. Public Agency Activities

Corporation Yards

1. Permittees shall prohibit the discharge of untreated stormwater runoff to the
storm drain system from toxic or hazardous material storage areas no later
than one year from the adoption of the permit, where practicable.

2. Permittees shall prohibit the discharge of untreated stormwater runoff to the
storm drain system from new fuelino areas and new re,)air/maintenance
areas for vehicle maintenance and repair facilities no later than one year from
the adoption of the permit.
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A public vehicle maintenance or material storage facility is a Permittee-
owned or operated facility or a portion thereof that:

a. Conducts industrial activity, operates equipment, handles materials,
and provides services similar to Federal Phase 1 facilities;

b. Performs fleet vehicle maintenance on ten or more vehicles per day
including repair, maintenance, washing, and fueling;

c. Performs maintenance and/or repair of heavy industrial
machinery/equipment; and

d. Stores chemicals, raw materials, or waste materials in quantities that
require a hazardous materials business plan or a Spill Prevention,
Control, and Counter-measures (SPCC) plan.

3. Permittees shall require that all vehicle/equipment wash areas must be self-
contained: or equipped with a clarifier, or other pretreatment facility properly
connected to a sanitary sewer. The provision does not apply to fire fighting
vehicles.

Other Facilities

4. The Permittees shall perform maintenance on the MS4 as outlined in the
SQMP.

5. Permittees shall conduct street sweeping on curbed public streets in their
permitted area according to the following schedule:

a. Average once every 4 weeks with a minimum of 12 times per year:
and

b. Where feasible, more frequently in areas generating significant
refuse.

6. Permittees shall avoid street saw cutting and paving during storm events or
if the runoff is sufficient to carry the saw cutting or paving debris (except
during emergency conditions).

7. Permittees shall prohibit discharge of polluted stormwater runoff from
tem~)orary or permanent street maintenance stockpiled material and waste
storage areas.
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8. There shall be no application of pesticides or fertilizers during a rain event
that results in runoff.

Permittees shall ensure that staff applying pesticides are either certified by
the California Department of Food and Agriculture, or are under the direct
supervision of a certified pesticide applicator.

9. Permittees shall train their employees in targeted positions (whose jobs and
activities affect stormwater quality) regarding the requirements of the SQMP
within one year from the adoption of the permit, and annually thereafter, as
necessary.

10. Permittees shall conduct trash collection along, or in improved open channels
within their jurisdiction.

1 1. The Discharger shall encourage the establishment of voluntary programs for
the collection of trash in natural stream channels.

E. Programs for Illicit Connections and Illicit Discharges

1. Refer to Part 1.A.2. for conditions of illicit discharges

2. Permittees shall investigate the cause, determine the nature and estimated
amount of reported illicit discharge/dumping incidents, and refer documented
non-stormwater discharges/connections or dumping to an appropriate agency
for investigation, containment and cleanup. If the source of the illicit
discharge has been identified, appropriate action including ~ssuance of an
enforcement order that will result in cessation of the illicit discharge, and/or
elimination of the illicit connection, shall take place after the Permittee gains
knowledge of the discharge/connection.

3. Each Permitee shall train its employees in targeted positions, as defined by
the SQMP, on how to identify and report illicit discharges within one year
from the date of the permit adoption, and annually thereafter, as necessary.

4. Automotive, food facility, construction and Permittee facility site visits shall
include distribution of educational material that describes illicit discharges
and provides a contact number for reporting illicit discharges.

5. New information developed for Phase I industrial facility educational material
shall include information describing illicit discharges. The information shall
include: types of discharges prohibited, how to prevent illicit discharges, what
to do in the event of an illicit discharge, and the array of enforcement action
the facility may be subjected to, including penalties that can be assessed.
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PART 5. DEFINITIONS

40 CFR: Title 40 of the Code of Federal Regulations, which is the codification of the general and permanent
rules published in the Federal Register by the executive departments and agencies of the federal
government.

Adverse Impact: A detrimental effect upon water quality or beneficial uses caused by a discharge or loading
of a pollutant or pollutants. See also "Impact".

Authorized Discharge: Any discharge that is authorized pursuant to an NPDES permit or meets the
conditions set forth in this Order.

BMP: See Best Management Practice

Basin Plan: Refers to the Water Quality Control Plan, Los Angeles Region, Basin Plan for the Coastal
Watersheds of Los Angeles and Ventura Counties, adopted by the Regional Board on June 13. 1994 and
subsequent amendments.

Beneficial Uses: Existing or potential uses of receiving waters in the permit area as designated by the
Regional Board in the Basin Plan.

BAT/BCT Criteria: Treatment-based standards for reducing the discharge of pollutants, as defined ,n 40
CFR subchapter N, for specific categories of industrial facilities subject to stormwater effluent limitations
guidelines, new source performance standards, or toxic pollutant effluent standards. Effluent limitations have
been defined in 40 CFR for the reduction of toxic pollutants using Best Available Technology Economically
Achievable (BAT) and for the reduction of conventional pollutants using Best Conventional Pollutant Control
Technology (BC’I’).

Best Management Practice (BMP): Activities, practices, facilities, and/or procedures that when
implemented to their maximum efficiency will prevent or reduce pollutants in discharges. Examples of BMPs
may include public education and outreach, proper planning of development projects, proper clean out of
catch basin inlets, and proper sludge or waste handling and disposal, among others.

Bioaccumulate: The build up of a substance in the tissues of an organism to a higher concentration than
in the surrounding environment, generally as a result of the organism’s ingestion and internal storage of the
substance over time.

Biostimulatory: An agent, action, or condition that arouses, elicits or accelerates physiological or organic
activity. For example, the introduction of excessive nutrients to an aquatic system has a biostimulatory effect
which manifests itself as excessive growth of algae in the aquatic systems. As the algae decomposes,
dissolved oxygen in the water column is depleted, potentially leading to excessively low dissolved oxygen
levels which can lead to suffocation of aquatic life, i.e., fish kills.

CFR: See Code of Federal Regulations.

CRWQCB: The California ~=~,in,,~ \^lo,or n.o ~,,, ,",~,,,,,~ ~,~o,~ ~ ’~s Ange!es Region. ~,,,= ",~o’~ R~c3ional
Board.
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California Storm Water Best Management Practice Handbooks: The technical manuals prepared under
direction of the Storm Water Quality Task Force, representing California members of the Amedcan Public
Works Association (APWA). Comprising three volumes--Municipal, Industrial, and Construction--they provide
guidance for selecting BMPs to reduce pollutants in storm water discharges. These manuals are currently
available from Blue Print Service, 1700 Jefferson Street, Oakland, CA 94612, (510) 444-6771 or Fax (510)
444-1262.

Clean Water Act (CWA): The Federal Water Pollution Control Act enacted in 1972 by Public Law 92-500
and amended by the Water Quality Act of 1987. The Clean Water Act prohibits the discharge of pollutants
to Waters of the United States unless said discharge is in accordance with an NPDES permit. The 1987
amendments include guidelines for regulating municipal, industrial, and construction stormwater discharges
under the NPDES program.

Code of Federal Regulations: A codification of the general and permanent rules published in the Federal
Register by the Executive departments and agencies of the Federal Government.

Construction Activity: Clearing, grading, or excavation that results in soil disturbance. Construction activity
does not include routine maintenance to maintain original line and grade, hydraulic capacity, or original
purpose of the facility, nor does it include emergency construction activities required to immecliately protect
public health and safety.

Control: To minimize, reduce or eliminate by technological, legal, contractual or other means, ,he discharge
of pollutants from an activity or activities.

Corporation Yards: Any Permittee-owned and/or operated facility that is: used for vehicle or equipment
maintenance, repair, washing, or fueling; and/or is required to prepare a hazardous materials business plan.

Dechlorinated Swimming Pool Discharges: Swimming pool discharges which have no measurable chlorine
and do not contain any detergents, wastes, or additional chemicals not typically found in swimming pool
water. The term swimming pool discharges does not include swimming pool filter backwash.

Discharge: Any release, spill, leak, pump, flow, escape, dumping, or disposal of any liquid, semi-solid or
solid substance.

Discharger: A joint reference to the Los Angeles County Flood Control District and 83 incorporated cities
within the County covered by this permit.

Disposal: Affirmative act in the placement of wastes or other materials to be thrown out or thrown away.

Disturbed Area: Area altered as a result of clearing, grading, and/or excavation of earth.

Do-it-yourselfers: Any person or persons who repair or maintain their own vehicle(s) and/or home(s).

Effectiveness: A direct or indirect measure or indicator of how well a program, plan, or best management
practice achieves its intended purpose. Measures or indicators of effectiveness include, but are not limited
to, detailed accounting of program accomplishments, funds expended, staff hours utilized, field surveys,
amount of pollutants reduced, biosurveys, and quantitative data from water quality and sediment sampling.

Erosion: The wearing away of land surface primarily by wind orwater. Erosion occurs naturally as a result
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of weather or runoff but can be intensified by clearing, grading, or excavation of the land surface.

Exceedance: Concentrations found above the standard in comparison.

Executive Advisory Committee (EAC): A committee composed of representatives of the Los Angeles
County Flood Control District, the City of Los Angeles, and the five Watershed Management Areas.

Executive Officer: The Executive Officer of the California Regional Water Quality Control Board, Los
Angeles Region, or an authorized representative.

Food Distribution Industry: Establishments primarily engaged in the warehousing and storage of
perishable goods under refrigeration described by SIC 4222, and establishments primarily engaged in retail
selling of food for home preparation and consumption described by SIC Major Group 54.

Food Service Industry: Establishments primarily engaged in the retail sale of prepared food and drinks for
on-premise consumption or immediate consumption described by SIC 5812

GCASP: See General Construction Activity Storm Water Discharge Permit.

GIASr~: See General Industrial Activity Storm Water Discharge Permit.

General Construction Activity Storm Water Discharge Permit (GCASP). The NPDES permit ,~dopted
by the State Water Resources Control Board which authorizes the discharge of stcrmwater under certain
conditions.

General Industrial Activity Storm Water Discharge Permit (GIASP). The NPDES permit adopted by the
State Water Resources Control Board which authorizes the discharge of stormwater under certain conditions.

Good Housekeeping Practice: A common practice related to the storage, use, or cleanup of materials,
performed in a manner that minimizes the discharge of pollutants. Examples include purchasing only the
quantity of materials to be used at a given time, use of alternative and less harmful products, cleaning up
spills and leaks, and storing materials in a manner that will contain any leaks or spills.

Hazardous Material: Any material defined as hazardous by Chapter 6.95 of the California Health and Safety
Code.

Hazardous Substance: Any substance designated pursuant to 40 CFR 302. This also includes unlisted
hazardous substances which is a solid waste, as defined in 40 CFR 261.2, which is not excluded from
regulation as a hazardous waste under 40 CFR 261 4(b). is a hazardous substance under section 101(14)
of the CWA if it exhibits any of the characteristics ~dentified in 40 CFR 261.20 through 261.24.
Examples of hazardous substances include any substance or chemical product for which one or more of the
following applies:

=A material safety data sheet (MSDS) is required
=The substance is listed as radioactive by the Nuclear Regulatory Commission
=The substance is listed as hazardous by the U.S. Department of Transportation
=The material is listed in Labor Code §6382(b).

Hazardous Waste: A ’Hazardous Substance’ or ’Hazardous Material’ which is to be discharged, discarded,
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recycled, or processed.

IPM: See Integrated Pest Management.

Illicit Connection: Any human-made conveyance that is connected to the storm drain system without a
permit, excluding roof-drains and other similar type connections. Examples include channels, pipelines,
conduits, inlets, or outlets that are connected directly to the storm drain system.

Illicit Discharge: Any discharge to the storm drain system that is prohibited under local, state or federal
statutes, ordinances, codes or regulations. This includes all non-stormwater discharges except discharges
pursuant to an NPDES permit and discharges that are exempted or conditionally exempted in accordance
with Section II of this Order.

Illicit Disposal: Any disposal, either intentionally or unintentionally, of material(s) or waste(s)that can pollute
stormwater or urban runoff.

Impact: Any actual or potential effect caused either directly or indirectly by the discharge of pollutants.

Impervious Surface: Surface that prevents or significantly reduces the e=]try of water into the underlying
soil, resulting in runoff from the surface in greater quantities and/or at an increased rate when compared to
natural conditions prior to development. Examples of places that commonly exhibit impervious surfaces
include parking lots, driveways, roadways, storage areas, and rooftops. The imperviousness of these areas
commonly results from paving, compacted gravel, compacted earth, and oiled earth.

In Consultation With: The Principal Permittee and Permittees work cooperatively towards the development
of programs.

Industrial Activity: The term "industrial activity" is defined in 40 CFR 122.26(b)(14) and refers to 11
categories of activities required to obtain a National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit
for stormwater discharges associated with "industrial activity" as required by 40 CFR 122.26(c). See Phase
I Facilities.

Industrial/Commercial Facility: Any facility involved and/or used in either the production, manufacture,
storage, transportation, distribution, exchange or sale of goods and/or commodities, and any facility involved
and/or used in providing professional and non-professional services. This category of facility includes, but
is not limited to, any facility defined by the Standard Industrial Classifications (SIC). Facility ownership
(federal. state, municipal, private) and profit motive of the facility are not factors in this definition.

Integrated Pest Management (IPM): Pest management practice that considers the whole ecosystem when
determining potential pest control strategies. IPM emphasizes use of a hierarchy of controls, with a
preference for mechanical controls (e.g., mowing) and biological controls (e.g., beneficial insects,
pheromones) before chemical controls (e.g., pesticides).

Jurisdiction: The geographic area within the Permittee’s boundaries that are required under this Order to
be under the Permittee’s regulatory control. The term is not intended to include facilities which the Permittee
is preempted or otherwise precluded from regulating, such as federal and state facilities, school districts, and
similar governmental (non-municipally owned or operated) entities.

Legal Authority: The ability of a Permittee to impose and enforce statutes, ordinances, and regulations to
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require control of pollutant sources and regulate the discharge of pollutants to the storm drain system, and
to enter into interagency agreements, contracts, and memorandums of understanding. These powers are
granted to the Permittees by the Constitution of the State of California and the General Laws of the State (for
General Law Cities/Counties) or individual constitutions (for Charter Cities/Counties). These powers are
promulgated by the Permittee through their municipal codes, ordinances, and statutes duly adopted by their
governing body.

Local Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (Local SWPPP): A SWPPP if the project is not subject to
the General Construction Permit, otherwise, a state SWPPP is required.

MS4: See Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System

Maximum Extent Practicable (MEP): The standard for implementation of stormwater management
programs to reduce pollutants in stormwater. MEP refers to stormwater management programs taken as a
whole. It is the maximum extent possible taking into account equitable consideration and competing facts,
including, but not limited to: the gravity of the problem, public health risk, societal concern, environmental
benefits, pollutant removal effectiveness, regulatory compliance, public acceptance, iml~lementability, cost
and technical feasibility. Section 402(p)(3)(B)(iii) of the Clean Water Act requires that municipal permits
"...shall require controls to reduce the discharge of pollutants to the maximum extent practicable, including
management practices, control techniques and system, design and ~ngineering methods, and such other
#rovisions as the Administrator or the State determines appropriate for the control of such pollutants.

Municipal Activities: all activities performed by the Permittee o¢ performed by a contractor hired by the
Permittee.

Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System (MS4): See Storm Drain System,

NPDES: See National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System

National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES): A permit issued by the USEPA. SWRCB,
or CRWQCB pursuant to the Clean Water Act that authorizes discharges to waters of the United States and
requires the reduction of pollutants in the discharge.

Non-Stormwater Discharge: Any discharge to a municipal storm drain system that is not composed entirely
of stormwater.

Notice of Intent to Meet and Confer (NIMC): A letter sent to a Permittee or Permittees by the Regional
Board Executive Officer as an invitation to discuss the implementation of requirements under this Order and
is made when it is suspected that a Permittee or Permittees has/have an insufficient program based upon
performance and submittals made under this Order. The NIMC is a part of the Administrative Review section
of this Order and provides an opportunity for the Permittee(s) to meet with Regional Board staff to clarify any
potential misunderstandings prior to, or in lieu of the Regional Board taking enforcement action for "non-
compliance".

Nuisance: Anything which meets all of the following requirements: (1) is injurious to health, or is indecent
or offensive to the senses, or an obstruction to the free use of property, so as to interfere with the comfortable
enjoyment of life or property; (2) affects at the same time an entire community or neighborhood, or any
considerable number of persons, although the extent of the annoyance or damage inflicted upon individuals
may be unequal; (3) occurs during, or as a result of, the treatment or disposal of wastes.
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Permit"tee(s): Any agency named in the NPDES stormwater permit as being responsible for permit
conditions within its jurisdiction. Permittees to the NPDES stormwater permit presently include the Los
Angeles County Flood Control District, Los Angeles County, and the cities of Agoura Hills, Alhambra, Arcadia,
Artesia, Azusa, Baldwin Park, Bell, Bellflower, Bell Gardens, Beverly Hills, Bradbury, Burbank, Calabasas,
Carson, Cerritos. Claremont, Commerce, Compton, Covina, Cudahy, Culver City, Diamond Bar, Downey,
Duarte, El Monte, El Segundo, Gardena, Glendale, Glendora, Hawaiian Gardens, Hawthorne, Hermosa
Beach, Hidden Hills, Huntington Park, Industry, Inglewood, Irwindale, La Canada Flintridge, La Habra
Heights, Lakewood, La Mirada, La Puente, La Verne, Lawndale, Lomita, Los Angeles, Lynwood, Malibu,
Manhattan Beach, Maywood, Monrovia, Montebello, Monterey Park, Norwalk, Palos Verdes Estates,
Paramount, Pasadena, Pico Rivera, Pomona, Rancho Palos Verdes, Redondo Beach, Rolling Hills, Rolling
Hills Estates, Rosemead, San Dimas, San Fernando, San Gabriel, San Marino, Santa Fe Springs, Santa
Monica, Sierra Madre, Signal Hill, South El Monte, South Gate, South Pasadena, Temple City, Torrance,
Vernon, Walnut, West Covina, West Hollywood, Westlake Village, and Whittier.

Pervious: Natural or man-made surfaces that allow the entry of water into the underlying soil, resulting in
less runoff from the surface when compared to impervious surfaces. Examples of pervious surfaces include
vegetated areas, most undeveloped areas, uncompacted earth surfaces, and lattice type modular pavements.

Phase I Facilities: This term refers to categories of facilities which are required to obtain a National Pollutant
Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit forstormwaterdischarges associated with "industrial activity"
as required by 40 CFR 122.26(c). The term "industrial activity" is defined in 40 CFR 122.26(b)(14) and in
general refers to 11 categories of activities. These categories include:

FACILITIES SUBJECT TO STORM WATER EFFLUENT LIMITATIONS GUIDELINES, NEW SOURCE PERFORMANCE
STANDARDS. OR TOXIC POLLUTANT EFFLUENT STANDARDS (40 CFR SUBCHAPTER N). Currently categories of
facilities subject to storm water effluent limitations guideline are Cement Manufactunng (40 CFR Part 411 ), Feedlots (40 CFR
Part 412), Fertilizer Manufacturing (40 CFR Part 418), Petroleum Refining (40 CFR Part 419), Phosphate Manufacturing (40
CFR Part 422), Steam Electric (40 CFR Part 423), Coal Mining (40 CFR Part 434). Mineral Mining and Processing (40 CFR
Part 436), Ore Mining and Dressing (40 CFR Part 440), and Asphalt Emulsion (40 CFR Part 442) The fact sheet
accompanying this general permit contains additional information pertaining to facilities subject to new source performance
standards or toxic pollutant effluent standar~ls

ii MANUFACTURING FACILITIES: Standard Industrial Classifications (SlCs) 24 (except 2411 and 2434), 26 (except 265 and
267). 28 (except 283 and 285) 29, 311, 32 (except 323), 33, 3441, and 373

iii OIL AND GAS/MINING FACILITIES: SICs 10 through 14 including active or inactive mining operations (except for areas of
coal mining operations meeting the definition of a reclamation area under 40 CFR 434.11 (1) because of performance bond
~ssued to the facility by the appropriate Surface Mining Control and Reclamation Act (SMCRA) authority has been released.
or except for areas of non-coal mining operations which have been released from applicable State or Federal reclamation
requirements after December 17, 1990) and oil and gas exploration, production, processing, or treatment operations, or
transmission facilities that discharge stormwater contaminated by contact with or that has come into contact w~th any
overburden, raw material, intermediate products, fimshed products, by products, or waste products located on the site of such
operations. Inactive mining operations are m~ned sites that are not being actively mined, but which have an identtfiable
owner/operator. Inactive mining sites do not include s~tes where m~ning claims are being mmntained prior to disturbances
associated with the extraction, bene ficiation, or processing of mined material, or sites where mimmat activities are undertaken
for the sole purpose of maintaining a mimng clmm

iv HAZARDOUS WASTE TREATMENT. STORAGE. OR DISPOSAL FACILITIES: Includes those operating under interim status
or a general permit under Subtitle C of the Federal Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA).

v LANDFILLS, LAND APPLICATION SITES, AND OPEN DUMPS: Sites that receive or have received industrial waste from any
r~f the facilities covered bv this general permit sit~,.~ ~t~bia~t to r~,gul~tit~n ~.lrld~,r S’~btit~e 0 nf PCI~, ~nd sites that have
accepted waste from construction activities (construction activities include any clearing, grading, or excavation that results
in disturbance of five acres or more).
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w RECYCLING FACILITIES: SICs 5015 and 5093. These codes include metal scrap yards, battery reclaimers, salvage yards,
motor vehicle dismantlers and wreckers, and recycling facilities that are engaged in assembling, breaking up, sorting, and
wholesale distribution of scrap and waste material such as bottles, wastepaper, textile wastes, oil waste, etc.

STEAM ELECTRIC POWER GENERATING FACILITIES: Includes any facility that generates steam for electric power through
the combustion of coal, oi!, wood, etc,

TRANS PORTATION FACILITIES: SICs 40, 41,42 (except 4221-25), 43, 44, 45, and 5171 which have vehicle maintenance
s~ops, equipment cleaning operations, or airport deicing operations. Only those portions of the facility involved in vehicle
mmntenance (including vehicle rehabilitation, mechanical repairs, painting, fueling, and lubrication) or other operations
~dentified herein that are associated with industrial activity.

SEWAGE OR WASTEWATER TREATMENT WORKS: Facilities used in the storage, treatment, recycling, and reclamation
of mumc~pal or domestic sewage, including lands dedicated to the disposal of sewage sludge that are located within the
confines of the facility, with a design flow of one million gallons per day or more, or required to have an approved pretreatment
program under 40 CFR Part 403. Not included are farm lands, domestic gardens, or lands used for sludge management
where sludge is beneficially reused and which are not physically located in the confines of the facility, or areas that are in
compliance w~th Section 405 of the CWA

MANUFACTURING FACILITIES WHERE MATERIALS AREEXPOSED TO STORM WATER: SlCs 20, 21,22, 23. 2434, 25,
265,267, 27. 283, 285, 30, 31 (except 3441), 35.36, 37 (except 373), 38, 39, and 4221-4225

Note Category x, Construction activity, is covered by a separate general permit.

Pollutant: Those "pollutants" defined in Section 502(6) of the federal Clean Water Act (33 U.SC.§1362(6)),
or incorporated into California Water Code §13373. Examples of pollutants include, but are not limited to the
following:

"Commercial and industrial waste (such as fuels, solvents, detergents, plastic pellets, hazardous substances.
fertilizers, pesticides, slag, as:~. and sludge);

¯ "Metals such as cadmium, lead, zinc, copper, silver, nickel, chromium, and non-metals such as phosphorus
and arsenic:

¯ "Petroleum hydrocarbons (such as fuels, lubricants, surfactants, waste oils, solvents, coolants, and grease);

"̄Excessive eroded soils, sediment, and particulate materials in amounts which may adversely affect the
beneficial use of the receiving waters, flora or fauna of the State;

"̄Animal wastes (such as discharge from confinement facilities, kennels, pens, recreational facilities, stables,
and show facilities);

"̄Substances having characteristics such as pH less than 6 or greater than 9, or unusual coloration or
turbidity, or excessive levels of fecal coliform, or fecal streptococcus, or enterococcus;

The term "Pollutant" shall not include uncontaminated stormwater, potable water or reclaimed water
generated by a lawfully permitted water or wastewater treatment facility.

The term "Pollutant" also shall not include any substance identified in this definition, if through compliance
with the best management practices available, the discharge of such substance has been eliminated to the

........ , .......... e ......................... burden -.~,-’" ~-^ ’:.. the r-. so..Jhe
of such action to establish the elimination of the discharge to the maximum extent practicable through
compliance with the best management practices available.
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Pollutant Loading: The quantity of a pollutant found in stormwater and/or non-stormwater often expressed
in mass per unit of time. Pollutant Ioadings are commonly expressed in units of tons/year or pounds/year.

Pollutants of Concern: Constituents identified in the annual mon!toring report as being "Constituents of
Concern" or "Pollutants of Concern".

Pollution Prevention: Includes any planning, schedules of activities, prohibitions of practices,
implementation of maintenance procedures, public education, and other management practices, to prevent
or reduce pollutants in stormwater/urban runoff discharges.

Polluted Stormwater Runoff: Stormwater runoffthat contains any pollutants that could impair the beneficial
use of a receiving water body.

Potable Water Sources: Flows from drinking water storage, supply and distribution systems including flows
from system failures, pressure releases, system maintenance, well development, pump testing, fire hydrant
flow testing; and flushing and dewatering of pipes, reservoirs, vaults, and wells.

Principal Permittee: The agency named in the NPDES stormwater permit to serve as permit coordinator,
responsible for general administration of the permit, and coordinating cooperation by other Permittees,
including but not limited to the implementation of local self-monitoring programs and BMPs, and preparation
and submittal of reports required by the permit. The Principal Permittee under this Order is the Los Angeles
County Flood Control District.

Priority Catch Basins: Catch basins that appear on the list of Priority Catch Basins generated through the
Public Agency Model Program.

Proper Disposal: The act of disposing of material(s) in a lawful manner and which ensures the protection
of water quality and beneficial uses of receiving waters.

Public Agency Vehicle Maintenance/Material Storage Facility: Any Permittee-owned and/or operated
facility that is: used for vehicle or equipment maintenance, repair, washing, or fueling; and/or is required to
prepare a hazardous materials business plan. (See Corporation Yard)

Receiving Water Objectives: Objectives of the California Ocean Plan, the Los Angeles Basin Plan, and the
California Toxics Rule.

Receiving Waters: All surface water bodies within the permit area that are identified in the Basin Plan.

Redevelopment: Projects creating or adding 5.000 square feet or more of impervious surface on an already
developed site.

Regional Board: The Governing Board of the California Regional Water Quality Control Board State agency
with primary responsibility for the coordination and control of water quality. This means the California
Regional Water Quality Control Board, Los Angeles Region. The Los Angeles Region is comprised of all
basins draining into the Pacific Ocean between the southeasterly boundary, located in the westerly part of
Ventura County, of the watershed of Rincon Creek and a line which coincides with the southeasterly
boundary of Los Angeles County Flood Control District from the ocean to San Antonio Peak and follows
thence the divide between San Gabriel River and Lytle Creek drainage to the divide between Sheep Creek
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and San Gal3del River drainage.

Reportable Quantity: Quantity of a hazardous substance, as set forth in 40 CFR 302, which requires
notification pursuant to 40 CFR 302 in the event of that quantity release.

Runoff: Means any runoff including stormwater and dry-weather flows from a drainage area that reaches
a receiving water body or sub-surface. During dry weather it is typically comprised of many base flow
components either contaminated with pollutants or uncontaminated.

SIC: See Standard Industrial Classification.

SPCA: See Storm Water Program Compliance Amendment

SQMP: See Stormwater Quality Management Plan.

SWRCB: State Water Resources Control Board

Secondary Containment: Structures, usually dikes or berms, surrounding tanks or other storage containers
to catch spilled or leaked materials to prevent their discharge to the MS4.

Sediment: Organic or inorganic material that is carried by or suspended in water and settles to form deposits
in the storm drain system or receiving waters.

Source Minimization: Planning or operational practices that reduce the amount of materials stored at a site.

Standard Industrial Classification (SIC): The statistical classification standard, organized by industry,
underlying all establishment-based federal economic statistics. The SIC of a particular industry is determined
using the latest Standard Industrial Classification Manual as prepared by the Executive Office of the
President, Office of Management and Budget.

State Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP): A plan required by and for which contents are
specified in the State of California General Permit for Storm Water Discharges Associated with Industrial
Activities, and the General Permit for Storm Water Discharges Associated with Construction Activities. The
purpose of the plan is to help identify the sources of pollution that affect the quality of stormwater discharges
from a site and to describe and ensure the implementation of practices to reduce pollutants in stormwater
discharges.

Storm Drain System: Streets, gutters, conduits, natural or artificial drains, channels and watercourses, or
other facilities that are owned, operated, maintained or controlled by any Permittee and used for the purpose
of collecting, storing, transporting, or disposing of stormwater.

Stormwater: Water which originates from atmospheric moisture (rainfall or snowmelt) and that falls onto
land, water, or other surfaces.

Stormwater Management Plan: This is the sum of all requirements of this Order. This in not to be confused
with the SQMP.

Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP): A plan describing proposed design, placement, and
implementation of BMPs.
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Stormwater Program Compliance Amendment (SPCA): The SPCA is a report prepared by a Permittee
if directed to by the Regional Board Executive Officer for insufficient submittals made under this Order. The
SPCA is a part of the Administrative Review section of this Order and will include additions and
enhancements to the jurisdiction’s stormwater program with enforceable implementation deadlines.

Storrnwater Quality Management Plan (SQMP): The five Model Programs collectively developed by the
Permittees in accordance with provisions of the NPDES Permit Order Number 96-054, to comply with
applicable federal and state laws.

Stormwater Runoff: That part of precipitation (rainfall or snowmelt) which travels via flow across a surface
to the storm drain system or receiving waters. Examples of this phenomenon include: the water that flows
from a building’s roof when it rains (runoff from an impervious surface); the water that flows into streams
when snow on the ground begins to melt (runoff from a semi-pervious surface); and the water that flows from
a vegetated surface when rainfall is in excess of the rate at which it can infiltrate into the underlying soil
(runoff from a pervious surface). When all other factors are equal, runoff increases as the perviousness of
a surface decreases.

Standard Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plan: A plan, to be submitted prior to the submittal of an
application for the first planning or building approval for a new development project, that sets forth stormwater
pollution controls to be incorporated into development projects. The plan shall:

¯ be designed to reduce the runoff volume from the site and the pollutant load contributed by the site through
incorporation of design elements and practices that address each of the following goals:

=naximize. to the extent practicable, the percentage of permeable surfaces in order to allow more
percolation,

~minimize, to the extent practicable, the amount of runoff directed to impermeable areas to the storm drain
system.

Bmaximize, to the extent practicable, stormwater filtration and storage for reuse through the use of sediment
traps, cisterns or other means,

¯rninimize. to the extent practicable, parking lot pollution through the use of porous materials to allow
percolation of stormwater, through the installation of appropriate treatment controls, or through other means.

Street Washing: The practice of washing of streets and sidewalks using water or other cleaning fluids.

Toxic Materials: For the purposes of this Order, toxic materials means any material(s) or combination of
materials which directly or indirectly cause(s) either acute or chronic toxicity in the water column.

Toxic Pollutant: Those pollutants, or combinations of pollutants, defined in Section 502(13) or 307(a)(1) of
the federal Clean Water ACt (33 U.S.C.§1362(13)).

Undesirable Coloration: See "Color" in the Water Quality Control Plan, Los Angeles Region, Basin Plan
for the Coastal Watersheds of Los Angeles and Ventura Counties (page 3-9) June 13, 1994

USEPA: United States Environmental Protection Agency
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Waste Minimization: Operational practices that reduce the amount of waste materials generated. Practices
may include recycling and reuse.

Watershed Management Area (WMA): Any one of the general watershed areas covered by this NPDES
storrnwater permit consisting of: Matibu Creek and other rural areas discharging to Santa Monica Bay,
Dominguez Channel/Los Angeles Harbor, San Gabriel River, Los Angeles River, and Ballona Creek and other
urban areas discharging to the Santa Monica Bay watersheds.

Watershed Management Area Plan (WMAP): A plan for implementation of permit requirements that is
based on the Stormwater Quality Management Plan (SQMP) but further addresses specific issues, pollutants
of concern, and BMPs that are unique to the specific Watershed Management Area.

Watershed Management Committee (WMC): A committee composed of representatives from each
Permittee in a Watershed Management Area. Duties include establishing goals and objectives for the
Watershed; prioritizing pollution control efforts; developing a specific Watershed Management Plan;
coordinating and facilitating annual reports for the watershed; and facilitating compliance by Permittees in
the watershed.
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PART 6. STANDARD PROVISIONS

A. Should the Discharger discover that it failed to submit any relevant facts or that it
submitted incorrect information in a report, it shall promptly submit the missing or
correct information.

B. The Discharger shall report all instances of non-compliance not otherwise reported
at the time monitoring reports are submitted.

C. This Order includes the attached Monitoring and Reporting Program. and Standard
Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plan, which are a part of the permit and must be
complied with in the same manner as with the rest of the requirements in the permit.

D. Public Review

All documents submitted to the Regional Board in compliance with the terms
and conditions of this Permit shall be made available to members of the
public pursuant to the Freedom of Information Act (5 U.S.C. Section 552 (as
amended) and the Public Records Act (California Government Code Section
625(~ et seq.)).

2. All 3ocuments submitted to the Executive Officer for approval shall be made
available to the public for a 30-day period to allow for public comment.

E. Duty to Comply [40 CFR 12241(a)]

1. The Discharger must comply with all the terms, requirements, and conditions
of this Order. Any violation of this Order constitutes a violation of the Clean
Water Act, its regulations and the California Water Code, and is grounds for
enforcement action, Order termination, Order revocation and reissuance,
denial of an application for reissuance; or a combination thereof.

2. A copy of these waste discharge specifications shall be maintained by the
Discharger so as to be available during normal business hours to Discharger
employees and members of the public.

3. Any discharge of wastes at any point(s) other than specifically described in
this Order is prohibited, and constitutes a violation of the Order.

F. Duty to Mitigate [40 CFR 122.41(d)]

Th~ Oi,~.harger sha! take all reasonable steps to minimi~= or prevent any discharge
that has a reasonable likelihood of adversely affecting human health or the
environment.
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G. Inspection and Entry [40 CFR 122.41(i)]

The Regional Board, USEPA, and other authorized representatives shall be allowed:

1. Entry upon premises where a regulated facility is located or conducted, or
where records are kept under conditions of this Order;

2. Access to copy any records that are kept under the conditions of this Order;

3. To inspect any facility, equipment (including monitoring and control
equipment), practices, or operations regulated or required under this Order;
and,

4. To photograph, sample, and monitor for the purpose of assuring compliance
with this Order, or as otherwise authorized by the Clean Water Act and the
California Water Code.

H. Proper Operation and Maintenance [40 CFR 122.41~e!]

The Discharger shall at all times properly operate and maintain all facilities and
systems of treatment (and related appurtenances~ ti~at are installed or used by the
Discharger to achieve compliance with this Order. Proper operation and
maintenance includes adequate laboratory controls and appropriate quality
assurance procedures. This provision requires the operation of backup or auxiliary
facilities or similar system that are installed by a Discharger only when necessary to
achieve compliance with the conditions of this Order.

I. Signatory Requirements [40 CFR 12241(k)]

Except as otherwise provided in this Order, all applications, reports, or information
submitted to the Regional Board shall be signed by the Director of Public Works, City
Engineer, or authorized designee under penalty of perjury.

J. Permit Action [40 CFR 122.41(f)]

1. This Order may only be modified, revoked, or reissued, prior to the expiration
date, by the Regional Board. in accordance with the procedural requirements
of the Water Code and Title 23 of the California Code of Regulations for the
issuance of waste discharge requirements, and upon prior notice and
hearing, to:

a. Address changed conditions identified in the required reoorts or other
sources deemed significant by the Regional Board;
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b. Incorporate applicable requirements or statewide water quality control
plans adopted by the State Board or amendments to the Basin Plan;

c. Comply with any applicable requirements, guidelines, and/or
regulations issued or approved pursuant to CWA Section 402(p);

d. Consider any other federal or state taws or regulations that became
effective after adoption of this Order: and/or,

e. Address any amendments under the Clean Water Act.

2. After notice and opportunity for a hearing, this Order may be terminated,
revoked and reissued, or modified for cause, including, but not limited to:

a. Violation of any term or condition contained in this Order;

b. Obtaining this Order by misrepresentation, or failure to disclose all
relevant facts; or,

c. A change in any condition that requires either a temporary or
permanent reduction or elimination of the authorized discharge.

3. The filing of a request by the Discharger for a modification, revocation and
re-issuance, or termination, or a notification of planned changes or
anticipated noncompliance does not stay any condition of this Order.

4. This Order may be modified to make corrections or allowances for changes
in the permitted activity listed in this section, following the procedures at 40
CFR Part 122.63, if processed as a minor modification.

K. Severability

The provisions of this permit are severable; and if any provision of this permit or the
application of any provision of this permit to any circumstance is held invalid, the
application of such provision to other circumstances and the remainder of this permit
shall not be affected.

L. Duty to Provide Information [40 CFR 122.41(h)]

The Discharger shall furnish, within a reasonable time, any information the Regional
Board or USEPA may request to determine whether cause exists for modifying,
revokin~l and reissuing, or terminating this Order. The Discharger shall also furnish
to the Regional Board, upon request, copies of records required to be kept by this
Order.
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M. Ninety-Six Hour Reporting1

1. The Discharger shall report any noncompliance than may endanger health
or the environment. Any information shall be provided orally within 96 hours
from the time the Discharger becomes aware of the circumstances. A written
submission shall also be provided within 10 working days of the time the
Discharger becomes aware of the circumstances. The written submission
shall contain a description of the noncompliance and its cause; the period of
noncompliance, including exact dates and times and, if the noncompliance
has not been corrected, the anticipated time it is expected to continue: and
steps taken or planned to reduce, eliminate, and prevent reoccurrence of the
noncompliance.

2. The Executive Officer may waive the required written report on a permittee-
by-permittee basis.

N. Bypass [40 CFR 122.41(m)]2

Bypass (the intentional diversion of waste streams from any portion of a treatment
facility) is prohibited unless it is to facilitate maintenance of stormwater BMPs. The
Regional Board may take enforcement action against the Discharger for bypass
unless:

1. Bypass was unavoidable to prevent loss of life, personal injury or severe
property damage. (Severe property damage means substantial physical
damage to property, damage to the treatment facilities that causes them to
become inoperable, or substantial and permanent loss of natural resources
that can reasonably be expected to occur in the absence of a bypass.
Severe property damage does not mean economic loss caused by delays in
production);

2. There were no feasible alternatives to bypass, such as the use of auxiliary
treatment facilities, retention of untreated waste, or maintenance during
normal periods of equipment down time. This condition is not satisfied if
adequate back-up equipment should have been installed in the exercise of
reasonable engineering judgment to prevent a bypass that could occur during
normal periods of equipment downtime or preventive maintenance;

1This provision applies to incidents where effluent limitations (numerical or narrative) as provided
iq fhi~ Order or in the £QMP are exceeded, and wbf,’h 9nd_~.~Cor 2ub!ic he~-ffh ,,r the e,~,,irnr~ment

2This provision applies to the operation and maintenance of stormwater controls and BMPs as
orovided in this Order or in the SQMP.

Report Of Waste Discharge (ROWE)) 43 February 1,2001

R0000051



Los Angeles County Flood Control District CASxxxxxx
Order No. xx-xxx

3. The Discharger submitted a notice at least ten days in advance of the need
for a bypass to the Regional Board; or,

4. The Discharger may allow a bypass to occur that does not cause effluent
limitations to be exceeded, but only if it is for essential maintenance to assure
efficient operation. In such a case, the above bypass conditions are not
applicable.

O. Upset [40 CFR 122.41(n)]3

1. A Discharger that wishes to establish the affirmative defense of an upset in
an action brought for noncompliance shall demonstrate, through properly
signed, contemporaneous operating logs, or other relevant evidence that:

a. An upset occurred and that the Discharger can identify the cause(s)
of the upset;

b. The permitted facility was being properly operated by the time of the
upset;

c. The Discharger submitted notice of the upset as required; and,

d. The Discharger complied with any remedial measures required.

2. No determination made before an action for noncompliance, such as during
administrative review of claims that noncompliance was caused by an upset,
is final administrative action subject to judicial review.

3. In any enforcement proceeding, the Discharger seeking to establish the
occurrence of an upset has the burden of proof.

P.    Property Rights [40 CFR 122.41(g)]

This Order does not convey any property rights of any sort, or any exclusive
privilege.

Q. Enforcement

1. Violation of any of the provisions of the NPDES permit or any of the
provisions of this Order may subject the violator to any of the penalties
described herein, or any combination thereof, at the discretion of the
prosecuting authority: except that only on~. kind of oenaltv may be a~plied for

3Suora. See footnote number 2.
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each kind of violation. The Clean Water Act provides the following:

Criminal Penalties

a. Negligent Violations
The CWA provides that any person who negligently violates permit
conditions implementing sections 301, 302, 306, 307, 308, 318, or
405 of the Act is subject to a fine of not less than $2,500 nor more
than $25,000 per day of violation, or by imprisonment for not more
than 1 year, or both.

b. Knowing Violations
The CWA provides that any person who knowingly violates permit
conditions implementing sections 301, 302, 306, 307, 308, 318, or
405 of the Act is subject to a fine of not less than $5,000 nor more
than $50,000 per day of violation, or by imprisonment for not more
than 3 years, or both.

c. Knowing Endangerment
The CWA provides that any person who knowingly violates permit
conditions implementing sections 301, 302, 306, 307, 308. 318, or
405 of the Act and who knows at that time he is placing another
person in imminent danger of death or serious bodily injur~ is subject
to a fine of not more than $250,000, or by imprisonment for not more
than 15 years, or both.

d. False Statement
The CWA provides that any person who knowingly makes any false
material statement, representation, or certification in any application,
record, report, plan, or other document filed or required to be
maintained under the Act or who knowingly falsifies, tampers with, or
renders inaccurate, any monitoring device or method required to be
maintained under the Act, shall upon conviction, be punished by a
fine of not more than $10,000 or by imprisonment for not more than
two years, or by both. If a conviction is for a violation committed after
a first conviction of such a person under this paragraph, punishment
shall be by a fine of not more than $20,000 per day of violation, or by
imprisonment of not more than four years, or by both. (See section
309(c)(4) of the Clean Water Act.)

Civil Penalties

e. The CWA provides that any person who violates a permit condition
implementing sections 301, 302, 306, 307, 308, 318, or 405 of the
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Act is subject to a civil penalty not to exceed $27,500 per day for
each violation.

2. The California Water Code provides that any person who violates a waste
discharge requirement provision of the C~forma Water Code is subject to
civil penalties of up to $5,000 per day, $10,000 per day, or $25,000 per day
of violation; or when the violation involves the discharge of pollutants, is
subject to civil penalties of up to $10 per gallon per day or $25 per gallon per
day of violation; or some combination thereof, depending on the violation or
combination of violations.

R. Need to Halt or Reduce Activity not a Defense [40 CFR 122.41(c)]

It shall not be a defense for a Discharger in an enforcement action that it would have
been necessary to halt or reduce the permitted activity in order to maintain
compliance with the conditions of this Order.

S. Regional Board Order No. 96-054 is hereby rescinded.

T. This Order expires five years from permit adoption. The Discharger must submit a
Report of Waste Discharge (ROWD) in accordance with Title 23, California Code of
Regulation, r~ot later than 180 days in advance of such date as application for
reissuance of waste discharge requirements.

!, Dennis A. Dickerson, Executive Officer, do hereby certify that the foregoing is a full. true, and
correct copy of an order adopted by the California Regional Water Quality Control Board, Los
Angeles Region, on date of permit adoption.

Dennis A. Dickerson
Executive Officer
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State of California
CALIFORNIA REGIONAL WATER QUALITY CONTROL BOARD

LOS ANGELES REGION

MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM NO. ClXXX

FOR

STORMWATER MANAGEMENT/URBAN RUNOFF DISCHARGES
FOR

LOS ANGELES COUNTY FLOOD CONTROL DISTRICT,
COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES, AND THE CITIES OF LOS ANGELES COUNTY

NPDES PERMIT NO. CASXXXXXX

I. Program Reporting Requirements.

A. The Permittees shall submit, by October 15 of each year beginning the year 2002,
an Annual Stormwater Program Report, Assessment, and Budget Summary
documenting the status of the general program and individual tasks contained in the
WMAPs.

The Permittees shall submit standard annual reporting forms to the Principal
Permittee or Regional Board including information on items 1-6 below.

The Annual Stormwater Program Report, Assessment, and Budget Summary shall
include any proposed changes to the WMAPs. The Annual Stormwater Program
Report, Assessment, and Budget Summary shall cover the previous fiscal year from
July 1 through June 30. At a minimum, the annual report will include the following:

1. Program Management

a. Status of compliance with permit requirements including
implementation dates for all time-specific deadlines. If permit
deadlines are not met, the Discharger shall report the reasons why
the requirement was not met and how the requirements will be met
in the futu, e, i, ,ciudi, ~g p, oj~cted i,-,,pi~, ,~entaiiot’~ dai.e.

2. Public Information and Participation
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a. Programs for Residents

i. Description of activities on distributing brochures, community
outreach efforts, public communication efforts and
educational programs in schools including an estimate of the
number of impressions per year made on the general public
about stormwater quality via print, local TV access, local radio
presentations, meetings or other appropriate media.

3. Programs for Development Planning

a. The status of significant rewrite of the Permittees’ General Plan;

b. A summary of the accomplishments of the program.

4. Programs for Development Construction

a. Number of exempt construction projects, non-priority projects, and
priority projects requiring coverage under the General Construction
Activity Permit;

b. Number and type of enforcement actions, applicable to stormwater
enforcement, taken at construction sites during the past year.

5. Programs for Illicit Connection and Illicit Discharge Control

a. Number of reports of illicit discharges that Permittees responded to,
percentage that were identified as actual illicit discharges, and
percentage of the actual illicit discharges where the incident was
either cleaned up, referred to another responsible agency and/or
follow up/education with the discharger was conducted;

b. Number of illicit connections investigated in the past year

c. Number of illicit connections eliminated in the past year;

d. Number and type of enforcement actions for stormwater illicit
connections taken in the past year;

e. A summary from records on illicit discharges and connections which
includes type of material, tvoe of source, date of initial inspection,
enforcement action taken, date of follow-up inspection, date of
conclusion/cleanup/removal/follow-up/education.
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6. Programs for Public Agency Activities

a. The discharger shall provide a summary, which at a minimum,
includes an estimate of the quantity of trash removed from catch
basin inlets;

b. A summary of the total tonnage of debris that were removed annually
by street sweeping and the total miles of curbed streets within the
permittee’s juridiction;

c. Evaluate the training provided to field road maintenance personnel.

B. The discharger shall submit a Stormwater Monitoring Report on October 15, 2002,
and annually on October 15, thereafter. The report shall include:

1. Status of implementation of the monitoring program;
2. Results of the monitoring program;
3. A general interpretation of the results; and,
4 Both tabular and graphical summaries of the monitoring data obtained during

the previous year.

C. All applications, reports, or information submitted to the Regional Board shall be
signed and certified pursuant to EPA regulations 40 CFR 122.22 (b). Each report
shall contain the following completed declaration:

"1 certify under penalty of law that this document and all attachments were
prepared under my direction or supervision in accordance with a system
designed to assure that qualified personnel properly gather and evaluate the
information submitted. Based on my inquiry of the person or persons who
manage the system, or those persons directly responsible for gathering the
information, the information submitted is, to the best of my knowledge and
belief, true, accurate, and complete. I am aware that there are significant
penalties for submitting false information, including the possibility of fine and
imprisonment for knowing violations.

Executed on the ~day of ,20~,

at

(Signature) (Title) ";

Permittee submittals to the Principal Permittee shall also be signed and certified
pursuant to EPA regulations 40 CFR 122.22 (b).
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D. The Discharger shall mail the original of each annual report to:

CALIFORNIA REGIONAL WATER QUALITY
CONTROL BOARD - LOS ANGELES REGION

320 W. 4TM STREET, SUITE 200
LOS ANGELES, CA 90013

II. Monitoring Requirements

A. The Discharger shall implement the Countywide Monitoring Plan as follows.

Land Use

1. The Principal Permittee shall monitor a total of 200 station events per storm
season at land use stations, provided there are sufficient storm events during
the season. A station event is defined as one sampling event per station.

2. All samples for land use station monitoring may be taken at the same
locations and with the same type of automatic sampler used under Order 96-
054. The samplers shall be set to monitor storms totaling 0.25 inches or
greater of rainfall.

3. The iand use stations shall be monitored during the term of this Order or until
such time that event mean concentrations (EMC) are derived, at the 25%
error rate, for the following constituents at their respective sites:

Table 1
Land Use Constituents

LAND USE TYPE     LOCATION CONSTITUENTS

Retail/Commercial Santa Monica Pier Ammonia, total and dissolved copper,
Drain nitrate, total lead, total suspended solids

(TSS), PAH, diazinon, chlorpyrifos

Vacant Sawpit Wash Total kjeldahl nitrogen (TKN), TSS. PAH,
diazinon, chlorpyrifos

High Density Single Bond Issue Total lead, PAH, diazinon, chlorpyrifos
Family Residential Project 620

Tr=~r~sport~tior~ Oominguez ~AH, di~.zin~,~, chlo ,m.yr!fos
Channel
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Light Industrial Bond Issue Total copper, PAH, diazinon, chlorpyrifos
Project 1202

Education Bond Issue Total copper, total zinc, TSS, PAH,
Project 474 diazinon, chlorpyrifos

Multifamily Bond Issue Ammonia, ammonia nitrogen, nitrite
Residential Project 404 nitrogen, TSS, PAH, diazinon, chlorpyrifos

Mixed Residential Bond Issue Ammonia, nitrate, total zinc, PAH,
Project 156 diazinon, chlorpyrifos

Mass Emissions

4. The Principal Permittee shall monitor a total of four mass emission stations.
Monitoring shall not exceed five storm events per station for each storm
season. Composite samples may also be taken at Coyote Creek.

5. Samples for mass emission station monitoring may be taken at the same
locations and with the same type of automatic sampler used ~.,nder Order 96-
054, as well as through grab sampling. The samplers shall be set to monitor
storms totaling 0.25 inches or greater of rainfall. The minimum required
constituents to be analyzed for samples taken at mass emission stations are
listed in Table 2 below.

Table 2
Mass Emissions Constituents

CONSTITUENT EPA TEST BALLONA MALIBU LOS SAN
METHOD CREEK CREEK ANGELES GABRIEL

RIVER RIVER

Cyanide A335.2 X X X X

TPH A418.1 X

Oil and Grease A413.1 X

Indicator Bacteria Varies X X X X

Ammonia A350.3 X X

Calcium A215.2 X X X X

Magnesium C3500MgD X X X X

Pu~ass~un| /~258.-~ x ~. ,~ ,~

Sodium A273.1 X X X X
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CONSTITUENT EPA TEST BALLONA MALIBU LOS SAN
METHOD CREEK CREEK ANGELES GABRIEL

RIVER RIVER

Bicarbonate A310.1 X X X X

Chloride B429 X X X X

Flouride B429 X X X X

Nitrate B429 X X X X

Sulfate B429 X X X X

Alkalinity A310.1 X X X X

Hardness A130.2 X X X X

COD A410.4 X X X X

pH A150.1 X X X X

Specific Conductance A120.1 X X X X

Total Dissolved Solids A160.1 X X X X

[ u rbidity A180.1 X X X X

Total Suspended Solids A160.2 X X X X

Volatile Suspended Solids 160.4 X X X X

MBAS A425.1 X

Total Organic Carbon A415.1 X X X X

BOD A405.1 X X X X

Dissolved Phosphorus A365.2 X X X X

Total Phosphorus A365.2 X X X X

NH3-N A350.3 X

Nit rate-N C4110B X X X X

Nit rite-N C4110B X X X

TKN A351.4 X X X X

Dissolved Aluminum A202.2 X

Total Aluminum A202.2 X X X X

Dissolved Barium A208.2 X X X X
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CONSTITUENT EPA TEST BALLONA MALIBU LOS SAN
METHOD CREEK CREEK ANGELES GABRIEL

RIVER RIVER

Total Barium A208.2 X X X X

Dissolved Boron A212.3 X X X X

Total Boron A212.3 X X X X

Dissolved Cadmium A213.2 X X X X

Dissolved Copper A220.1 X X

Total Copper A220.1 X X X X

Dissolved Iron A236.1 X

Total Iron A236.1 X X X X

Dissolved Lead A239.2 X X X X

Total Lead A239.2 X

Total Mercury A245.1 X X X X

Dissolved Nickel A249.2 X

Total Nickel A249.2 X X X

Dissolved Zinc A289.1 X X X X

Total Zinc A289.1 X X

Bis(2-ethylhexyl) pht halate 625M X X X X

PAHs 625M X X X X

Diazinon 507 X X X X

Chlorpyrifos 507 X X X X
X = Requires analysis

6. If a constituent is not detected at the method detection limit for its respective
test method listed in Table 2 above in more than 25 percent of the first ten
sampling events or on a rolling basis using ten consecutive sampling events,
it will not be further analyzed unless the observed occurrences show
concentrations greater than ten times the detection limit and are cause for
concern.

7. Receiving Waters Studies
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a. San Pedro Bay

The Principal Permittee, in conjunction with other Permittee(s), could partially
fund a study of receiving waters impacted by stormwater, subject to revisions
as set forth below in II.A.7.c. The purpose of the study will be to study the
impacts, if any, of stormwater/non-stormwater discharges on the beneficial
uses of San Pedro Bay and to assist the Permittees in developing
stormwater management programs. The obligation of the Principal Permittee
with respect to the receiving waters study could consist of the following:

i. Plume Study: The Principal Permittee would support a plume
study to evaluate the dispersion, fate, and transport of
stormwater pollutants in Dominguez Channel, Los Angeles
River, and San Gabriel River.

ii. Benthic Study: The Principal Permittee would support a
study to assess impacts of stormwater on the marine benthic
community near the mouths of Dominguez Channel, Los
Angeles River, and San Gabriel River. If it is the consensus
of project scientists that a third year of benthic study is
advisable to meet the goals of the receiving waters study, the
Principal Permittee would consider further contribution.

iii. Toxicity Study: The Principal Permittee would support a
study to evaluate sediment and water column toxicity on
appropriate marine species in Dominguez Channel, Los
Angeles River, and San Gabriel River. If it is the consensus
of the project scientists that a third year of toxicity studies is
advisable to meet the goals of the receiving waters study, the
Principal Permittee would consider further contribution.

b. Santa Monica Bay

i. Plume Study: To study the persistence of stormwater plumes:

ii. Toxicity: Toxicity Identification Evaluations (TIEs) on species
to find the impacts of constituents other than metals; and,

iii. Sediments: Fate of sediments in the Bay.

c. Project Design: The receiving waters studies shall initially contain the
elements established in IIA.7a and b. However. the scientists
conducting the receiving waters studies may alter the parameters of
the second and (if necessary) the third year of the receiving waters
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studies so as to meet the objectives of each study. Such alterations
may include changing of sampling locations, use of different sampling
techniques, or other pertinent redirection of resources. The Principal
Permittee shall notify the Executive Officer of any revisions to the
second and (if necessary) third years of the receiving waters studies
for review and approval.

d. Study Reports: The Principal Permittee shall require the project
scientists conducting the study to prepare an annual report covering
study activities of the previous year, and any interim/final
assessments. Such reports shall be submitted by the Principal
Permittee to the Executive Officer with the Annual Monitoring Report.

e. Principal Permittee Responsibilities: The commitments of the
Principal Permittee toward performance of a receiving waters studies
could be: providing funding, and submittal of progress and final
reports.

8. River Toxicity Studies: The Principal Permittee would take two storm
weather and two dry weather water samples in the Los Angeles River,
Coyote Creek, and Dominguez Channel. Toxicity Identification Evaluations
shall be conducted for a full range of constituents on appropriate freshwater
species.

Wet weather Toxicity Identification Evaluations shall be conducted for a full
range of constituents on appropriate freshwater species on the San Gabriel
River.

9. Bacteria: The Principal Permittee shall participate in the Southern California
Coastal Waters Research Project’s development and calibration of water
quality models in an effort to characterize the presence and persistence of
indicator bacteria in dry and wet weather.

The Principal Permittee could participate in similar studies initiated for other
parts of the County where indicator bacteria impair beneficial uses.

10. Contaminated Sediments: The Principal Permittee could participate in the
Corps of Engineers’ Sediment Control Management Plan and the Coastal
Commission Sediment Task Force.

1 1. Aerial deposition: The Principal Permittee could fund, in whole or in part, a
study of the receiving water imoacts due to aerial deoosition on inland
watersheds.
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State of California
CALIFORNIA REGIONAL WATER QUALITY CONTROL BOARD

LOS ANGELES REGION

ORDER NO. xx-xxx
(NPDES NO. CASxxxxxx)

ATTACHMENTS
TO

WASTE DISCHARGE REQUIREMENTS
FOR

MUNICIPAL STORMWATER AND URBAN RUNOFF DISCHARGES
WITHIN THE LOS ANGELES COUNTY FLOOD CONTROL DISTRICT,

COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES, AND THE CITIES OF LOS ANGELES COUNTY
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Los Angeles County Flood Control District CASxxxxxx
Order No. xx-xxx

ATTACHMENT A
LIST OF PERMITTEES

BY
WATERSHED MANAGEMENT AREAS

Santa Monica Bay Los An.qeles River San Gabriel River

Malibu Creek and Other Rural Alhambra Artesia
Arcadia Azusa

Agoura Hills Bell Baldwin Park
*Calabasas Bell Gardens Bellflower
Los Angeles County Burbank Bradbury
Malibu Commerce Cerdtos
Westlake Village Compton Claremont

Cudahy Covina
Ballona Creek and Other Urban El Monte Diamond Bar

Glendale Downey
Bevedy Hills Hidden Hills Duarte
Culver City Huntington Park Glendora
El Segundo La Canada Flintddge Hawaiian Gardens
Hermosa Beach *Long Beach Industry
Los Angeles Los Angeles Irwindale
Los Angeles County Los Angeles County La Habra Heights
Manhattan Beach Lynwood La Mirada
Palos Verdes Estates Maywood La Puente
Rancho Palos Verdes Monrovia La Verne
Redondo Beach Montebello Lakewood
Rolling Hills Monterey Park *Long Beach
Rolling Hills Estates Paramount Los Angeles County
*Santa Monica Pasadena Norwalk
West Hollywood Rosemead Pomona

San Fernando P/co Rivera
San Gabriel San Dimas

Domin,quez Channel/ San Madno Santa Fe Spdngs
Los Anqeles Harbor Drainaqe Sierra Madre Walnut

Signal Hill West Covina
Carson South El Monte Whittier
Gardena South Gate
Hawthorne South Pasadena
Inglewood Temple City
Lawndale Vernon
Lomita
Los Angeles
Los Angeles County
*Torrance

Italicized agencies are present in more than one Watershed Management Area. "Indicates City with the largest watershed
population other than the County of Los Angeles and the City of Los Angeles.

The City of Long Beach is covered undar Order No. 99-060.
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’i Regional Board
Santa Clara River Watershed . NPDES Permit

under Los Angeles Regional Board i CAS618036
NPDES Permit CASXXXXXX

ii

zO ~O

Portion of Ventura Co. under
Los Angeles Regional Board O
NPDES Permit CAS004002 r-

Los Angeles River

Watershed .~~~’~ i ;1~"~

........ SanwGa~ebrnsehle~River ~11

Creek and other
Rural Watersheds     Ballona Creek and

Jrban Watersheds L.A. County draining into
~ San Bemardino County m

or Orange County

-~.~. Portion o[ Orange Co. under
Santa Ana Regional Board

Dominguez Channel and NPDES Permit CAS618030
L.A. Harbor Watershed

Portion of Orange Co. draining into L.A. County

5 0 5 10 15 20 Miles

PREPARED BY: Los Angeles Co~nty Department of Public Works Watershed Management Division NPDES Section p:~eppub\water~gis~orojects~:~’~hpermi! area apt Jan 29.2001



Los Angeles County Flood Control Distdct CASxx~
Order No. xx-xxx

ATTACHMENT C
NPDES STORMWATER BUDGET SUMMARY

Permittee:
Submitted by:
Date Submitted:
For Fiscal Year:

PROGRAM ELEMENT BUDGET

+Administration, Review, and Reporting $0
+Enforcement $0

TOTAL PROGRAM MANAGEMENT $0

+Operations and Maintenance $0
+Capital Costs $0
TOTAL ILLICIT CONNECTIONSIILLICIT DISCHARGES ELIMINATION $0

+Construction Inspection Activities $0
+Operations and Maintenance (excluding const~ction inspection) $0
+Capital Costs $0

TOTAL DEVELOPMENT P~NNING & CONSTRUCTION $01

+Implementing BMPs for Municipal Street Sweeping
+Implementing BMPs for Fleet and Public Agency Facilities $0
+Implementing BMPs for Lands~pe and Recreational Facilities $0
+Other Operations and Maintenance+Ca,it,, Cos,s

TOTAL PUBLIC AGENCY ACTIVITIES
.......... :.:~:::.:~:~::~ ~;.~ ......................~::~::~::~::~::~:~ ~’:~::~::~;~ ~:.~ :~ ~, .......~:-.~

+Public Outreach/Eduction $01
+Employee Training
+Conducting IndustdaUCommercial Edu~tional Site Visits $0

TOTAL PUBLIC INFORMATION AND PARTICIPATION $0

+Operations and Maintenance $0
+Capital Costs $0

TOTAL MONITORING PROG~M $0

+Operations and Maintenan~ $0
+Capital Costs $0

TOTAL OTHER $0

NPDES STORMWATER BUDGET G~ND TOTAL $0
* If costs for a program element can be a~ribut~ to a program other than Board Order No. ~, please

note the percentage ~ich is a~ribut~ to NPDES in parentheses.
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Pursuant to
NPDES PERMIT ORDER NO. 96-054

(CAS614001)

PERFORMANCE STANDARDS (PS)
February 01, 2001

State of California
CALIFORNIA REGIONAL WATER QUALITY CONTROL BOARD

LOS ANGELES REGION

LOS ANGELES COUNTY FLOOD CONTROL DISTRICT, LOS ANGELES COUNTY,
AND THE INCORPORATED CITIES

Prepared By

Los Angeles County Department of Public Works
Watershed Management Division, NPDES Section
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Los Angeles County Flood Control District                                         CASxxxxxx
Order No. xx-xxx

PERFORMANCE STANDARDS

Permittees shall meet the following minimum requirements and strive to achieve the goals.
Precise data regarding annual status of the tasks shall be submitted to the Principal Permittee or
Regional Board in the form of annual reports.

Public Agency

Street Sweeping for curbed public streets

Minimum: Average once every 4 weeks with a minimum of 12 times per year

Catch Basin Clean-Out (applies to all catch basins)

Minimum: One time per year between April 16 and October 14

Priority Catch Basin Clean-Out

Minimum: If 50% full between Oct 15 and April 15

Open Channel Clean-Out

Goal: One time per year

Illicit Connectionilllicit Discharge

Number of Investigated Reported Illicit Discharges

Goal: 100%

Number of Corrected Illicit Connections Identified by Field Crews while Investigating
Reported Illicit Discharges

Goal: 100%

Open Channel Walkthrough Visits

Minimum: One time per year

Public Information and Participation

Total number of flyers, pamphlets, radio ads, and other messages made to the public

Minimum: 2.1 Million impressions per year

Percent of catch basins marked "no dumping"

Goal: 100%

Report of Waste Discharge (ROWD) 1 February 1, 2001
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Los Angeles County Flood Control District                                         CASxxxxxx
Order No. xx-xxx

Number of Site Inspections conducted

Minimum: Each site visited two times dudng permit term. Site visits should be
equally spaced.

Development Planning

Applicable projects implementing SUSMP requirements

Goal: 100%

Development Construction

Construction projects .applying for grading and/or building permits will be required to
submit applicable water quality protection plans and certifications; local SWPPPs, Wet
Weather Erosion Control Plans, and certifications; and state NOI and state SWPPP.

Goal: 100%

R0000070
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Los Angeles County Flood Control Distdct          ~:E~       -                    CASxxxxxx
Order No. xx-xxx

PERFORMANCE STANDARDS

Permittees shall meet the following minimum requirements and strive to achieve the goals.
Precise data regarding annual status of the tasks shall be submitted to the Principal Permittee or
Regional Board in the form of annual reports.

Public Agency

Street Sweeping for curbed public streets

Minimum: Average once every 4 weeks with a minimum of 12 times per year

Catch Basin Clean-Out (applies to all catch basins)

Minimum: One time per year between April 16 and October 14

Priority Catch Basin Clean-Out

Minimum: If 50% full between Oct 15 and April 15

Open Channel Clean-Out

Goal: One time per year

Illicit Connectionllllicit Discharge

Number of Investigated Reported Illicit Discharges

Goal: 100%

Number of Corrected Illicit Connections Identified by Field Crews while Investigating
Reported Illicit Discharges

Goal: 100%

Open Channel Walkthrough Visits

Minimum: One time per year

Public Information and Participation

Total number of flyers, pamphlets, radio ads, and other messages made to the public

Minimum: 50 Million impressions per year

Percent of catch basins marked "no dumping"

Goal: 100%

Report of Waste Discharge (ROWD) 1 Februaw 1,2001
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Los Angeles County Flood Control District                                         CASxxxxxx
Order No. xx-xxx

Number of Site Inspections conducted

Minimum: Each site visited two times dudng permit term. Site visits should be
equally spaced.

Development Planning

Applicable projects implementing SUSMP requirements

Goal: 100%

Development Construction

Construction projects applying for grading and/or building permits wilt be required to
submit applicable water quality protection plans and certifications; local SWPPPs, Wet
Weather Erosion Control Plans, and certifications; and state NOI and state SWPPP.

Goal: 100%

Report of Waste Discharge (ROWD) 2 February 1, 2001
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Pursuant to
NPDES PERMIT ORDER NO. 96-054     LOS ’

,’-,hGr_ L E S ~r.GION
(CAS614001)

WATERSHED MANAGEMENT AREA PLANS
(WMAP)

February 01, 2001

State of California
CALIFORNIA REGIONAL WATER QUALITY CONTROL BOARD

LOS ANGELES REGION

LOS ANGELES COUNTY FLOOD CONTROL DISTRICT, LOS ANGELES COUNTY,
AND THE INCORPORATED CITIES

Prepared By

Los Angeles County Department of Public Works
Watershed Management Division, NPDES Section
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’ BALLONA CREEK
WATERSHED MANAGEMENT AREA PLAN

FEBRUARY 01, 2001

LOS ANGELES REGION

WASTE DISCHARGE REQUIREMENTS
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MUNICIPAL STORMWATER AND URBAN RUNOFF DISCHARGES
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1.0 Watershed Management Area Plan Objective

In compliance with the 1996 municipal stormwater National Pollutant Discharge
Elimination System (NPDES) permit (Order No. 96-054), Los Angeles County
(Principal Permittee) is required to develop a Watershed Management Area Plan
(WMAP) for each Watershed Management Area (WMA) in coordination with the cities
(Permittees) in each WMA. The WMAP consists of the following: a description of
each watershed’s characteristics; the Stormwater Quality Management Plan (SQMP),
formally known as the five Model Programs (see Appendix); quality of stormwater
runoff analyses; identified projects to improve quality of stormwater and urban runoff;
and available funding resources.

2.0 Watershed Characteristics

2.1 Watershed Area

The Ballona Creek Watershed is located in the southwestern portion of Los
Angeles County. It is bound by the Pacific Ocean to the west and the Santa
Monica Mountains to the north. The watershed is composed of approximately
212 square miles with approximately 83% of its total area developed. Ballona
Creek discharges to the Santa Monica Bay through Marina del Rey while some
cities drain directly into the Santa Monica Bay (Figure 1). The major tributaries
to the Ballona Creek include Centinela Creek, Sepulveda Canyon Channel,
Benedict Canyon Channel, and numerous storm drains.

In accordance with the 1996 NPDES Permit, the County of Los Angeles is
divided into six WMAs. The Permittees within the Ballona Creek WMA, as
listed in the Permit, are as follows:

Beverly Hills
Culver City
El Segundo
Hermosa Beach
City of Los Angeles
Los Angeles County
Manhattan Beach
Palos Verdes Estates
Rancho Palos Verdes
Redondo Beach
Rolling Hills
Rolling Hills Estates
Santa Monica
West Hollywood

Page 1 of 19 Ballona Creek WMAP
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There are other Permittees that may drain to this watershed, but are not formally
listed as Permittees in this WMA.

2.2 Natural Characteristics

2.2.1 Topography

The watershed terrain consists of mountains and coastal plain. The
northerly portion of the watershed has the highest elevation in the Santa
Monica Mountains. Figure 3 shows the watershed’s contour lines at 50-
foot increments.

2.2.2 Climate

The mean annual precipitation in the watershed is about 14.88 inches.
Although large year-to-year variations are common, most rainfall events
are associated with winter cold fronts. These cold fronts typically occur
during the wet season (October 15 to April 15). The remainder of the
year from April 16 to October 14, the dry season, has significantly lower
precipitation.

2.2.3 Hydrology

A comprehensive network of flood control facilities exist in the
watershed to sustain the development in the region. A portion of the
annual rainfall in the watershed escapes to the Pacific Ocean via the
concrete-lined Ballona Creek. The remaining amount discharges
directly into the Pacific Ocean.

2.2.4 Flow Characteristics

2.2.4.1 Flow Direction

_ ! Runoff in the watershed flows in a generally southwesterly
direction in flood control channels or overland eventually
draining into the Pacific Ocean (Figure 2).

2.2.4.2 Sub-Basins

The sub-basins delineated in Figure 2 show hydrological
areas and where they drain. They are based on the contour
lines in Figure 3.
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2.2.5 Land Use

As shown in Table 1, the land use in the watershed is "High-Density
Single-Family Residential" covering about 36% of area (Figure 6).

Table 1. Land Use Distribution

Land Use Category Percent by Area

Vacant 21.86

Transportation 2.97

High-Density Single-Family Residential 35.71
(HDSFR)

Light Industrial 2.65

Multiple-Family Residential 9.92

Retail/Commercial 6.42

Education 2.76

Mixed Residential 3.69

All Other 14.02

The Los Angeles County land use monitoring program under the
1996 NPDES permit is a result of a site selection study entitled
Evaluation of Land Use Monitoring Stations (Woodward-Clyde and
Psomas and Associates, 1996). This study identified the most
significant land use categories within the permit area regarding
stormwater quality. The selection study yielded eight land use
monitoring stations. These eight land use monitoring stations
represent over 86% of all the land uses within the permit area. These
stations monitor flow and have automated samplers to collect flow-
weighted composite stormwater samples during storm events. The
34 categories shown in Table 2 cover 100% of the land uses in the
County.

Figure 6 depicts the eight land use categories currently monitored
with their respective percent by area within the watershed. The
remaining land use categories are summarized as "All Other" in
Table 1.
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Table 2. Land Use Categories

Land Use Category Inclusive SCAG Land Use
Codes (1)

High Density Single Family 1111
Residential (2)

Light Industrial (2) 1311 through 1315, 1340

Vacant (2) 3100, 3200, 3300, 3400

Retail/Commercial (2) 1221 through 1224

Multiple Family Residential (2) 1121 through 1125

Transportation (2) 1411 through 1416, 1418

Education (2) 1261 through 1266

Low Density Single-Family 1112
Residential

Mixed Residential (2) 1140

General Office 1211 through 1213

Natural Resources Extraction 1331, 1332

Institutional 1241 through 1247, 1251 through 1253

Heavy Industrial 1321 through 1325

Other Commercial 1231 through 1234

Open Space/Recreation 1820, 1830, 1840, 1850, 1860, 1870, 1880

Utility Facilities 1431, 1432, 1433, 1435, 1436, 1438

Mobile Homes and Trailer Parks 1131, 1132

Mixed Transportation and Utility 1450, 1460

Floodways and Structures 1434, 1437

Rural Residential 1151, 1152, 1439

Under Construction 1700

Golf Courses 1810

Nurseries and Vineyards 2200, 2300

Maintenance Yards 1440

Urban Vacant 1900
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Military Installations 1271 through 1273

Agriculture 2100, 2110, 2120, 2600

Harbor Facilities 1417, 4401

Animal Husbandry 2400, 2500, 2700

Mixed Commercial and Industrial 1500

Communication Facilities 1420, 1421

Mixed Urban 1600

Marina Facilities 4300

Receiving Waters 4100, 4200, 4400, 4500

(~) Based on Anderson Land Use Level Ill/IV Classification.
(2) Land use monitored

2.2.6 Geology/Soil

The Santa Monica Mountains are in the northwest portion of the
watershed. Soil types for the remaining portions of the watershed are
the following: Altamont Clay Loam, Yolo clay loam, Chino Silt Loam,
Diabio Clay Loam, Hanford Fine Sandy Loam, Hanford Gravelly sandy
Loam, Hanford Silt Loam, Montezuma Clay Adobe, Oakley fine Sand,
Ramona Clay Loam, Ramona Loam, Ramona Sandy Loam, Santa
Monica Mountains, Upper Los Angeles River, Yolo Loam, and Yolo
Sandy Loam (Figure 7).

2.2.7 Significant Ecological Areas

Significant Ecological Areas (SEAs) are defined and delineated in
conjunction with the Land Use and Open Space Elements of the Los
Angeles County General Plan.

.i
An area qualifies for recognition as an SEA if it possesses one or more
of the following features, or classes:

i. Is the habitat of rare, endangered, or threatened plant or animal
species.

ii Represents biotic communities, vegetative associations, or
=’ habitat of plant or animal species that are either one-of-a-kind,

or are restricted in distribution on a regional basis.
iii. Represents biotic communities, vegetative associations, or
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habitat of plant or animal species that are either one-of-a-kind,
or are restricted in distribution in Los Angeles County.

iv Is habitat that at some point in the life cycle of a species or group
of species, serves as a concentrated breeding, feeding, resting,
or migrating grounds, and is limited in availability

v. Represents biotic resources that are of scientific interest
because they are either extreme in physical/geographical
limitations, or they represent an unusual variation in a population
or community.

vi. Is an area important as game species habitat or as fisheries.
vii. Is an area that would provide for the preservaion of relatively

undisturbed examples of the natural biotic communities in Los
Angeles County.

viii. Is a special area, worthy of inclusion, but one which does not fit
any of the other seven criteria.

Los Angeles County Department of Regional Planning (Regional
Planning) is in the process of updating the SEAs coverage. The final
SEAs information will be included in this plan when Regional Planning
has finalized the SEAs coverage.

2.2.8 Threatened and Endangered Species

The watershed supports a variety of threatened and endangered
species according to the California Department of Fish and Game’s
November 2000 California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB). The
CNDDB provides both state and federally listed threatened and
endangered species of plants and animals (Figures 8b and 8a
respectively).

The watershed hosts the following threatened or endangered plants:

¯ Beach Spectaclepod,
¯ Braunton’s Milk-Vetch,
¯ Coastal Dunes Milk-Vetch,
¯ Lyon’s Pentachaeta,
¯ Mexican Flannelbush,
¯ Salt Marsh Bird’s-Beak, and
¯ Ventura Marsh Milk-Vetch.

These plants are scattered throughout the watershed with the Coastal
Dunes Milk-Vetch spread over the largest area in the central portion of
the watershed and the City of Santa Monica. Several parks host the
plant species, Braunton’s Milk-Vetch. Mexican Flannelbush may be
found in the Palos Verdes Golf Club and surrounding area. Salt Marsh
Bird’s-Beak may be found across most of the city of Santa Monica.
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Beach Spectaclepod may be found along the coastline of Manhattan
Beach, Hermosa Beach, El Segundo, Marina Del Rey, and Santa
Monica. Ventura Marsh Milk-Vetch may be found in portions of Marina
Del Rey and the City of Los Angeles.

The watershed hosts the following threatened or endangered animals:

¯ Belding’s Savannah Sparrow,
¯ California Black Rail,
¯ California Least Tern,
¯ Coastal California Gnatcatcher,
¯ El Segundo Blue Butterfly,
¯ Palos Verdes Blue Butterfly,
¯ Steelhead-Southern California ESU,
¯ . Western Snowy Plover

These animals are predominantly found along the watershed’s coastline.
The Belding’s Savannah Sparrow, California Black Rail, California
Least Tern, Coastal California Gnatcatcher and the Western Snowy
Plover are the five endangered or threatened birds that inhabit the
watershed. Belding’s Savannah Sparrow may be found in the City of
Santa Monica as well as the central portion of the watershed. The
California Black Rail and the Westem Snowy Plover may be foundalong
part of Dockweiler State Beach. The California Least Tern may be
found occupying a small area just south of Marina Del Rey’s channel
entrance. The Coastal Califomia Gnatcatcher species may be found in
the central portion of the watershed as well as scattered throughout the
southern portion of the watershed.

Three other animal species inhabit the watershed. El Segundo Blue
Butterfly may be found in the vicinity of the Los Angeles airport and the
Palos Verdes Blue Butterfly may be found scattered throughout the
southern portion of the watershed. The Pacific Pocket Mouse, may be
found in the coastal region from Marina Del Rey to Manhattan Beach as
well as the coastal region in Fledondo Beach. The Steelhead Southern-
California ESU may be found near the southern tip of the watershed.

2.2.9 Sub-Drainage Areas

The watershed has five dominant drainage areas, which have been
previously identified in the Santa Monica Bay Restoration Plan.

1) Pico Kenter Drainage Area (including the area known as Pacific
Palisades)

This drainage area encompasses approximately 42 square miles
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and extends from the border with Castellammare, Pacific Palisades
and the Santa Monica Canyon drainage areas in the north to the
Ballona Creek drainage area in the south. The Pico Kenter Drain
services the central and southern portions of the city of Santa
Monica, extending northward into Brentwood. Two smaller drains
service the northern portion of the city (along Montana Avenue and
Wilshire Boulevard). The extreme southern portion of the city and the
Venice area of Los Angeles are also serviced by two smaller drains
(along Rose Avenue and Abbot Kinney Boulevard). Other small,
local drains may be present.

2) Ballona Creek Drainage Area

Ballona Creek has the largest drainage area of approximately 130
square miles and effectively bisects the watershed, with the
Pico-Kenter drainage area to the north and the remaining areas to
the south.

3) South Bay/El Segundo Drainage Area

This 12 square mile area begins to the south of Ballona Creek, and
extends southward to the city border of El Segundo and Manhattan
Beach. Inland, this drainage area generally ends at Sepulveda
Boulevard, areas to the east drain to the Dominguez Channel. There
are four major outfalls in this area, serving Playa Del Rey, LA
International Airport, a portion of Westchester and the western
portion of El Segundo.

4) Manhattan/Hermosa/Redondo Beach drainage area

This drainage area covers approximately 12 square miles and
generally follows the political boundaries of the cities of Manhattan
Beach, Hermosa Bea(~h and Redondo Beach, and includes small
portions of Torrance and possibly the southern portion of Lawndale.
The main outfall in this area is the Herondo Drain, but the area is
served by numerous smaller drains that discharge directly to the
beach.

5) Palos Verdes Peninsula Drainage Area

The Palos Verdes peninsula forms the southern end of the
watershed. This area is unique as it is essentially a hilly area with
short segments of storm drains flowing to the ocean. This drainage
area is approximately 16 square miles.
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2.3 Quality of Stormwater Runoff

2.3.1 Monitoring Activities

To characterize the quality of stormwater runoff in Los Angeles County,
sampling of large area mass emissions sites has been performed under
the 1990 and 1996 NPDES permits.

2.3.1.1 Monitoring Station Location

Los Angeles County Department of Public Works (LACDPW)
has been monitoring four major drainage areas near their
outfalls to the ocean. The following mass emission monitoring
stations installed under the original 1990 Permit were retained
under the 1996 Permit: the Los Angeles River Monitoring
Station, the San Gabriel River Monitoring Station, the Ballona
Creek Monitoring Station, and the Malibu Creek Monitoring
Station.

The Ballona Creek Monitoring Station is located at the existing
stream gage station (Stream Gage No. F38C-R) between
Sawtelle Boulevard and Sepulveda Boulevard in the City of Los
Angeles. At this location, which was chosen to avoid tidal
influences, the upstream tributary watershed of Ballona Creek
is 88.8 square miles. The entire watershed is 127.1 square
miles. At the gauging station, Ballona Creek is a concrete
lined trapezoidal channel.

2.3.1.2 Stormwater Sample Collection Methods

Grab and composite sample collection methods, defined
below, are used to collect samples.

¯ Grab Sample- a discrete, individual sample taken within a
short period of time. This method is used to collect
samples for constituents that have very short holding times
and specific collection or preservation needs. For
example, samples for coliforms are taken directly into a
sterile container to avoid non-resident bacterial
contamination.

¯ Composite Sample- a mixed orcombined sample created
by combining a series of discrete samples (aliquots) of
specific volume. Composite sampling is ideally conducted
over the duration of the storm event.

Flow composite storm samples are obtained using an
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automated sampler to collect samples at flow-paced intervals.
Samples collected at each station are combined in the
laboratory to create a single flow-weighted sample for analysis.

2.3.2 Comparison of Mass Emissions Concentrations to the Ocean Plan,
Basin Plan, and California Toxics Rule

It should be noted that except for bacteria indicators, there are no
numerical water quality standards that apply to stormwater or nonpoint
source pollution. Current federal and state numerical standards apply
only to point source pollution, such as sanitary sewage, industrial and
point source discharges to the ocean and other water bodies. Water
quality standards described in the 1995 Los Angeles Region Basin Plan

_! or the 1997 California Ocean Plan do not apply to stormwater runoff. An
exceedance of values should not indicate violation nor noncompliance
with the plans. Furthermore, the sampling results used to produce
Tables 4 and 5 (see Appendix) are detected values before dilution, a
factor allowed by the Ocean Plan.

Both the annual mean and median of the analyses of some 209
constituents sampled were compared to the water quality objectives
outlined in the California Ocean Plan, the Los Angeles Basin Plan, and
the California Toxics Rule. For stormwater bacteria indicators, the log
mean of the Most Probable Number per 100 ml was compared to the
objectives of AB411.

Table 4 shows constituents whose annual mean or median virtually
exceeded the water quality objectives described above. Eleven

] chemical constituents were identified as constituents of concem from the
comparison. For bacteria indicators, the log mean of the Most Probable
Number per 100 ml was compared to the objectives of AB411. Total
coliform and fecal colifo.rm, and enterococcus are included due to their
exceedance of AB411.

2.3.3 Long-term Trend Analysis                       R0000087

| A long-term trend analysis was performed for the fourteen water quality
constituents selected through the screening procedure over the period
from 1994 to 2000. The constituents analyzed include: total coliform,
fecal coliform, fecal enterococcus, turbidity, total aluminum, dissolved
copper, total copper, dissolved lead, total lead, total mercury, dissolved
nickel, dissolved zinc, total zinc and bis(2-ethylhexyl)phthalate. Table 5
shows a summary of statistical analysis results of water quality data
collected from the Ballona Creek Monitoring Station.

Tables 4 and 5 show that the bacteria indicator standards for total and
fecal coliform were exceeded for every year. The tables also show that
1997-1998, the El Nitro season, contributed the most virtual
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exceedances (Twelve constituents exceeded the water quality
objectives). It should be noted that there were no virtual exceedances
by nutrients (compounds of nitrogen and phosphorus) of the three water
quality objectives. The following represents a summary of water quality
trends:

Total Coliform
High fluctuation of total coliform counts is noted over the monitoring
period. All data during the entire monitoring period has exceeded the
Basin Plan, Ocean Plan and AB 411 objective limits.

Fecal Coliform
Counts of fecal coliform fluctuate in a horizontal pattern, exceeding the
Basin Plan, Ocean Plan and AB 411 objective limits throughout the
entire monitoring period.

Fecal Enterococcus
The data exhibit an increasing trend for the first two storm seasons and
a decreasing trend thereafter. It should be noted that not enough data
was available for the statistical analysis between the 1996-1997 and
1997-1998 storm seasons.

Turbidity
The highest median concentration occurred in the 1997-1998 storm
season which exceeded the Ocean Plan water quality objective;
however, this appeared to be only temporary and median concentrations
again plunged below the objective limit for the remaining monitoring
period.

Total Aluminum
The highest median concentration occurred in the 1997-1998 storm
season which exceeded the Basin Plan water quality objective; however,
median concentrations dropped below the objective limit for the
remaining monitoring period.

Dissolved Coooer
Both mean and median concentrations exceeded the California Toxics
Rule objective limit for the last three storm seasons. These
concentrations have sharply decreased during this time period.

Total Coooer
A peak median concentration was observed in the 1997-1998 storm
season. Significant reduction in total copper concentrations is noted
between the 1998-1999 and 1999-2000 storm seasons; however, both
mean and median concentrations still exceed the Ocean Plan objective
limit.

R0000088
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Dissolved Lead
Both mean and median concentrations exceeded the California Toxics
Rule objective limits in the 1997-1998 storm season. Not enough data
was available for the analysis during the rest of the monitoring period.

Total Lead
The data shows that median concentrations generally complied with the
Ocean Plan objective limit, except for the 1997-1998 storm season’s
median concentration which exceeded the objective limit.

Total Mercury
Both mean and median concentrations exceeded the Ocean Plan and
Basin Plan objective limits in the 1996-1997 storm season. Not enough
data was available over the rest of the monitoring period for statistical
analysis.

Dissolved Nickel
The median concentrations stayed constant below the Califomia Toxics
Rule objective limits between the 1996-1997 and 1997-1998 storm
seasons. Not enough data was available over the rest of the monitoring
period for the statistical analysis.

Dissolved Zinc
Dissolved zinc concentrations generally complied with the California
Toxics Rule objective limits, except the mean concentration that was
observed in the 1997-1998 storm season.

Total Zinc
Both mean and median concentrations of total zinc exceeded the Ocean
Plan objective limit from the 1996-1997 storm season to the 1998-1999
storm season. No trend was observed during the monitoring period.

Bis(2-ethylhexyl)phthalate
Both mean and median concentrations exceeded the Ocean Plan
objective limit from the 1996-1997 storm season to the 1998-1999
storm season. Not enough data was available for the analysis during the
rest of the monitoring period.

2.3.4 Santa Monica Bay Receiving Water Impact Study

The Santa Monica Bay Receiving Waters Impact Study concludes that
zinc was the most important toxic constituent identified in Santa Monica
Bay stormwater, even though zinc concentrations in the toxic portion of
the discharge plume were typically below laboratory toxicity levels.
Copper and other unidentified constituents may also be responsible for
some of the toxicity measured in Santa Monica Bay. The measured
concentrations of zinc and copper in Ballona Creek stormwater were
¯ estimated to account for 5% - 44% of the.observed toxicity. Sediments
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offshore of Ballona Creek generally had higher concentrations of urban
contaminants, including common stormwater constituents, such as lead
and zinc. Virtually every stormwater sample tested in the study was toxic
to sea urchin fertilization.

2.4 Significant Stormwater Issues Within the WMA

A modified list of significant stormwater issues within the WMA identified in the
Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board’s (Regional Board)
Watershed Management Initiative Chapter is as follows:

¯ Trash loading from creek (Trash Total Maximum Daily Load, TMDL),
¯ Sediment contamination by heavy metals from creek to Marina del Rey

Harbor and offshore,
¯ Toxicity of both dry weather and storm runoff in creek,
¯ High bacterial indicators at mouth of creek (TMDL), and
¯ Currently scheduled TMDLs for the next 6-years are: trash, Nutrients,

Coliform, Metals, and Chlorpyrifos.

3.0 Watershed Management Plan

3.1 Source Control Strategies

3.1.1 Non-structural Controls - regulatory policies/programs to minimize
threats to stormwater and urban runoff quality.

Permittees within this WMA have adopted the SQMP, jointly developed
under the 1996 NPDES Permit, in its entirety as effective and
comprehensive procedures for controlling pollution runoff. The
Permittees within this WMA are implementing all applicable
requirements of the SQMP. Through the extensive effort to meet all the
Permit requirements, the Permittees within this WMA have made
significant progress in reducing urban runoff pollution. The Permittees
within this WMA anticipate further success as SQMP requirements are
carried forward and reinforced in future years, The SQMP serves as
guidance and requirements under this WMAP.

LACDPW has updated the Development Planning and Public Agency
Activities Model Program of the SQMP to reflect the recent approval of
a Standard Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plan (SUSMP) requirements.
An executive summary of the SQMP has also been added to the
beginning of each individual model program of the SQMP. Additional
revisions to all model programs will be made following the adoption of
the 2001 NPDES Permit. "

R0000090
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Under the 2001 NPDES permit, the Permittees within this WMA
anticipate that additional efforts will be focused on controlling trash,
nutrients, coliform, metals, and Chlorpyrifos. The Permittees within this
WMA anticipate working with the Regional Board staff to develop and
implement a plan for the TMDLs to monitor and control these pollutants
to the maximum extent practicable.

3.1.2 Structural Controls - any existing and proposed potential projects to
reduce/minimize pollutants of stormwater and urban runoff.

Table 3. Improvement Projects for Stormwater and Urban Runoff

Permittee Projects:

Bevedy Hills Current projects:
Installed a filter in one of their catch basins on the
southeast comer of Palm Avenue in December of
1999
Installed inserts in 3 catch basin which separately
located on Palm Drive, Gale Drive, and Schuyler
Road

¯ Continue testing new BMPs as they are developed.

Caltrans       Future/Proposed Proiects:
¯ Designed a Mulit-Chambered Treatment Train at their

Metro Maintenance Station.

R0000091
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LACDPW Current projects:
¯ Installed a debris net in the Ballona Creek in 1993.

The net is located downstream of Lincoln Avenue in
the Playa Del Rey area. The amount of debris it
captures is dependant on the size of the first flush.
From 1997-1998 the net captured 180 cubic yards
and from 1998-1999 it captured 25 cubic yards. The
county has recently purchased a conveyer that will
collect and lift the debris into a truck.
Installed four low flow diversions in the Watershed in
the year 2000. They are located at Ashland Avenue
in City of Santa Monica, Herondo Street in City of
Redondo Beach, Brooks Avenue and Pershing Drive
in City of Los Angeles. Residual flows of 25
gallons/minute.

¯ Installed a Stormceptor in a County Road
Maintenance Field Facility located in Westchester,
but no measurements have been taken to determine
the amount of debris it has collected.

Future/Proposed Projects:
¯      Received funds for the construction of a Continuous

Deflection Separator (CDS).
¯ Received funds from an MTA grant to install 200

catch basin screens.
¯ Los Angeles County Beaches and Harbors plans to

install a trash separator (CDS unit) in Marina Del
Rey on Fiji Way.

¯ Plan on installing catch basin inserts in all
maintenance yards’ catch basins, catch basin debris
excluders in selected catch basins, and in-line storm
water clean-up devices in selected storm drains.

¯ Investigate the construction of permanent roof cover
for existing and new material storage areas and fuel
dispensing islands in some of their field facilities.

Hermosa Current proiects:
Beach ¯ Received Prop. A fund to install a CDS and 40 catch

basin inserts.
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City of L.A.     Current projects:

Grated Drop Catch Basin inlet with filter, NW corner
of Union Ave. and 11t" St., installed in June 99 and
8461 Vermont Ave., May 96.
Catch Basin inlet with filter, SE comer of 6t~ and
Bixel St., installed in August 99.
Catch Basin inlet with filter, NE comer of 20t" St. and
Maple Ave., June 99.
Catch Basirt Inlet ~ liner Grated, 1700 Wilshire
Blvd. across Little St., June 99.
Infiltration Basin, 8461 Vermont Ave., May 96 and
800 N. Venice Blvd., May 99.
San Filter, SE comer of Pico Blvd. & Midvale, June
93.
Oil and water separators, 300 N. Venice Blvd., May
99.

, Low Flow Diversion, Thornton Ave., October 99.
¯ BMP house, 1828 50t" St., August 98.
¯ Catch basin screens, Convention Center & Vermont

Ave., July 00.
Future/Proposed Projects:
¯ Trash separators - 3 locations
¯ Oil & water separators - 3 locations
¯ Catch basin inlets - 6 locations
- Low-flow diversion - 4 locations
- Urban runoff reclamation facility - 1 location
¯ Catch basin filters - along the Venice canals

Manhattan Current proiects:
Beach - Installed two CDS units, one at City Yard on Bell

Avenue and one at the El Porto Parking Lot.
¯ Received funding from Proposition 13 to install

¯ another CDS unit in Polliwog Park. Within the next
month the city plans to install ten catch basin
inserts in their coastal area.

Rancho Palos Current proiects:
Verdes ,, Received Prop. A fund to install 24 catch basin

inserts.

Santa Monica Current proiects:
¯ Installed 485 catch basin inlet screens and filters

and 5 storm treatment systems at Bergamot Station
and Beach facility.
Installed 3 CDS units - City yards, Pier & Pico
Kenter Storm Drains.

¯ Constructed the first urban runoff recycling facility in
the Country.
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3.2 Recommended Studies

Over the next five years, the Permittees within this WMA anticipate providing
guidance on the scope of work for any studies related to receiving water
impacts. In particular, the Permittees within this WMA anticipate that future
studies may address the following issues:

i. The removal efficiency vs. cost comparison for all adopted Performance
Standards to assist in effectively focusing resources.

ii The pollutant removal efficiencies of all structural devices required for
new development to assist in properly sizing devices and in excluding
ineffective ones.

iii. An evaluation of the current vs. "natural state" of the Ballona Creek’s
sediment loading, sediment discharge periods, sediment gradation, and
environmental impact taking into account factors such as paved areas
and riparian corridor restriction.

iv. Investigate regional solutions to address stormwater quality (i.e. use of
Spreading Grounds, Retention Basins, and other similar activities).

v. Studies that evaluate the actual impact of pollutants, and pollutant levels,
on the beneficial uses of receiving waters.

3.3 Funding Resources

A variety of different grant funding sources are available to assist in
implementing the NPDES permit requirements. They can generally be
categorized into specific grant programs and on-going grant programs, or
legislative appropriations.

3.3.1 Specific Grant Programs

These are usually bond issues or legislative funded programs
administered by state, local agencies or conservancies. The most
recent of these is Proposition 13. The majority of funds not specifically
identified and budgeted by the state are being administered through
competitive grant programs by the following state agencies:

State Water Resources (~ontrol Board. The State Board is in tum
delegating certain responsibilities to the Regional Boards. For
more information, please see their website,

¯ -~ http://www.swrcb.ca.gov/~ro~l 3/index.html
ii Re~0urces Agency. This large "umbrella" state agency has either

assigned or had appropriated/designated certain funding to the
vadous departments, boards and commissions, conservancies,
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and special programs. This agency has just recently been
legislatively charged with the responsibility to develop a
comprehensive listing of the available funding sources, including
federal, state, local, and private, for water quality improvements.
It is to be posted on the internet by November 1,2002. For more
information, see their website, http://ceres.ca.g0v/cra

iii Department of Water Resources. This Department within the
Resources Agency has funding available for water replenishment
projects. For more information, please see their website.
http://wwwdwr.water.ca.gov/WaterBond2000

3.3.2 On-Going Grant Programs

The state agencies noted above also have on-going grant
programs. Their websites are excellent information sources.

ii Federal Government. There are many funding sources for water
quality improvements. The sources are too numerous to list,
however there is an excellent website at the Federal EPA that
lists the federal and other sources. The site is:
http://www.epa.gov/OWOW/watershed/wacademy/fund.html

3.3.3 Legislative Appropriations.

Local jurisdictions can also work with stakeholders (Table 6) and
elected representatives to pass legislation that funds water quality
improvements. This can be done at both the local and national levels.
Bond issues are another local and state method to fund improvements.
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Table 4. Comparison of Annual Mean and Median Concentrations to Objectives

Guiclelines and StanOarcls Ballona Creek

Class ConstRuent    DL    Units                                      California    California
OceanPlan~ BasinPlan~ AB411 ToxicsRule ToxicsRule 1994- 1995- 1996- 1997- 1998- 1999-

(fresl~water)~ (saltwater)° 95 96 97 98 99 2000 Total

Tote~ RlmflJt ~n I                                                                                                        14.76    ^    11.18 28.26 9.48 10.59
10,000

TotaJ Coldon’n 20 MPN/10Oml 1000= 70 tnSt ~’~t~leOg$) X X X X X X 6
4OO

Fec~ Co~form 20 MPN/10Oml 200= 200 Instantaneous) X X X X X X 6

Fa~a~ Entarococcus 20 MPN/100~I 24= 104 X X X X 4

Tu ~o~dity 0t NTU 75=
- X X 2

Total Aluminum 100 rno/I 1000 -

D~SSoiveci Copper 5 rng/1 9 3.1 _ X X X      3

Total Copper 5 n’~ 12°
- X X X !1 3

~D~sso~v~:l Leaa 5 n~ 2.5 8.1 - X

Total Lead 5 ~ 8=
X X 2

Total Memu~ 1 ~ 0.16" 2 X

~isso~ve~ Nicke~ 5 ~ 52 8.2
I X t

:~sso~v~O Zinc 50 ~ t20 61 i x 1

total Z~nc 50 ~ 80°
X i X x 3

~isl2.eth~lt~axyl~phth a~ate    1
~ 3.5~

X X X 3

total 3 3     6 i 12 8 5 I 37
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Table 5. Summary of Statistical Analysis Results of Water Quality Data

Oldlona Creek
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1.0 Watershed Management Area Plan Overview

In compliance with the 1996 municipal stormwater National Pollutant Discharge
Elimination System (NPDES) permit (Order No. 96-054), Los Angeles County
(Principal Permittee) is required to develop a Watershed Management Area Plan
(WMAP) for each Watershed Management Area (WMA) in coordination with the cities
(Permittees) in each WMA. The WMAP consists of the following: a description of
each watershed’s characteristics; the Stormwater Quality Management Plan (SQMP),
formally known as the five Model Programs (see Appendix); quality of stormwater
runoff analyses; identified projects to improve quality of stormwater and urban runoff;
and available funding resources.

2.0 Watershed Characteristics

2.1 Watershed Area

The Dominguez Channel Watershed is comprised of approximately 110 square
miles of land in the southern portion of Los Angeles County. Ninety-Six percent
of its total area is developed and the overall watershed land use is
predominantly transportation. Tributaries to the Dominguez Channel include
several storm drains and minor channels. The Channel empties into the East
Basin of’ Los Angeles Harbor (Figure 1 ).

In accordance with the NPDES Permit, the County of Los Angeles is divided
into six WMAs. The Permittees within the Dominguez Channel/Los Angeles
Harbor WMA, as listed in the Permit, are as follows:

Carson
Gardena
Hawthorne
Inglewood
Lawndale
Lomita
Los Angeles
Los Angeles County
Torrance

There are other Permittees that may drain to this watershed, but are not formally
listed as Permittees in this WMA.
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2.2 Natural Characteristics

2.2.1 Topography

Figure 3 shows the watershed’s contour lines at 50-foot increments. The
southwestern portions of the watershed display the highest elevations.

2.2.2 Climate

The mean annual precipitation in the watershed is approximately 13.71
inches. Although large year-to-year variations are common, most rainfall
events are associated with winter cold fronts. These winter fronts
typically occur during the wet season (October 15 to April 15). The
remainder of the year from April 16 to October 14, the dry season, has
significantly lower precipitation.

2.2.3 Hydrology

This watershed has the highest impervious value at 62 percent.

2.2.4 Flow Characteristics

2.2.4.1 Flow Direction

Runoff in the watershed flows in a generally southeasterly
direction in storm channels all of which ultimately drain into
the Pacific Ocean in San Pedro area (Figure 2).

2.2.4.2 Sub-Basins

The sub-basins delineated in Figure 2 show hydrological
areas and where they drain. They are based on the contour
lines in Figure 3.

2.2.5 Land Use

The principal land use in this watershed is residential covering about
50%. Below is a break down of land use distribution in this watershed
(Figure 5).
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Table 1. Land Use Distribution

Land Use Category Percent by Area

Vacant 4.18

Transportation 21.57

High-Density Single-Family Residential 45.73
(HDSFR)

Light Industrial 6.43

Multiple-Family Residential 2.64

Retail/Commercial 2.95

Education 1.59

Mixed Residential 2.43

All Other 12.48

The Los Angeles County ~and use monitoring program under the 1996
NPDES permit is a result of a site selection study entitled Evaluation of
Land Use Monitoring Stations (Woodward-Clyde and Psomas and
Associates, 1996). This study identified the most significant land use
categories within the permit area regarding stormwater quality. The
selection study yielded eight land use monitoring stations. These eight
land use monitoring stations represent over 86% of all the land uses
within the permit area. These stations monitor flow and have automated
samplers to collect flow-weighted composite stormwater samples during
storm events. The 34 categories shown in Table 2 cover 100% of the
land uses in the County.

Figure 5 depicts the eight land use categories currently monitored with
their respective percent by area within the watershed. The remaining
land use categories are summarized as "All Other" in Table 1.

Table 2. Land Use Categories

Land Use Category Inclusive SCAG Land
Use Codes (1)

High Density Single Family Residential (2) 1111

Light Industrial (2) 1311 through 1315, 1340

Dominguez Channel/L.A. Harbor
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Vacant (2) 3100, 3200, 3300, 3400

Retail/Commercial (2) 1221 through 1224

Multiple Family Residential (2) 1121 through 1125

Transportation (2) 1411 through 1416, 1418

Education (2) 1261 through 1266

Low Density Single Family Residential 1112

Mixed Residential (2) 1140

General Office 1211 through 1213

Natural Resources Extraction 1331, 1332

Institutional 1241 through 1247, 1251
through 1253

Heavy Industrial 1321 through 1325

Other Commercial 1231 through 1234

Open Space/Recreation 1820, 1830, 1840, 1850, 1860,
1870, 1880

Utility Facilities 1431, 1432, 1433, 1435, 1436,
1438

Mobile Homes and Trailer Parks 1131, 1132

Mixed Transportation and Utility 1450, 1460

Floodways and Structures 1434, 1437

Rural Residential 1151, 1 ! 52, 1439

Under Construction 1700

Golf Courses 1810

Nurseries and Vineyards 2200, 2300

Maintenance Yards 1440

Urban Vacant 1900

Military Installations 1271 through 1273

Agriculture 2100, 2110, 2120, 2600

Harbor Facilities 1417, 4401

Animal Husbandry 2400, 2500, 2700

Mixed Commercial and Industrial 1500

Communication Facilities 1420, 1421

Dormnguez Channel/L.A. Harbor
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Mixed Urban 1600

Marina Facilities 4300

. Receiving Waters 4100, 4200, 4400, 4500

(1) Based on Anderson Land Use Level Ill/IV Classification.

12) Land use monitored

2.2.6 Geology/Soil

Soil classifications vary throughout the watershed (Figure 6). The soil
types include Altatamont Clay Loam, Chino Silt Loam, Diablo Clay
Loam, Hanford Fine Sandy Loam, Montezuma Clay Adobe, Oakley Fine
Sand, Ramona Clay Loam, Ramona Loam, Ramona Sandy Loam,
Tujunga Fine Sandy Loam, Yolo Loam, Yolo Sandy Loam.

2.2.7 Significant Ecological Areas

Significant Ecological Areas (SEAs) are defined and delineated in
conjunction with the Land Use and Open Space Elements of the Los
Angeles County General Plan.

An area qualifies for recognition as an SEA if it possesses one or more
of the following features, or classes:

i. Is the habitat of rare, endangered, or threatened plant or animal
- species.

ii. Represents biotic communities, vegetative associations, or
habitat of plant or animal species that are either one-of-a-kind,
or are restricted in distribution on a regional basis.

iii. Represents biotic communities, vegetative associations, or
habitat of plant or animal species that are either one-of-a-kind,
or are restricted in distribution in Los Angeles County.

iv. Is habitat that at some point in the life cycle of a species or group
t of species, serves as a concentrated breeding, feeding, resting,

or migrating grounds, and is limited in availability.
v. Represents biotic resources that are of scientific interest

because they are either extreme in physical/geographical
limitations, or they represent an unusual variation in a population
or community.

vi. Is an area important as game species habitat or as fisheries.
vii. Is an area that would provide for the preservaion of relatively

undisturbed examples of the natural biotic communities in Los
Angeles County.

viii. Is a special area, worthy of inclusion, but one which does not fit
Dominguez Channei/L.A. Harbor
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any of the other seven criteria.

Los Angeles County Department of Regional Planning (Regional
¯                        Planning) is in the process of updating the SEAs coverage. The final

SEAs information will be included in this plan when Regional Planning
has finalized the SEAs coverage.

2.2.8 Threatened and Endangered Species

The watershed supports a variety of threatened ~.nd endangered
species according to the California Department of Fish and Game’s
November 2000 California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB). The
CNDDB provides both state and federally listed threatened and
endangered species of plants and animals (Figure 7b and 7a,
respectively).

The watershed hosts the following threatened or endangered plants:

¯ California Orcutt Grass,
¯ Coastal Dunes Milk-Vetch,
¯ Lyon’s Pentachaeta, and
¯ Mexican Flannelbush.

These plants are scattered throughout the watershed. The plant
population that is spread out over the largest area in the watershed is
the Coastal Dunes Milk-Vetch. This plant may be found in the north
portion of the watershed. California Orcutt Grass is found over most of
Gardena. Mexican Flannelbush partially surrounds Palos Verdes Tennis
Club. Point Fermin and Angel’s Park, located in the southernmost
portion of the watershed, may host Lyon’s Pentachaeta.

The watershed hosts the following threatened or endangered animals:
¯ California Least Tern,
¯ Coastal California Gnatcatcher,
¯ Mohave Tui Chub,
¯ Pacific Pocket Mouse, and
¯ Palos Verdes Blue Butterfly.

The California Least Tern may be found in the Harbor Regional Park
Golf Course. The second bird, the Coastal California Gnatcatcher may
be found in and around the South Coast Park and the Naval
Reservation. Another species, the Mohave Tui Chub, may be found in
the South Coast Botanic Garden’s water body. The Pacific Pocket
Mouse may be found in an area west of Dominguez Channel and South
of Sepulveda Boulevard. The Palos Verdes Blue Butterfly may be found
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in the Angels Gate Park and the Naval Reservation.

2.3 Significant Stormwater Issues Within the WMA

A modified list of significant stormwater issues within this WMA identified in the
Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board’s (Regional Board)
Watershed Management Initiative Chapter, is as follows:

¯ Historical deposits of pesticide dichlro-diphenyl-trichloroethane (DDT)
and polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs) in sediment,

¯ Discharges from Publicly Operated Treatment Works (POTW) &
refineries,

¯ Spills from ships and industrial facilities,
¯ stormwater runoff, and
¯ Currently scheduled Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) for the next 6-

years is coliform.

3.0 Watershed Management Plan

3.1 Source Control Strategies

3.1.1 Non-structural Controls - regulatory policies/programs to minimize
threats to stormwater and urban runoff quality.

Permittees within this WMA have adopted the SQMP, jointly developed
under the 1996 NPDES Permit, in its entirety as effective and
comprehensive procedures for controlling pollution runoff. The
Permittees within this WMA are implementing all applicable
requirements of the SQMP. Through the extensive effort to meet all the
Permit requirements, the Permittees within this WMA have made
significant progress in reducing urban runoff pollution. The Permittees
within this WMA anticipate further success as SQMP requirements are
carried forward and reinforced in future years. The SQMP serves as
guidance and requirements under this WMAP.

LACDPW has updated the Development Planning and Public Agency
Activities Model Program of the SQMP to reflect the recent approval of
a Standard Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plan (SUSMP) requirements.
An executive summary of the SQMP has also been added to the
beginning of each individual model program of the SQMP.

Under the next NPDES permit, the Permittees within this WMA
anticipate that additional efforts will be focused on controlling coliform.
The Permittees within this WMA anticipate working with Regional Board
staff to develop and implement a plan for the TMDL to monitor and
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control coliform to the maximum extent practicable.

3.1.2 Structural Controls any existing and proposed projects to
¯ reduce/minimize pollutants of stormwater and urban runoff.

Table 3. Improvement Projects for Stormwater and Urban Runoff

Permittees Projects:

LACDPW     FuturetProoosed Projects:
¯    Install catch basin inserts in all maintenance yards’ catch

basins, Catch Basin Debris Excluders in selected catch
basins, and in-line storm water clean-up devices in

- selected storm drains.
¯ Investigate the construction of permanent roof cover for

existing and new material storage areas and fuel
dispensing islands in some of their field facilities.

City of L.A.    Current projects:
¯ The Port of Los Angeles installed a catch basin inlet with

filter on Palos Verdes Street in San Pedro in June of
1998.

¯ The Bureau of Sanitation built a Vortechnics, Inc. system
at the Harbor Refuse Yard to capture and treat
stormwater runoff.

Torrance ¯ Madrona Mash enhancement and restoration projects:
Install Catch Basin Excluders in selected catch basins;
Construct a strip berm at the northwest of the preserve to

_ prevent trash from entering the preserve; and Reconstruct
a portion of Madrona Ave. in order to increase the level
and quantity of water retained.
Torrance Beach Water Quality Improvement Project -
install a device to address beach parking lot runoff water
quality.

¯ Capacity and effluent discharge water quality
improvements and enhancements projects for El Dorado
Basin, Mobil Oil Basin, Pioneer Basin, Amie Basin, Doris

1
Basin, Entradero Basin, and Henrietta Basin.

3.2 Recommended Studies

Over the next five years, the Permittees within this WMA anticipate
providing guidance on the scope of work for any studies related to
receiving water impacts. In particular, the Permittees within this WMA

_ anticipate that future studies may address the following issues:

The removal efficiency vs. cost comparison for all adopted
Performance Standards to assist in effectively focusing
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resources,
ii The pollutant removal efficiencies of all structural devices

required for new development to assist in properly sizing devices
and in excluding ineffective ones,

iii    An evaluation of the current vs. "natural state" of the Dominguez
Channel’s sediment loading, sediment discharge periods,
sediment gradation, and environmental impact taking into
account factors such as paved areas and riparian corridor
restriction,

iv Investigate regional solutions to address stormwater quality (i.e.
use of spreading grounds, retention basins, and other similar
activities), and

v Studies that evaluate the actual impact of pollutants, and pollutant
levels, on the beneficial uses of receiving waters.

3.3 Funding Resources

A variety of different grant funding sources are available to assist in
implementing the NPDES permit requirements. They can generally be
categorized into specific grant programs and on-going grant programs, or
legislative appropriations.

3.3.1 Specific Grant Programs

These are usually bond issues or legislative funded programs
administered by state, local agencies or conservancies. The most
recent of these is Proposition 13. The majority of funds not specifically
identified and budgeted by the state are being administered through
competitive grant programs by the following state agencies:

i. State Water Resources (~ontrol Board. The State Board is in turn
delegating certain responsibilities to the Regional Boards. For
more information, please see their website,
http://www.swrcb.ca.gov/propl$/index.html

ii. Resources Agency. This large"umbrella" state agency has either
assigned or had appropriated/designated certain funding to the
various departments, boards and commissions, conservancies,
and special programs. This agency has just recently been
legislatively charged with the responsibility to develop a
comprehensive listing of the available funding sources, including
federal, state, local, and private, for water quality improvements.
It is to be posted on the internet by November 1,2002. For more
information, see their website, http://ceres.ca.gov/cra

iii. Deoartment of Water Resources. This Department within the
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Resources Agency has funding available for water replenishment
projects. For more information, please see their website,
http://wwwdwr.water.ca.gov/WaterBond2000

3.3.2 On-Going Grant Programs

i. The state agencies noted above also have on-going grant
programs. Their websites are excellent information sources.

ii. Federal Government. There are many funding sources for
water quality improvements. The sources are too numerous to
list, however there is an excellent website at the Federal EPA
that lists the federal and other sources. The site is:
http://www.epa.gov/OWOW/watershed/wacademy/fu nd. html

3.3.3 Legislative Appropriations

Local jurisdictions can also work with stakeholders (Table 4) and
elected representatives to pass legislation that funds water quality
improvements. This can be done at both the local and national levels.
Bond issues are another local and state method to fund improvements.
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1.0 Watershed Management Area Plan Overview

In compliance with the 1996 municipal stormwater National Pollutant Discharge
Elimination System (NPDES) permit (Order No, 96-054), Los Angeles County
/Principal Permittee) is required to develop a Watershed Management Area Plan
/WMAP) for each Watershed Management Area (WMA) in coordination with the cities
(Permittees) in each WMA. The WMAP consists of the following: a description of
each watershed’s characteristics; the Stormwater Quality Management Plan (SQMP),
formally known as the five Model Programs (see Appendix); quality of stormwater
runoff analyses; identified projects to improve quality of stormwater and urban runoff;
and available funding resources.

2.0 Watershed Characteristics

2.1 Watershed Area

The Los Angeles River Watershed is centrally located in Los Angeles County
(Figure 1). It is bound by the San Gabriel Mountains to the east, the Santa
Susanna Mountains to the north, Santa Monica Mountains to the west, and
Pacific Ocean to the south. The watershed is comprised of approximately 834
square miles of land with 60% of its total area developed. The overall
imperviousness of the tributary watershed is 35%. The watershed drains into
the Los Angeles River from the Santa Susanna Mountains to the Pacific Ocean.
The major tributaries to the Los Angeles River include Pacoima Wash, Tujunga
Wash, Burbank-Western Channel, Verdugo Wash, Sycamore Channel, Arroyo
Seco Wash, Rio Hondo Channel, Compton Creek, and numerous other storm
drains (Figure 4).

In accordance with the 1996 NPDES Permit, the County of Los Angeles is
divided into six WMAs. The Permittees within the Los Angeles River WMA, as
listed in the Permit, are as follows:

Alhambra
Arcadia
Bell
Bell Gardens
Burbank
Commerce
Compton
Cudahy
El Monte
Glendale
Hidden Hills
Huntington Park
La Canada Flintridge
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’~ Long Beach*
¯ Los Angeles

Los Angeles County
Lynwood
Maywood
Montebello
Monterey Park
Paramount
Pasadena
Rosemead
San Fernando
San Gabriel
San Marino
Sierra Madre
Signal Hill
South Gate
South Pasadena
Temple City
Vernon

"Note: As of June 30, 1999, the City of Long Beach has its own NPDES permit for
municipal storm water and urban runoff discharges.

There are other Permittees which may drain to this watershed, but are not
formally listed as Permittees in this WMA.

2.2 Natural Characteristics

2.2.1 Topography

The watershed has a vaded terrain consisting of mountains, low lying
foothills, valleys and coastal plains. Figure 3 shows the watershed’s
contour lines at 50-foot increments. The highest elevations occur in the
San Gabriel Mountains, located in the northeasterly portion of the
watershed.

2.2.2 Climate

The watershed consists of portions of the San Gabriel Mountains,
San Fernando Valley, San Gabriel Valley, and the Coastal Plain. For
the mountains, valley, and coastal, the normal seasonal rainfalls are 27.5
inches, 17.64 inches, and 13.71 inches respectively.

The average rainfall of these four regions yields an average annual
precipitation on the watershed of 19.12 inches. Although large
year-to-year variations are common, most rainfall events are associated
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~ with winter cold fronts. These winter fronts typically occur during the wet
¯ season (October 15 to April t 5). The remainder of the year from April

16 to October 14, the dry season, has significantly lower precipitation.

2.2.3 Hydrology

A comprehensive network of flood control and water conservation
facilities exist in the watershed to sustain the ever-increasing
development in the region. A significant portion of the annual rainfall in
the watershed escapes directly to the Pacific Ocean, facilitated by the
channelization of the Los Angeles River which is concrete-lined
throughout much of its length. The remaining amount percolates into the
ground and is conserved in a number of groundwater aquifers.
Grour)dwater aquifer recharge takes place predominantly via artificial
groundwater recharge facilities operated by Los Angeles County
Department of Public Works (LACDPW). The largest groundwater
aquifer in the area is the Central Basin, underlying the Downtown area
and the surrounding areas of the City of Los Angeles.

2.2.4 Flow Characteristics

2.2.4.1 Flow Direction

The Los Angeles River is the main watercourse that runs
through the watershed, and it extends from San Femando
Valley to the Pacific Ocean. The River is approximately 51
miles long and has an elevation drop of approximately
4,500-feet from the highest peaks.

Runoff in the watershed flows in a generally southerly
direction in flood control channels which finally drain into the
Pacific Ocean via San Pedro Bay (Figure 2).

2.2.4.2 Sub-Basins

The sub-basins delineated in Figure 2 show hydrological
areas and where they drain. They are based on the contour
lines in Figure 3.

2.2.5 Land Use

The northeastern portion of the watershed is predominantly part of the
Angeles National Forest (categorized mostly as Vacant type per
Anderson Land Use Level Ill/IV classification). Vacant Land Use covers
almost 40% of the watershed. The next major land use category for the
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~ remaining portion of the watershed is high density single-family
¯ residential covering about 30%. Below is a break down of land use

distribution in this Watershed (Figure 5).

Table 1. Land Use Distribution

Land Use Category Percent by Area

Vacant 39.82

Transportation 2.44

High-Density Single-Family Residential 28.82
(HDSFR)

Light Industrial 5.13

Multiple-Family Residential 3.85

RetaiVCommercial 3.74

Education 1.91

Mixed Residential 1.83

All Other 12.46

The Los Angeles County land use monitoring program under the 1996
NPDES permit is a result of a site selection study entitled Evaluation of
Land Use Monitoring Stations (Woodward-Clyde and Psomas and
Associates, 1996). This study identified the most significant land use
categories within the permit area regarding stormwater quality. The
selection study yielded eight land use monitoring stations. These eight
land use monitoring stations represent over 86% of all the land uses
within the permit area. These stations monitor flow and have automated
sampler~ to collect flow-weighted composite stormwater samples dudng
storm events. The 34 categories shown in Table 2 cover 100% of the
land uses in the County.

Figure 5 depicts the eight land use categories currently monitored with
their respective percent by area within the watershed. The remaining
land use categories are summarized as "All Other" in Table 1.
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Table 2. Land Use Categories

Land Use Category Inclusive SCAG Land Use
Codes (1)

High Density Single Family 1111
Residential (2)

Light Industrial (2) 1311 through t315, 1340

Vacant (2) 3100, 3200, 3300, 3400

Retail/Commemial (2) 1221 through 1224

Multiple Family Residential (2) 1 !21 through 1125

Transportation (2) 1411 through 1416, 1418

Education (2) 1261 through 1266

Low Density Single Family 1112
Residential

Mixed Residential (2) 1140

General Office 1211 through 1213

Natural Resoumes Extraction 1331, 1332

Institutional 1241 through 1247, 1251 through 1253

Heavy Industrial 1321 through 1325

Other Commercial 1231 through 1234

Open Space/Recreation 1820, 1830, 1840, 1850, 1860, 1870,
1880

Utility Facilities 1431, 1432, 1433, 1435, 1436, 1438

Mobile Homes and Trailer Parks 1131, 1132

Mixed Transportation and Utility 1450, 1460

Roodways and Structures 1434, 1437

Rural Residential 1151, 1152, 1439

Under Construction 1700

Golf Courses 1810

Nurseries and Vineyards 2200, 2300

Maintenance Yards 1440

Urban Vacant 1900

Military Installations 1271 through 1273

Page 5 of 17 Los Angeles River WMAP

R0000145



¯ Agriculture 2100, 2110, 2120, 2600
J

Harbor Facilities 1417, 4401

Animal Husbandry 2400, 2500, 2700

Mixed Commercial and Industrial 1500

Communication Facilities 1420, 1421

Mixed Urban 1600

Marina Facilities 4300

Receiving Waters 4100, 4200, 4400, 4500

(~) Based on Anderson Land Use Level Ill/IV Classification.
~2) Land use monitored

2.2.6 Geology/Soil

Los Angeles and nearby cities are located in a relatively flat alluvial plain
lying on uplifted terraces surrounded by the mountain ranges. The San

¯ Gabriel, Santa Susanna and Santa Monica Mountains are formed of
deeply weathered granite rock. These mountains are among the most
erodible mountain ranges in the world. Forest fires within these
mountains increase the debris potential tremendously during storms.
Dan~ages resulting from the local torrential floods are immense
considering the size of the area from which the floods originate.

Soil classification at the northern portion of the watershed is mainly
Upper Los Angeles River. The other types of soil classification in the
watershed are the following: Altamont Clay Loam, Chino Silt Loam,
Diablo Clay Loam, Hanford Fine Sandy Loam, Hartford Gravelly Sandy
Loam, Hanford Silt Loam, Little Rock Creek, Montezuma Clay Adobe,
Oaldey fine Sand, Placentia Loam, Ramona Clay Loam, Ramona Loam,
Ramona Sandy Loam, Santa Clara River, Santa Monica Mountains,
Tujunga Fine Sandy Loam, Upper San Gabriel River, Yolo Clay Loam,
Yolo Loam, and Yolo Sandy Loam. The Tujunga Fine Sandy Loam
occurs in and adjacent to river beds (Figure 6).

2.2.7 Significant Ecological Areas

Significant Ecological Areas (SEAs) are defined and delineated in
conjunction with the Land Use and Open Space Elements of the Los
Angeles County General Plan.

An area qualifies for recognition as a SEA if it possesses one or more
of the following features, or classes:
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i. Is the habitat of rare, endangered, orthreatened plant or animal
species.

ii. Represents biotic communities, vegetative associations, or
habitat of plant or animal species that are either one-of-a-kind,
or are restricted in distribution on a regional basis.

iii. Represents biotic communities, vegetative associations, or
habitat of plant or animal species that are either one-of-a-kind,
or are restricted in distribution in Los Angeles County.

iv. Is habitat that at some point in the life cycle of a species or group
of species, serves as a concentrated breeding, feeding, resting,
or migrating grounds, and is limited in availability.

v. Represents biotic resources that are of scientific interest
because they are either extreme in physical/geographical
limitations, or they represent an unusual variation in a population
or community.

vi. Is an area important as game species habitat or as fisheries.
vii. Is an area that would provide for the preservation of relatively

undisturbed examples of the natural biotic communities in Los
Angeles County.

viii. Is a special area, worthy of inclusion, but one which does not fit
any of the other seven criteria.

Los Angeles County Department of Regional Planning (Regional
Pianning) is in the process of updating the SEAs coverage. The final
SEAs information will be included in this plan when Regional Planning
has finalized the SEAs coverage.

2.2.8 Threatened and Endangered Species

The watershed supports a variety of threatened and endangered
species according to the California Department of Fish and Game’s
November 2000 California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB). The
CNDDB provides both state and federally listed threatened and
endangered species of plants and animals (Figures 7b and 7a,
respectively).

The watershed hosts the following threatened or endangered plants:

¯ Braunton’s Milk-Vetch,
¯ Coastal Dunes Milk-Vetch,
¯ Nevin’s Barberry,
¯ Salt Marsh Bird’s-Beak, and
¯ Slender-Horned Spineflower.
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¯ These plants are scattered throughout the watershed in various regions,
~! such as riparian corridors and developed areas.

The watershed hosts the following threatened or endangered animals:

¯ Coastal California Gnatcarcher,
¯ Santa Ana Sucker,
¯ Least Bell’s Vireo, and
¯ Western Yellow-Billed Cuckoo.

Two of these three birds may be found primarily around bodies of water.
The Coastal California Gnatcatcher may be found around the Tujunga
Wash or Santa Anita Wash while the Least Bell’s Vireo may be found
around the Los Angeles Reservoir. The Western Yellow-Billed Cuckoo
may be found in the San Fernando Valley.

2.3 Quality of Stormwater Runoff

2.3.1 Monitoring Activities

To characterize the quality of stormwater runoff in Los Angeles County,
sampling of large area mass emissions sites has been performed under
the 1990 and 1996 municipal stormwater NPDES permits.

2.3.1.1 Monitoring Station Location

LACDPW has been monitoring four major drainage areas near
their outfalls to the ocean. The following mass emission
monitoring stations installed under the original 1990 Permit
were retained under the 1996 Permit: the Los Angeles River
Monitoring Station, the San Gabriel River Monitoring Station,
the Ballona Creek Monitoring Station, and the Malibu Creek
Monitoring Station.

The Los Angeles River Monitoring Station is located at the
existing stream gage station (Stream Gage No. F319-R)
between Willow Street and Wardlow Road in the City of Long
Beach. The location was chosen to avoid tidal influences and
is able to capture 99 percent of the L.A. River WMA drainage.
This river is the largest watershed outlet to the Pacific Ocean
in Los Angeles County. At the site, the river is a concrete lined
trapezoidal channel.

2.3.1.2 Stormwater Sample Collection Methods
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below, are used to collect samples.

¯ G rab Sample - a discrete, individual sample taken within
a short period of time. This method is used to collect
samples for constituents that have very short holding
times and specific collection or preservation needs. For
example, samples for ~oliforms are taken directly into a
sterile container to avoid non-resident bacterial
contamination.

¯ Composite Sample - a mixed or combined sample
created by combining a series of discrete samples
(aliquots) of specific volumes. Composite sampling is
ideally conducted over the duration of the storm event.

During a storm event, grab samples are collected during the
initial portion of the storm event and taken directly to the
laboratory.

Flow composite storm samples were obtained using an
automated sampler to collect samples at flow-paced intervals.
Samples collected at each station were combined in the
laboratory to create a single flow-weighted sample for analysis.

2.3.2 Comparison of Mass Emissions Concentrations to the Ocean Plan,
Basin Plan, and California Toxics Rule

It should be noted that, except for bacteria indicators, there are no
numerical water quality standards that apply to stormwater or nonpoint
source pollution. Current federal and state numerical standards apply
only to point source pollution, such as sanitary sewage, industrial and
point source discharges to the ocean and other water bodies. Water
quality standards described in the 1995 Los Angeles Region Basin Plan
orthe 1997 California Ocean Plan do not apply to stormwater runoff. An
exceedance of values should not indicate violation nor noncompliance
with the plans. Furthermore, the sampling results used to produce
Tables 4 and 5 (see Appendix) are detected values before dilution, a
factor allowed by the Ocean Plan.

Both the annual mean and median of the analyses of some 209
constituents sampled were compared to the water quality objectives
outlined in the California Ocean Plan, the Los Angeles Region Basin
Plan, and the California Toxics Rule. For stormwater bacteria
indicators, the log mean of the Most Probable Number per 100 ml was
compared to the objectives of AB411.
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Table 4 shows constituents whose annual mean or median virtually
exceeded the water quality objectives described above. Fourteen
chemical constituents were identified as constituents of concern from the
comparison. For bacteria indicators, the log mean of the Most Probable
Number per 100 ml was compared to the objectives of AB411. Total
coliform and fecal coliform, and enterococous are included due to their
exceedance of AB411.

2.3.3 Long-term Trend Analysis

A long-term trend analysis was performed for the seventeen water
quality constituents selected through the screening procedure over the
period from 1995 to 2000. The constituents analyzed include: cyanide,
total coliform, fecal coliform, fecal enterococcus, total dissolved solids,
turbidity, total aluminum, dissolved cadmium, dissolved copper, total
copper, dissolved lead, total lead, dissolved nickel, nickel, dissolved
zinc, total zinc and bis(2-ethylhexyl)phthalate. Table 5 shows a summary
of statistical analysis results of water quality data collected from the Los
Angeles River Monitoring Station.

Tables 4 and 5 show that the bacteria indicator standards for total and
fecal coliform were exceeded for every year. The most prominent virtual
exceedances occurred with total and dissolved copper and total lead,
followed by turbidity, total zinc, and dissolved lead. The tables also
show that 1997-1998, the El NiSo season, contributed the most virtual
exceedances (fourteen constituents exceeded the water quality
objectives). It should be noted that there were no virtual exceedances
by nutrients (compounds of nitrogen and phosphorus) of the three water
quality objectives. The following represents a summary of water quality
trends:

Total Coliform
Peak concentrations were observed in the 1995-1996 and 1997-1998
storm seasons. A sharply decreasing trend is noted between the
1998-1999 and 1999-2000 storm seasons. Throughout the entire
monitoring period, most data have been shown to largely exceed the
Basin Plan, Ocean Plan and AB 411 objective limits.

Fecal Coliform
The highest median concentration was observed in the 1995-1996
storm season. Although there has been a drastic reduction in fecal
coliform since the 1995-1996 storm season, its populations still exceed
the Basin Plan, Ocean Plan and AB 411 objective limits.

Page 10 of 17 Los Angeles River WMAP

[ R0000150



Fecal Enterococcus
The data show a general trend of reduction on fecal enterococcus
concentration since 1995. It should be noted that there were not enough
data was available for the statistical analysis in the 1996-1997 and
1997-1998 storm seasons.

Total Dissolved Solids
Total dissolved solids concentrations generally complied with the water
quality objectives, except with a high mean concentration observed in
the 1998-1999 storm season.

Turbidity
The turbidity concentrations fluctuated over the monitoring period with
some peaks above the Ocean Plan objective limit.

Total Aluminum
The highest median concentration occurred in the 1997-1998 storm
season, exceeding the Basin Plan water quality objective; however, this
appeared to be only temporary and median concentrations again
dropped below the objective limit for the remaining monitoring period.

Dissolved (~admium
Only one exceedence of the California Toxics Rule water quality
objective limits was observed in the 1997-1998 storm season. Not
enough data was available for the statistical analysis for the rest of the
monitoring period.

Dissolved Copper
The concentrations stayed consistantly below the California Toxics Rule
objective limits between the 1995-1996 and 1996-1997 storm seasons.
In the 1997-1998 storm season, however, dissolved copper levels
experienced a rapid increase. Since then, median concentrations have
displayed a sharply decreasing trend with the concentrations still above
the objective limits.

Total CoDoer
Total copper concentrations have experienced high fluctuations over the
monitoring period. During this period, the median concentrations have
exceeded the Ocean Plan objective limit.

The median concentrations of both dissolved and total lead peaked in
the 1997-1998 storm season. No trend was observed prior to or after
that storm season.
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Nickel
Nickel concentrations generally complied with the water quality
objectives with one exception. Both mean and median concentrations
of dissolved nickel and mean concentration of nickel exceeded the
objective limits in the 1997-1998 storm season.

Zinc
Dissolved zinc concentrations generally complied with the California
Toxics Rule water quality objective limits, except that high mean and
median concentrations were observed in the 1997-1998 storm season.
Total zinc concentrations generally decreased from 1995 to 2000, with
a surge observed in the 1997-1998 storm season. Since the
1997-1998 storm season, median total zinc concentrations are in
compliance with the Ocean Plan objective.

Bis(2-ethylhexyl)phthalate
The median concentrations of bis(2-ethylhexyl)phthalate exceeded the
Ocean Plan objective twice over the monitoring period. Not enough
water quality data for statistical analysis existed between the 1998-1999
and 1999-2000 storm seasons.

2.4 Significant Storm Water Issues Within the WMA

A modified list of significant stormwater issues within this WMA identified in the
Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board’s (Regional Board)
Watershed i~,,lanagement Initiative Chapter is as follows:

¯ Other nonpoint sources (horse stables, golf courses),
¯ Cross-contamination between surface and groundwater,
¯ Protection and enhancement of fish and wildlife habitat and recreational

areas,
¯ Removal of exotic vegetation,
¯ Attaining a balance between water reclamation and minimum flows to

support habitat,
¯ Contaminated sediments within the Los Angeles River estuary, and
¯ Currently scheduled Total Maximum Daily Loads (TMDLs) for the next

6-years are: trash, nutrients, coliform, metals, and chlorpyrifos.
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3.0 Watershed Management Plan

3.1 Source Control Strategies

3.1.1 Non-structural Controls - regulatory policies designed to minimize
threats to stormwater and urban runoff quality.

Permittees within this WMA have adopted the SQMP, jointly developed
under the 1996 NPDES Permit, in its entirety as effective and
comprehensive procedures for controlling pollution runoff. The
Permittees within this WMA are implementing all applicable
requirements of the SQMP. Through the extensive effort to meet all
Permit requirements, the Permittees within this WMA have made
significant progress in reducing urban runoff pollution. The Permittees
within this WMA anticipate further success as SQMP requirements are
carried forward and reinforced in future years. The SQMP serves as
guidance and requirements under this WMAP.

LACDPW has updated the Development Planning and Public Agency
Activities Model Program of the SQMP to reflect the recent approval of
Standard Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plan (SUSMP) requirements.
An =.xecutive summary of the SQMP ihas also been added to the
beginning of each individual model program of the SQMP. Additional
revisions to all model programs will be made following the adoption of
the 2001 NPDES Permit.

Under the next NPDES permit, the Permittees within this WMA
anticipate that additional efforts will be focused on controlling trash,
nutrients, coliform, metals, and chlorpyrifos. The Permittees within this
WMA anticipate working with Regional Board staff to develop and
implement a plan for the TMDLs to monitor and control these pollutants
to the maximum extent practicable.

3.1.2 Structural Controls - any existing and proposed projects to
reduce/minimize pollutants of stormwater and urban runoff.
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.                         Table 3 Improvement Projects for Stormwater and Urban Runoff

Permit’tee Projects:

LACDPW Current Proiects:
¯ Los Angeles County Environmental Enhancement Project -

The project is located-at the LACDPW headquarters
building. Various structural BMPs will be installed to test
and monitor the effectiveness.

¯ Tujunga Wash Restoration Demonstration Project - The
project is located in the City of Los Angeles. Various BMP’s
such as vegetated swales, and a settling basin will be
installed to improve the water quality.

¯ Los Angeles River Litter Monitoring Plan - The Plan will
focus on the use of in-flow monitoring devices for litter
collection in the storm drain. The plan will result in a better
understanding of the amount of litter entering the storm drain
and aid in the reduction of that litter in the storm drain.

Future/Proposed Projects:
¯ Plan on installing catch basin inserts in all maintenance

yards’ catch basins, Catch Basin Debris Excluders in
selected catch basins, an~:l in-line storm water clean-up
devices in selected storm drains.

¯ Investigate the construction of permanent roof cover for
existing and new material storage areas and fuel dispens=ng
islands in some of their field facilities.

City of L.A. ~urrent Projects:
¯ Installed 2 catch basin trash screens
¯ Los Angeles River Litter Monitoring Plan
Future/Proposed Proiects:
¯ Install one Trash Containrnent System
¯ Construct one Low-Flow Diversion
¯ Install porous pavement

3.2 Recommended Studies

Over the next five years, the Permittees within this WMA anticipate providing
guidance on the scope of work for any studies related to receiving water
impacts. In particular, the Permittees within this WMA anticipate that future
studies may address the following issues:

i. The removal efficiency vs. cost comparison for all adopted Performance
~’ Standards to assist in effectively focusing resources.

ii. The pollutant removal efficiencies of all structural devices required for
new development to assist in properly sizing devices and in excluding
ineffective ones.
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iii. An evaluation of the current vs. "natural state" of the Los Angeles River’s
sediment loading, sediment discharge periods, sediment gradation, and
environmental impact taking into account factors such as paved areas
and riparian corridor restriction.

iv. Investigate regional solutions to address stormwater quality (i.e. use of
spreading grounds, retention basins, and other similar activities).

v. Studies that evaluate the actual impact of pollutants, and pollutant levels,
on the beneficial uses of receiving waters.

3.3 Funding Resources

A variety of. different grant funding sources are available to assist in
implementing the NPDES permit requirements. They can generally be
categorized into specific grant programs and on-going grant programs, or
legislative appropriations.

3.3.1 Specific Grant Programs

These are usually bond issues or legislative funded programs
administered by state, local agencies or conservancies. The most
recent of these is Proposition 13. The majority of funds not specifically
identified and budgeted by the state are being administered through
competitive grant programs by the following state agencies:

i. State Water Resources Control Board. The State Board is in tum
delegating certain responsibilities to the Regional Boards. For
more information, please see their website,
htto://www.swrcb.ca.aov/oroo 13/index.html

ii.    Resources Agencv. This large"umbrella" state agency has either
assigned or had appropriated/designated certain funding to the
various departments, boards and commissions, conservancies,
and special programs. This agency has just recently been
legislatively charged with the responsibility to develop a
comprehensive listing of the available funding sources, including
federal, state, local, and private, for water quality improvements.
It is to be posted on the intemet by November 1,2002. For more
information, see their website, httg://¢eres.ca.gov/cra

-~ iii. Deoartm~nt of Water Resources, This Department within the
Resources Agency has funding available for water replenishment
projects. For more information,, please see their website,
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http://wwwdwr.water.ca.gov/WaterBond2000

3.3.2 On-Going Grant Programs

i. The state agencies noted above also have on-going grant
programs. Their websites are excellent information sources.

ii Federal Government. There are many funding sources for water
quality improvements. The sources are too numerous to list,
however there is an excellent website at the Federal EPA that
lists the federal and other sources. The site is:
http://www.epa.gov/OWOW/watershed/wacademy/fund.html

3.3.3 Legislative Appropriations

Local jurisdictions can also work with stakeholders (Table 6) and
elected representatives to pass legislation that funds water quality
improvements. This can be done at botlh the local and national levels.

_ Bond issues are another local and state method to fund improvements.
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MEETING SUMMARY

Meeting Date: Saturday January 27, 2001 (8:00 a.m. to 1:30 p.m.)

Location: LA River Center & Gardens

Project:: Greening Institute

Attendance: Approximately/80-90 Attendees (Maria Lopez, Sco~ Schales, and Mag,ed EI-Rabaa of DPW)

Meeting Summary:

This was the introductory session of the Greening Institute. ]’he Agenda covered was as

follows: 1 ) Kathleen Bullard gave an introduction to the River’ Center and SD1 ’s efforts, 2)

Supervisor Gloria Molina spoke about the program and $4.5 million in Prop A funds available

to the public for park developments in SD1,3) the Resource Partners gave an individual

introduction (both Scott Schales and I spoke, individually, about Watershed Management’s

mission and the involvement we have had thus far- as in the Master Plan in which we have

worked ’with stakeholders to identify development opportunities), 4) Scott Wilson (NET) gave

a slide presentation and overview of his agency’s efforts to wod~ with partnerships to develop

parks 5’,)the constituents broke up into different groups to identify potential projects and their

specific needs to be able to apply for funding, 6) Teresa Villeg=~s (TPL) gave an introduction

into available funding, and 7) Curt Robertson spoke about Prop Aand the grant application

due by March 15, 2001. After the presentations the group had lunch and the Resource

Partners were available for additional discussions.

Conclusion:

Overall, I sensed that the group was mainly composed of representatives from established

agencies, about 30% were actual residents. The Prop A presentation clarified that only non-

profit organizations and public agencies would be able to apply for funding. There is no clear

direction as to howthe Resource Partners will be able to help constituents apply for projects,

other than providing information, that the established agencies may already know.

Follow-Up Action:

1. Attend the next Resource Partner planning meeting on January 30, 2001 at 3:00 p.m.

Pre=)ared by: Mada Looez Date: January 29. 2001
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Table 4. Comparison of Annual Mean and Median Concentrations to Objectives
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Table 5. Summary of Statistical Analysis Results of Water Quality Data
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1.0 Watershed Management Area Plan Overview

In compliance with the 1996 municipal stormwater National Pollutant Discharge
Elimination System (NPDES) permit (Order No. 96-054), Los Angeles County
(Principal Permittee) is required to develop a Watershed Management Area Plan
(WMAP) for each Watershed Management Area (WMA) in coordination with the
cities (Permittees) in each WMA. The WMAP consists of the following: a
description of each watershed’s characteristics; the Stormwater Quality
Management Plan (SQMP), formally known as the five Model Programs (see
Appendix); quality of stormwater runoff analyses; identified projects to improve
quality of stormwater and urban runoff; and available funding resources.

2.0 Watershed Characteristics

2.1 Watershed Area

The Malibu Creek Watershed is located in the southwest corner of Los
Angeles County. It is bounded on the north and west by Ventura County,
on the north and east by the Los Angeles city limits and on the south by the
Pacific Ocean. The watershed area is comprised of approximately 109

_ square miles (Figure 1).

In accordance with the 1996 NPDES Permit, the County of Los Angeles is
divided into six WMAs. The Permittees within the Malibu Creek WMA, as
listed in the Permit, are as follows:

Agoura Hills
Calabasas
Los Angeles County
Malibu
Westlake Village

2.2 Natural Characteristics

2.2.1 Topography

Figure 3 shows the watershed’s contour lines at 50-foot increments.
Topographically, the area is characterized by steep, rough
mountainous terrain. The predominant drainage is towards the
Pacific Ocean. A narrow belt of marine terraces extends along the
ocean west from Malibu to the Ventura County line. There are also
numerous small valleys throughout the area. Some of the largest of
these are Las Virgenes Canyon and the Agoura area. Elevations
range from sea level to 2,824 feet at Castro Peak, the highest point
in the area.
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2.2.2 Climate

The mean annual precipitation in the watershed is about 18.79
inches. The Santa Monica Mountains have a seasonal rainfall of
about 19.96 inches, and the San Fernando Valley has 17.62 inches
per year. Although large year-to-year variations are common, most
rainfall events are associated with winter fronts. Precipitation is
significantly lower in the dry season (April 16 to October 14) than in
the wet season (October 15 to April 15). Average summer
temperature in the watershed is 71 °F, average winter temperature is
53°F, and average annual temperature is 61 °F, with an average frost-
free season of 275-325 days.

2.2.3 Hydrology

Runoff rates from the exposed rock formations of the mountain rim of
the watershed may be high. Although infiltration into rock formations
does occur, these rates have not been quantified. Historically, many
streams of the upper watershed are intermittent to ephemeral USGS
blue-line channels, drying up in the mid-summer until the onset of the
rainy season. Given their position in the watershed, local residents’
comment and substrate type, it is reasonable to assume that Las
Virgenes Creek, lower Medea Creek and Cold Creek were historically
perennial to intermittent. These streams are historically losing
streams, delivering most of their flow to groundwater, with exceptions
of discontinuous stream segments on Malibu Creek below the
confluence with Las Virgenes Creek. Except for springs emanating
from the Lower Topanga Formation, groundwater fed by precipitation
roughly parallels the topography, converging in the valleys.
Groundwater continues on a downstream gradient toward the ocean,
emerging as a gaining stream below the Las Virgenes confluence.

2.2.4 Flow Characteristics

2.2.4.1 Flow Direction

Runoff in the natural canyons and streams flow in a
generally southerly direction toward culverts underneath
the Pacific Coast Highway and the Pacific Ocean (Figure
2).

2.2.4.2 Sub-Basins

The sub-basins delineated in Figure 2 show hydrological
areas and where they drain. They are based on the
contour lines in Figure 3.
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2.2.5 Land Use

As shown in Table 1, most of the land in the watershed is "vacant", or
undeveloped (Figures 5 and 6).

Table 1. Land Use Distribution

Land Use Category Percent by Area

Vacant 85.38

Transportation 2.53

High-Density Single-Family Residential 2.8
(HDSFR)

Light Industrial 0.12

Multiple-Family Residential 0.51

Retail/Commercial 0.21

Education 0.27

All Other 8.18

The Los Angeles County land use monitoring program under the 1996
NPDES permit is a result of a site selection study entitled Evaluation
of Land Use Monitoring Stations (Woodward-Clyde and Psomas and
Associates, 1996). This study identified the most significant land use
categories within the permit area regarding stormwater quality. The
selection study yielded eight land use monitoring stations. These
eight land use monitoring stations represent over 86% of all the land
uses within the permit area. These stations monitor flow and have
automated samplers to collect flow-weighted composite stormwater
samples during storm events. The 34 categories shown in Table 2
cover 100% of the land uses in the County.

Figure 6 depicts the eight land use categories currently monitored with
their respective percent by area within the watershed. The remaining
land use categories are summarized as "All Other" in Table 1.
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Table 2. Land Use categories

Land Use Category Inclusive Sceg Land
Use Codes (1)

High Density Single Family Residential (2) 1111

Light Industrial (2) 1311 through 1315, 1340

Vacant (2) 3100, 3200, 3300, 3400

Retail/Commercial/2) 1221 through 1224

Multiple Family Residential (2) 1121 through 1125

Transportation (2) 1411 through 1416, 1418

Education (2) 1261 through 1266

Low Density Single Family Residential 1112

Mixed Residential (2) 1140

General Office 1211 through 1213

Natural Resources Extraction 1331, 1332

Institutional 1241 through 1247, 1251
through 1253

Heavy Industrial 1321 through 1325

Other Commercial 1231 through 1234

Open Space/Recreation 1820, 1830, 1840, 1850,
1860, 1870, 1880

Utility Facilities 1431, 1432, 1433, 1435,
1436, 1438

Mobile Homes and Trailer Parks 1131, 1132

Mixed Transportation and Utility 1450, 1460

Floodways and Structures 1434, 1437

Rural Residential 1151, 1152, 1439

Under Construction 1700

Golf Courses 1810

Nurseries and Vineyards 2200, 2300

Maintenance Yards 1440

Urban Vacant 1900

Militaw Installations 1271 through’ 1273

Agriculture 2100, 2110, 2120, 2600
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Harbor Facilities 1417, 4401

Animal Husbandry 2400, 2500, 2700

Mixed Commercial and Industrial 1500

Communication Facilities 1420, 1421

Mixed Urban 1600

Marina Facilities 4300

Receiving Waters 4100, 4200, 4400, 4500

(1) Based on Anderson Land Use Level Ill/IV Classification.

._ (2) Land use monitored

2.2.6 Geol.ogy/Soil

The watershed mainly consists of undeveloped mountainous terrain
known as the Santa Monica Mountains. The other types of soil
classification in the watershed are Altamont Clay Loam and Diablo
Clay Loam (Figure 7).

2.2.7 Significant Ecological Areas

Significant Ecological Areas (SEAs) are defined and delineated in
conjunction with the Land Use and Open Space Elements of the Los
Angeles County General Plan.

An area qualifies for recognition as an SEA if it possesses one or
more of the following features, or classes:

i. Is the habitat of rare, endangered, or threatened plant or
animal species.

ii Represents biotic communities, vegetative associations, or
habitat of plant or animal species llhat are either one-of-a-kind,
or are restricted in distribution on a regional basis.

iii. Represents biotic communities, vegetative associations, or
habitat of plant or animal species that are either one-of-a-kind,
or are restricted in distribution in Los Angeles County.

vi. Is habitat that at some point in tile life cycle of a species or
group of species, serves as a concentrated breeding, feeding,
resting, or migrating grounds, and is limited in availability

v.    Represents biotic resources that are of scientific interest
because they are either extrerne in physical/geographical
limitations, or they represent an unusual variation in a
population or community.

iv    Is an area important as game species habitat or as fisheries.
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vii. Is an area that would provide for tlne preservation of relatively
undisturbed examples of the natural biotic communities in Los
Angeles County.

viii. Is a special area, worthy of inclusion, but one which does not
fit any of the other seven criteria.

Los Angeles County Department of Regional Planning (Regional
Planning) is in the process of updating the SEAs coverage. The final
SEAs information will be included in this pllan when Regional Planning
has finalized the SEAs coverage.

2.2.8 Threatened and Endangered Species

The watershed supports a variety of Threatened and Endangered
Species according to the California Department of Fish and Game’s
November 2000 California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB). The
CNDDB provides both state and federally listed Threatened and
Endangered species of plants and animals (Figures 7b and 7a,
respectively).

The watershed hosts the following threatened or endangered plants:

¯ Braunton’s Milk-Vetch,
¯ Lyon’s Pentachaeta,
¯ Marcescent Dudleya and
¯ Santa Monica Mountains Dudleya.

These plants are primarily located in and around the waterways of
Arroyo Sequit, Malibu Creek, and Topanga Canyon.

The watershed hosts the following threatened or endangered animals:

¯ Steelhead-Southern California ESU, and
¯ Tidewater Goby.

These fish may be found in the same waterways as the plant species.

2.2.9 Vegetation and Wildlife Ecology

The vegetation and ecology of the Santa Monica Mountains (SMM),
including the watershed, is consistent with that of a Mediterranean
climate with mild winters, warm dry sumrners, and seasonal coastal
fog. It is these unique conditions which have created the diverse
assemblage of plant communities and habitat types within the
watershed. This diversity is also reflective of the complex topography,
underlying geology, and soils of the watershed. The southern slopes
of the SMM are strongly affected by the rnarine weather conditions
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while the northern slopes are influenced by drier inland weather
conditions.

Most of the watershed is heavily w~getated with native plant
communities. Vegetation in general plays an important role in
stabilizing soils and preventing erosion. Within the watershed this
role is crucial in many areas where chaparral covers steep slopes with
sandy soils. This role functions to protect not only freshwater stream
habitat but coastal marsh habitat at the; mouth of Malibu Creek as
well. The watershed contains diverse plant communities including
oak woodland, walnut woodland, riparian woodland, valley oak
savannah, grassland, coastal sage scrub,, chaparral, wetland, coastal
marsh, ornamental, landscapes and disturbed lands.

The diversity of vegetation types and tl~e large acreage of natural
open space within the watershed provides habitat for an abundant
and diverse wildlife community. While. a few wildlife species are
entirely dependent on a single vegetative community, the entire
mosaic of all the vegetation types within the watershed and adjoining
areas constitutes a functional ecosystem for a variety of wildlife

_ species, both within the watershed and as part of the regional Santa
Monica Mountains ecosystem.

Amphibian populations are plentiful due 1Io the high moisture content
provided by coastal conditions, as well as the large number of
drainages and year-round surface wate~r sources. Amphibians are
likely to be in highest numbers within the moister woodland areas and
canyon bottoms. Many reptilian habitat characteristics can also be
found scattered throughout the watershed such as rock outcrops
which allow for high visibility, and small mammal burrows which allow
for cover and escape from predators and extreme weather. Over 35
species of reptiles and amphibians haw,= been recorded within the
watershed. Several invertebrate studies have been performed in the
watershed, including two under the au~spices of UCLA - funded
through the Coastal Conservancy (Ambrose, 2000) and the SMMRCD
(1994). These studies concluded that there is some invertebrate
diversity problems within the watershed. Further work in this area is
needed.

Birds diversity in the watershed is high. The scrubland, woodland,
riparian, and grassland habitats within the watershed provide foraging
and cover habitat for year round residents, seasonal residents, and

¯ migrating song birds. Many year-round water sources located
throughout the watershed provide abundant foraging, perching, and
nesting habitat along the northern slopes of the watershed. The
southern edge of the watershed, along the coast rim, is also part of
the Pacific Flyway migration route. "l’he combination of these
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resources as well as the confluence of many community types
supports an unusually high diversity of bird species. Records from
within the watershed indicate that nearly 400 species of birds utilize
the habitat within the watershed at some, point in their life cycle.

Mammal diversity, not surprisingly, is also high within the watershed.
Fifty species of mammals have been observed in the watershed
including mountain lions, mule deer, bobcat, badgers, and many
others. While most of these species can be found in other areas
within the region, the watershed and the Santa Monica Mountains are
unique in the number of coexisting popullations of so many species.

While all of the habitat types within the watershed ecosystem play
important roles, riparian habitats and salt marsh are integral to the
maintenance of high species diversity. Riparian communities,
including southern willow scrub, sycamore-alder woodland, southern
cottonwood-willow riparian forest, oak riparian forest, freshwater
marsh, salt marsh, and mulefat scrub can be found along all the major
drainages and many of their tributaries throughout the watershed.
Although the acreage of these communities is much smaller than the
adjacent upland communities, they concentrate many essential
resources which are generally scarcer in upland communities,
including food, water, and shelter in a variety of accessible forms.
Shelter may be simply the shade of trees that can substantially
decrease air and water temperatures. Furthermore, it is estimated
that at least 85% of all wildlife utilize riparian areas at some point in
their life cycle (Washington State Department of Biology). Clearly
these communities are important to upland species and are essential
in maintaining the diversity of wildlife occupying the watershed.

The salt marsh habitat of Malibu Lagoon, at the mouth of Malibu
Creek, is an uncommon wetland resource in the region. This
community provides habitat to a multitude of bird species for both
foraging and breeding. Records indicate more than 260 bird species
have been identified in the lagoon and adjacent upstream riparian
habitat. In addition, this marsh represents one of the few remaining
salt marsh communities in the region. The brackish conditions of this
community create habitat for a variety of species not found in any
other community. Although the lagoon is relatively small, its existence
substantially increases the diversity of species within the watershed.
The Malibu Lagoon is Santa Monica Bay’s only remaining brackish
water lagoon.
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2.31 Quality of Stormwater Runoff

2.3.1 Monitoring Activities

To characterize the quality of stormwater runoff in Los Angeles
County, sampling of large area Mass Emissions sites has been
performed under the 1990 and 1996 municipal stormwater NPDES
permits.

2.3.1.1 Monitoring Station Location

Los Angeles County Department of Public Works
(LACDPW) has been monitoring four major drainage areas
near their outfalls to the ocean. The following mass
emission monitoring stations installed under the original
1990 Permit were retained under the 1996 Permit: the Los
Angeles River Monitoring Station, the San Gabriel River
Monitoring Station, the Ballona Creek Monitoring Station,
and the Malibu Creek Monitoring Station.

The Malibu Creek Monitoring Station is located at the
existing stream gage station (Stream Gage No. F130-9-R)
near Malibu Canyon Road, south of Piuma Road. At this
location, the tributary watershed to Malibu Creek is 104.9
square miles. The entire watershed is 109.9 square miles.

2.3.1.2 Stormwater Sample Collection Methods

Grab and composite sample collection methods, defined
below, are used to collect samples.

¯ Grab Sample - a discrete, individual sample taken
within a short period of tiime, usually less than 15
minutes. This method is used to collect samples for
constituents that have very short holding times and
specific collection or preservation needs. For example,
samples for coliforms are llaken directly into a sterile
container to avoid non-resident bacterial contamination.

¯ Composite Sample - a mixed or combined sample
created by combining a series of discrete samples
(aliquots) of specific volume, collected at specific flow-
volume intervals. Composite sampling is ideally
conducted over the duration of the storm event.

Grab samples are collected during the initial portion of the
storm event and then taken to the laboratory.
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Flow composite storm samples were obtained using an
automated sampler to collect samples at flow-paced
intervals. Samples collected at each station were
combined in the laboratory to create a single flow-weighted
sample for analysis.

2.3.2 Comparison of Mass Emissions Concentrations to the Ocean Plan,
Basin Plan, and California Toxics Rule
It should be noted that, except for bacteria indicators, there are no

numerical water quality standards that apply to stormwater or
nonpoint source pollution. Current federal and state numerical
standards apply only to point source pollution, such as sanitary
sewage, industrial and point source discharges to the ocean and
other water bodies. Water quality standards described in the 1995
Los/~ngeles Region Basin Plan or the 19(,)7 California Ocean Plan do
not apply to stormwater runoff. An exceedance of values should not
indicate violation nor noncompliance with the plans. Furthermore, the
sampling results used to produce Tables 5 and 6 (see Appendix) are
detected values before dilution, a factor allowed by the Ocean Plan.

Both the annual mean and median of the analyses of some 209
constituents sampled were compared to the water quality objectives
outlined in the California Ocean Plan, the Los Angeles Basin Plan,
and the California Toxics Rule. For stormwater bacteria indicators,
the log mean of the Most Probable Number per 100 ml was compared
to the objectives of AB411.

Table 5 shows constituents whose annual mean or median virtually
exceeded the water quality objectives described above. Eleven
chemical constituents were identified as constituents of concern from
the comparison. For bacteria indicators, the log mean of the Most
Probable Number per 100 ml was corr~pared to the objectives of
AB411. Total coliform and fecal coliform, and enterococcus are
included due to their exceedance of AB411.

2.3.3 Long-term Trend Analysis

A long-term trend analysis was performed for the fourteen water
quality constituents selected through the screening procedure over
the period from 1994 to 2000. The constituents analyzed include:
cyanide, total coliform, fecal coliform, fecal enterococcus, total
dissolved solids, turbidity, total aluminum, dissolved copper, total
copper, total lead, dissolved nickel, nickel, total zinc and
bis(2-ethylhexyl)phthalate. Table 6 shows a summary of statistical
analysis results of water quality data collected from the Malibu Creek
Monitoring Station.
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Tables 5 and 6 show that the bacteria indicator standards for total and
fecal coliform were exceeded for every year. The prominent virtual
exceedances occurred with fecal enterococcus, turbidity, and total
dissolved solids. The tables also show’ that the 1997-1998 storm
season, the El Nifio season, contributed the most virtual exceedances
(Thirteen constituents exceeded the water quality objectives). It
should be noted that there were no virtual exceedances by nutrients
(compounds of nitrogen and phosphorus) of the three water quality
objectives. The following represents a summary of water quality
trends:

Total (;;oliform
The median concentrations were relatively steady from the 1994-1995
storm season to the 1997-1998 storm season. Although there has
been a drastic reduction in total coliform since the 1997-1998 storm
season, its populations still exceed the I~lasin Plan, Ocean Plan and
AB 411 objective limits.

Fecal Coliform
The highest median concentration was observed in the 1994-1995
storm season. Significant reduction in fecal coliform concentrations
is noted from the 1995-1996 storm season with an isolated peak
occurring in the 1997-1998 storm season. Nevertheless, all mean
and median concentrations are largely above the water quality
objective limits throughout the entire monitoring period.

Fecal Enterococcus
The data show a general trend of reduction on fecal enterococcus

¯ concentration since 1994. It should be noted that there were not
enough data available for the statistical analysis between the
1996-1997 and 1997-1998 storm seasons.

Total Dissolved Solids
There were not enough data available for the statistical analysis for
the first three storm seasons. After that, the median concentrations
stayed virtually constant above the Basin Plan water quality objective
limit from the 1997-1998 storm season to the 1999-2000 storm
season.

Turbidity
The highest median concentration occur~red in the 1997-1998 storm
season, exceeding the Ocean Plan water quality objective limit.
Between the 1998-1999 and 1999-2000 storm seasons, there was a
significant reduction of turbidity and median concentrations during this
period were below the water quality objective.
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Total Aluminum
There was no data available for the analysis from the 1994-1995
storm season to the 1996-1997 storm season. One exceedance of
the Basin Plan water quality objective limit was observed in the
1997-1998 storm season; however, this appeared to be only
temporary and concentrations again dropped below the water quality
objective limit for the remaining monitoring period.

Dissolved 0opper
Peak dissolved copper concentrations were observed in the
1997-1998 and 1999-2000 storm seasons and only one of median
concentrations exceeded the California Toxics Rule limit for saltwater
in the 1997-1998 storm season. There were not enough water quality
data available for the analysis for the rest of the monitoring period.

Total Coooer
Both mean and median concentrations exceeded the Ocean Plan
water quality objective limit in the 1997-1 !)98 storm season. Between
the 1998-1999 and 1999-2000 storm seasons, there is a rapid
decreasing trend for total copper, and mean and median

_ concentrations are in compliance with the Ocean Plan objective.

Other Metals
Only mean concentrations of total lead, dissolved nickel, nickel and
total zinc exceeded the water quality objective limits in the 1997-1998
storm season. No exceedance of the water quality objective limits
was observed for the rest of the monitoriing period.

Bis(2-ethylhexyl) Dhthalate
The highest median concentration occurred in the 1997-1998 storm
season, exceeding the Ocean Plan water quality objective. Between
the 1998-1999 and 1999-2000 storm seasons there was a significant
reduction of Bis(2-ethylhexyl)phthalate and median concentrations
during this period were below the objective limit.

2.4 Significant Stormwater Issues Within the WMA

A modified list of significant stormwater issues within the WMA identified in
the Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board’s (Regional Board)
Watershed Management Initiative Chapter, is as follows:

¯ Excessive freshwater, nutrients, and coliform in lagoon,
¯ Septic tanks in lower watershed,
,, Appropriate restoration and management of lagoon,
¯ Access to creek and lagoon by endangered fish, and
¯ Currently scheduled Total Maximum Daily Loads (TMDLs) for the next

6-years are: coliform, nutrients, and metals.
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3.0 Watershed Management Plan

3.1 Source Control Strategies

3.1.1 Non-structural Controls - regulatory pollicies/programs to minimize
threats to stormwater and urban runoff quality.

Permittees within this WMA have adopted the SQMP, jointly
developed under the 1996 NPDES Permit, in its entirety as effective
and comprehensive procedures for controlling pollution runoff. The
Permittees within this WMA are irnplementing all applicable
requirements of the SQMP. Through the extensive effort to meet all
the Permit requirements, the Permittees within this WMA have made
significant progress in reducing urban runoff pollution. The
Permittees within this WMA anticipate further success as SQMP
requirements are carried forward and reinforced in future years. The
SQMP serves as guidance and requirements under this WMAP.

LACDPW has updated the Development Planning and Public Agency
Activities Model Program of the SQMP to reflect the recent approval
of a Standard Urban Stormwater IMitigation Plan (SUSMP)
requirements. An executive summary of the SQMP has also been
added to the beginning of each individual model program of the
SQMP. Additional revisions to all model programs will be made
following the adoption of the 2001 NPDES Permit.

Under the 2001 NPDES permit, the Permittees within this WMA
anticipate that additional efforts will be focused on controlling coliform,
nutrients, and metals. The Permittees within this WMA anticipate
working with Regional Board staff to devellop and implement a plan for
the TMDLs to monitor and control these pollutants to the maximum
extent practicable.

3.1.2 Structural Controls any existing and proposed projects to
reduce/minimize pollutants of stormwater and urban runoff.
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Table 3. Improvement Projects for Stormwater and Urban Runoff

Permittee Projects:

Agoura Hills (~urrent oroiects:
Installed a sediment basin to reduce sediment at the entrance
of the Chesebro Canyon.

Calabasas (~rrent oroiects:
Installed Fossil Filters in every drain in the AgouraJCalabasas
Community Center parking lot to reduce the amount of oil
and grease released from cars parked at the facility.
Installed a CDS unit and Abtecl~ Filters to prevent some trash
from entering the creeks from Calabasas Road.

LACDPW    Future/Proposed Proiects:
Plan on installing catch basin inserts in all maintenance
yards’ catch basins, Catch Basin Debris Excluders in
selected catch basins, and in-line storm water clean-up
devices in selected storm drains.
Investigate the construction of !;}ermanent roof cover for
existing and new material storage areas and fuel dispensing
islands in some of their field facilities.

Malibu (~urrent oroiects:
Installed a Stormceptor with a Purizer Disinfection Facility on
the major storm drain which outlets directly into Malibu
Lagoon. A complete results will be released by the end o~
yea~ 2000.
Future/Prooosed Projects:
Seek grant funding to install two more Purizer Disinfection
Facilities on the other two major storm drains from the Civic
Center area.

3.1.3 Table 4, Recommendations forthe NPDES Permit Requirements, lists
numerous activities suggested to the 2001 NPDES permit.
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Table 4
RECOMMENDATIONS FOR THE NPDES PERMIT REQUIREMENTS

-~" ¯ z ~" m

I                                Policy and Planning

1.1 Consider the need for and the implementation of riparian buffer zones at the municipal, x x x x ALL COG
county and state level.

1.2 Promote the use of native plant species and the removal invasive exotics on residential x x ALL
landscapes, rural county lands, urban public space, and commercial/industrial landscapes.

1.3 Review all policies, ordinances and codes in light of the principles of sustainable x x x x x ALL
development, where necessary.

1.4 Work regionally with other agencies and groups to research and apply for foundation and x x , ALL
grant funding.

1.5 Investigate land parcels in undeveloped areas that promote water quality and critical habitat x x x x ALL
protection to develop a priority list for protection.

1.6 Integrate a watershed planning perspective into General Plans and local ordinances when x x x ALL
General Plans are significantly rewritten.

1.7 Promote low flush toilets and minimize leakage from domestic water pipes, x x x x ALL

O 1.8 Promote voluntary reduction of stormwater runoff from private property, x x x x x ALL

-,. 1.9 Support State and federal septic system siting, performance, and monitoring., x x x x ALL
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1.1 Work regionally with other agencies/groups to advance knowledge relating to watershed x x x x ALL
management.

I
2 Watershed Studies and Programs

2. I Map and digitize all stormdrains and outfalls in the watershed, x x x ALL

3 Reduce Excess Flows

3.1 Promote alternative water source to potable water where appropriate for toilets and x x ALL
irrigation.

3.2 Consider the need for and the implementation of riparian buffer zones at the municipal, x x x x
county and state level.

3.3 Develop education and public outreach program to discourage residents on hosing x x x
driveway and washing cars on driveways.

3.4 Establish educational programs in hotels/motels to encourage water conservation, x x

4 Implementation Measures

4.1 In cooperation with Malibu RCD, install demonstration project for livestock BMPs for horse x x x x Ma~ibu,
owners and cattle pasture. Calaba

s, and
Agoura
Hills;
County-
Public
Ed.
BMPs
u~.y

4.2 Develop and conduct general and focused education programs watershed-wide, x x x
Specifically, improve outreach to horse and other livestock owners about how animal waste
impacts water quality, and ways to minimize this source of pollution.

5 Existing Programs

5.1 Prevent excess erosion and sedimentation along roadways and at construction sites, x x ALL CLB/LAC

5.2 BMP implementation at construction sites, x x ALL LAC

5.3 Educate business regarding polluted discharges from restaurants and gas stations, x x ALL LAC
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5.4 Identify and eliminate illicit connections on a regular basis, x x ALL LAC

5.5 Educate business regarding retail and commercial impacts to stormwater runoff, x x ALL LAC

Educate landscape architects, designers, and engineers on stormwater program LAC
requirements.

I 5.7 I Facilitate children and School programs. I I Ixl Ixl IALL ILAC
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3.;! Recommended Studies

Over the next five years, the Permittees within this WMA anticipate providing
guidance on the scope of work for any studies related to receiving water
impacts. In particular, the Permittees within this WMA anticipate that future
studies may address the following issues:

i. The removal efficiency vs. cost comparison for. all adopted
Performance Standards to assist in effectively focusing resources.

ii. The pollutant removal efficiencies of all structural devices required for
new development to assist in properly siz.ing devices and in excluding
ineffective ones.

iii. An evaluation of the current vs. "natural state" of the Malibu Creek’s
sediment loading, sediment discharge periods, sediment gradation,
and environmental impact taking into account factors such as paved
areas and riparian corridor restriction.

iv. Investigate regional solutions to address stormwater quality (i.e. use
of spreading grounds, retention basins, and other similar activities).

v. Studies that evaluate the actual impact of pollutants, and pollutant
levels, on the beneficial uses of receiving waters.

3.3 Funding Resources

A variety of different grant funding sources are available to assist in
implementing the NPDES permit requirements. They can generally be
categorized into specific grant programs and on-going grant programs, or
legislative appropriations.

3.3.1 SpecificGrant Programs

These are usually bond issues or legislative funded programs
administered by state, local agencies or conservancies. The most
recent of these is Proposition 13. The majority of funds not specifically
identified and budgeted by the state are being administered through
competitive grant programs by the following state agencies:

i. State Water Resources Control Board. The State Board is in turn
delegating certain responsibilities to the Regional Boards. For
more information, please see their website,
http://www.swrcb.ca.gov/propl:~/index.html

ii. Resources Agency. This large "umbrella" state agency has either
assigned or had appropriated/designated certain funding to the
various departments, boards and commissions, conservancies,
and special programs. This agency has just recently been
legislatively charged with the re..sponsibility to develop a
comprehensive listing of the available funding sources, including
federal, state, local, and private, for water quality improvements.
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It is to be posted on the internet by November 1,2002. For more
information, see their website, httD://ceres.ca.gov/cra

iii. Department of Water Res0urces. This Department within the
Resources Agency has funding available for water replenishment
projects. For more information, please see their website,
http://wwwdwr.water.ca.gov/WaterBond2000

3.3.2 On-Going Grant Programs

i. The state agencies noted above also have on-going grant
programs. Their websites are excellent information sources.

ii. Federal Government. There are many funding sources for water
quality improvements. The sources a~re too numerous to list,
however there is an excellent website at the Federal EPA that
lists the federal and other sources. The site is:
http://www.epa.gov/OWOW/watershed/wacademy/fund.html

3.3.3 Legislative Appropriations

Local jurisdictions can also work with stakeholders (Table 7) and
elected representatives to pass legislation that funds water quality
improvements. This can be done at both t~he local and national levels.
Bond issues are another local and state method to fund
improvements.
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Table 5. Comparison of Annual Mean and Median Concentrations to Objectives

Guidelines 8ncl Stan~rds Mallbu Creek
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3ya~oe 0 01 mO/I 0.004’ 02 0 0052 0 001

40~
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and any exceedance of values sllouid not ir~:licate molal~o~ nor n~"~coml~ia~ce w~ffl ~e 01an=. Furthermore, a direct comDan$on ol the saml~ing results w~
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Table 6. Summary of Statistical Analysis Results of Water Quality Data
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1.0 Watershed Management Area Plan Overview

In compliance with the 1996 municipal stormwater National Pollutant Discharge
Elimination System (NPDES) permit (Order No. 96-054), Los Angeles County
(Principal Permittee)is required to develop a Watershed Management Area Plan
(WMAP) for each Watershed Management Area (WMA) in coordination with the
cities (Permittees) in each WMA. The WMAP consists of the following: a
description of each watershed’s characteristics; the Stormwater Quality
Management Plan (SQMP), formally known as the five Model Programs (see
Appendix); quality of stormwater runoff analyses; identified projects to improve
quality of stormwater and urban runoff; and available funding resources.

2.0 Watershed Characteristics

2.1 Watershed Area

The San Gabriel River Watershed is located in the eastern portion of Los
Angeles County (Figure 1). It is bound by the San Gabriel Mountains to the
north, most of the San Bemardino/Orange County to the east, the division
of the Los Angeles River from the San Gabriel River to the west, and the
Pacific Ocean to the south. The watershed is composed of approximately
640 square miles of land with 26% of its total area developed. The
watershed drains into the San Gabriel River from the San Gabriel Mountains
to the Pacific Ocean. The major tributaries to the San Gabriel River include
Walnut Creek, San Jose Creek, Coyote Creek, and numerous storm drains
(Figure 4).

In accordance with the 1996 NPDES Permit, the County of Los Angeles is
divided into six WMAs. The Permittees within the San Gabriel WMA, as
listed in the Permit, are as follows:

Artesia
Azusa
Baldwin Park
Bellflower
Bradbury
Cerritos
Claremont
Covina
Diamond Bar
Downey
Duarte
Glendora
Hawaiian Gardens
Industry
Irwindale
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La Habra Heights
La Mirada
La Puente
La Verne
Lakewood
Long Beach*
Los Angeles County
Monrovia
Norwalk
Pomona
Pico Rivera
San Dimas
Santa Fe Springs
South El Monte
Walnut
West Covina
Whittier

*Note: As of June 30, 1999, the City of Long Beach has its own NPDES permit for
municipal storm water and urban runoff discharges.

There are other Permittees that may drain to this watershed, but are not
formally listed as Permittees in this WMA.

2.2 Natural Characteristics

2.2.1 Topography

The watershed has a varied terrain consisting of mountains, low-lying
foothills, valleys and coastal plain. The northerly portion of the
watershed has the highest elevation in the San Gabriel Mountains.
Figure 3 shows the watershed’s contour lines at 50-foot increments.

2.2.2 Climate

The watershed consists of the San Gabriel Mountains, the San
Gabriel Valley, and coastal plain. For the mountains, valley, and
coastal, the normal seasonal rainfall 27.50 inches, 17.64 inches, and
13.71 inches respectively.

The entire watershed’s mean annual precipitation is approximately
19.62 inches. It is common for mean annual precipitation to vary from
year-to-year, even though the winter fronts that cause the rainfall
events typically occur annually. These winter fronts typically occur
during the wet season (October 15 to April 15). The remainder of the
year from April 16 to October 14, the dry season, has significantly
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lower precipitation.
2.2.3 Hydrology

A comprehensive network of flood control and water conservation
facilities exist in the watershed to sustain the ever-increasing
development in the region. The runoff that reaches the San Gabriel
River may be diverted into spreading grounds located along the river
or allowed to empty into the Pacific Ocean in Seal Beach. The Rio
Hondo/San Gabriel spreading grounds are located south of Whittier
Narrows and have highly permeable soils. This soil characteristic
enables any flow diverted into the spreading grounds to recharge the
groundwater aquifer.

2.2.4 Flow Characteristics

2.2.4.1 Flow Direction

The watershed’s runoff flows in a generally southwesterly
direction overland or in the flood control channels and if it
is not intercepted, eventually discharges into the Pacific
Ocean (Figure 3).

2.2.4.2 Sub-Basins

The sub-basins in Figure 3 show hydrological areas and
where they drain. These sub-basins were delineated
based on the contour lines shown in Figure 2.

2.2.5 Land Use

As shown in Table 1, most of the land in the watershed is "vacant", or
undeveloped. Developed land. use in the watershed consists
primarily of high-density single-family residential, industrial, and
retail/commercial (Figure 5).

Table 1. Land Use Distribution

Land Use Category Percent by Area

Vacant 47.69

Transportation 1.66

High-Density Single-Family Residential 23.96
(HDSFR)

Light Industrial 4.07
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Multiple-Family Residential 3.02

Retail/Commercial 2.92

Education 2.63

Mixed Residential 0.25

All Other 13.8

The Los Angeles County land use monitoring program under the 1996
NPDES permit is a result of a site selection study entitled Evaluation
of Land Use Monitoring Stations (Woodward-Clyde and Psomas and
Associates, 1996). This study identified the most significant land use
categories within the permit area regarding stormwater quality. The
selection study yielded eight land use monitoring stations. These
eight land use monitoring stations represent over 86% of all the land
uses within the permit area. These stations monitor flow and have
automated samplers to collect flow-weighted composite stormwater
samples during storm events. The 34 categories shown in Table 2
cover 100% of the land uses in the County.

Figure 5 depicts the eight land use categories currently monitored
with their respective percent by area within the watershed. The
remaining land use categories are summarized as "All Other" in
Table 1.

Table 2. Land Use Categories

Land Use Category Inclusive SCAG Land
Use Codes (1)

High Density Single Family Residential (2) 1111

Light Industrial (2) 1311 through 1315, 1340

Vacant (2) 3100, 3200, 3300, 3400

Retail/Commercial (2) 1221 through 1224

Multiple Family Residential (2) 1121 through 1125

Transportation (2) 1411 through 1416, 1418

Education (2) 1261 through 1266

Low Density Single Family Residential 1112

Mixed Residential (2) 1140

General Office 1211 through 1213
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Natural Resources Extraction 1331, 1332

Institutional 1241 through 1247, 1251
through 1253

Heavy Industrial 1321 through 1325

Other Commercial 1231 through 1234

Open Space/Recreation 1820, 1830, 1840, 1850, 1860,
1870, 1880

Utility Facilities 1431, 1432, 1433, 1435, 1436,
1438

Mobile Homes and Trailer Parks 1131, 1132

Mixed Transportation and Utility 1450, 1460

Floodways and Structures 1434, 1437

Rural Residential 1151, 1152, 1439

Under Construction 1700

Golf Courses 1810

Nurseries and Vineyards ;.!200, 2300

Maintenance Yards 1440

Urban Vacant 1900

Military Installations 1271 through 1273

Agriculture ;!100, 2110, 2120, 2600

Harbor Facilities 1417, 4401

Animal Husbandry ;!400, 2500, 2700

Mixed Commercial and Industrial 1500

Communication Facilities 1420, 1421

Mixed Urban 1600

Marina Facilities =1.300

Receiving Waters 4100, 4200, 4400, 4500

(1) Based on Anderson Land Use Level Ill/IV Classification.
(2) Land use monitored

2.2.6 Geology/Soil

The San Gabriel Mountains constitute the north portion of the
watershed. The mountainous terrain consists of Upper San Gabriel
River soil. The mountain’s alluvial fans primarily consist of Hanford
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Gravelly Sandy Loam and Tujunga Fine Sandy Loam. Additional
types of soil classification in the wa~tershed are the following:
Altamont Clay Loam, Chino Silt Loam, Di.ablo Clay Loam, Hanford Silt
Loam, Montezuma Clay Adobe, Oakley Fine Sand, Placentia Loam,
Ramona Clay Loam, Ramona Loam, Ramona Sandy Loam, Yolo Clay
Loam, Yolo Fine Sandy Loam, Yolo Gravelly Sandy Loam, Yolo
Loam, and Yolo Sandy Loam (Figure 6).

2.2.7 Significant Ecological Areas

Significant Ecological Areas (SEAs) are defined and delineated in
conjunction with the Land Use and Open Space Elements of the Los
Angeles County General Plan.

An area qualifies for recognition as a SEA if it possesses one or more
of the following features or classes:

i. Is the habitat of rare, endangered, or threatened plant or
animal species.

ii Represents biotic communities, vegetative associations, or
" habitat of plant or animal species that are either one-of-a-kind,

or are restricted in distribution on a regional basis.
iii Represents biotic communities, vegetative associations, or

habitat of plant or animal species that are either one-of-a-kind,
or are restricted in distribution in Los Angeles County.

iv Is habitat that at some point in the life cycle of a species or
group of species, serves as a concentrated breeding, feeding,
resting, or migrating grounds, and is limited in availability

¯ v. Represents biotic resources that are of scientific interest
because they are either extreme in physical/geographical
limitations, or they represent an unusual variation in a
population or community.

vi. Is an area important as game species habitat or as fisheries.
vii. Is an area that would provide for the preservaion of relatively

undisturbed examples of the natural biotic communities in Los
Angeles County.

viii. Is a special area, worthy of inclusion, but one which does not
fit any of the other seven criteria.

Los Angeles County Department of Regional Planning (Regional
Planning) is in the process of updating the SEAs coverage. The final
SEAs information will be included in this plan after Regional Planning
has finalized the SEAs coverage.

2.2.8 Threatened and Endangered Species
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The watershed supports a variety of threatened and endangered
species according to the California Department of Fish and Game’s
November 2000 California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB). The
CNDDB provides both the state and federally listed threatened and
endangered species of plants and animals (Figure 7a and 7b
respectively).

The watershed hosts the following threatened and endangered plants
and animals:

¯ Nevin’s Barberry,
¯ Salt Marsh Bird’s-Beak,
¯ Santa Ana Sucker,
¯ Slender-Horned Spineflower, and
¯ Thread-Leaved Brodiaea.

The Santa Ana Sucker is primarily located around the San Gabriel
River’s North Fork, East Fork and West Fork. The Slender-Horned
Spineflower is located around San Gabriel River’s West Fork. A
large population of Salt Marsh Bird’s-Beak may be found in the
quadrant bordered by 195"~ Street and Orange Avenue with Norwalk
Boulevard and Walker Street. Small pockets of Thread-Leaved
Brodiaea may be found in the foothills of the Los Angeles National
Forest.

The five birds that constitute the Threatened and Endangered
Species Animal list may be found scattered across the watershed
typically near open spaces or water,rays. Coastal California
Gnatcatcher primarily occupies the Forrest Lawn Memorial Park in
Covina Hills. The second largest bird population, the Least Bell’s
Vireo, is predominant near the San Gabriel River and Big Dalton
River. The California Least Tem may be found near Marine Stadium
and the San Gabriel River in Long Beach. The Belding’s Savannah
Sparrow may be found near the Los Cerritos Channel. The Western
Yellow-Billed Cuckoo is located near the; San Gabriel River.

2.3 Quality of Stormwater Runoff

2.3.1 Monitoring Activities

To characterize the quality of stormwater runoff in Los Angeles
County, sampling of large area mass emissions sites has been
performed under the 1990 and 1996 municipal stormwater NPDES
permits.
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2.3.1.1 Monitoring Station Location

Los Angeles County Department of Public Works (LACDPW)
has been monitoring four major drainage areas near their
outfalls to the ocean. The following mass emission
monitoring stations installed under the original 1990 Permit
were retained under the 1996 Permit: the Los Angeles River
Monitoring Station, the San Gabriel River Monitoring Station,
the Ballona Creek Monitoring Station, and the Malibu Creek
Monitoring Station. The Coyote Creek Monitoring Station,
which was required under the 1!990 Permit but not under the
1996 Permit, was also monitored during the 1997-98,
1998-99, and 1999-2000 seasons. This station was retained
in the program to provide data for the calculation of mass
loading in the San Gabriel River Watershed. The five mass
emission monitoring stations ’were used to collect water
quality data from over 1,61!) square miles and have
produced the data used to calculate total loading to the
ocean from the Los Angeles River, the San Gabriel River,
the Ballona Creek, and the Malib Creek Watersheds.

The San Gabriel River Monitoring Station is located at a
historic stream gage station (Stream Gage No. F263C-R),
below San Gabriel River Parkway in Pico Rivera. At this
location, the upstream tributary area is 450 square miles.
The San Gabriel River, at the gauging station, is a grouted
rock-concrete stabilizer along the western levee and a
natural section on the eastern side. Flow measurement and
water sampling are conducted in the grouted rock area along
the western levee of the river. The length of the concrete
stabilizer is nearly 70 feet. The San Gabriel River sampling
location has been an active stream gauging station since
1968.

The Coyote Creek Monitoring Station is located at the
existing Army Corps of Engineers stream gage station
(Stream Gage No. F354-R) below Spring Street in the lower
San Gabriel River Watershed. Although this site is not
required for monitoring per the NPDES Permit, the site was
added to assist in determining mass loading for the San
Gabriel River Watershed. At this location, the upstream
tributary area is 150 square miiles (extending into Orange
County). The sampling site was chosen to avoid backwater
effects from the San Gabriel River. Coyote Creek, at the
gauging station, is a concrete lined trapezoidal channel. The
Coyote Creek sampling location has been an active stream
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gauging station since 1963.

2.3.1.2 Stormwater Sample Collection Methods

Grab and composite sample collection methods, defined
below, are used to collect samples.

¯ Grab Sample o a discrete, individual sample within a
short period of time. This method is used to collect
samples for constituents that have very short holding
times and specific collection or preservation needs. For
example, samples for coliforms are taken directly into a
sterile container to avoid non-resident bacterial
contamination.

¯ Composite Sample - a mixed or combined sample
created by combining a series of discrete samples
(aliquots) of specific volume. Composite sampling is
ideally conducted over the duration of the storm event.

Grab samples are collected during the initial portion of the
storm event and then taken to the laboratory.

Flow composite storm samples are obtained using an
automated sampler to collect samples at flow-paced
intervals. Samples collected at each station are combined
in the laboratory to create a single flow-weighted sample for
analysis.

It should be noted that only composite samples have been
collected at the Coyote Creek IVlonitoring Station since the
1995-1996 storm season because the monitoring station was
not required under the 1996 Permit.

2.3.2 Comparison of Mass Emissions Concentrations to the Ocean Plan,
Basin Plan, and California Toxics Rule

It should be noted that, except for bacteria indicators, there are no
numerical water quality standards that apply to stormwater or
nonpoint source pollution. Current federal and state numerical
standards apply only to point source pollution, such as sanitary
sewage, industrial and point source discharges to the ocean and
other water bodies. Water quality standards described in the 1995
Los Angeles Region Basin Plan orthe 1997 California Ocean Plan do
not apply to stormwater runoff. An excee.dence of values should not
indicate violation nor noncompliance with the plans. Furthermore, the
sampling results used to produce Tables 4 and 5 (see Appendix) are
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detected values before dilution, a factor allowed by the Ocean Plan.
Both the annual mean and median of the analyses of some 209
constituents sampled were compared to the water quality objectives
outlined in the California Ocean Plan, the Los Angeles Basin Plan,
and the California Toxics Rule. For stormwater bacteria indicators,
the log mean of the Most Probable Number per 100 ml was compared
to the objectives of AB411.

Table 4 shows constituents whose annual mean or median virtually
exceeded the water quality objectives (~lescribed above at the San
Gabriel Monitoring Station. Eleven chemical constituents were
identified as constituents of concern from the comparison. Total
coliform and fecal coliform, and enterococcus are included due to
their exceedance of AB411.

Table 5 contains constituents that exceeded the water quality
objectives at the Coyote Creek Monitoring Station. A total of thirteen
constituents were identified as constituents of concern, including
three bacteria indicators.

2.3.3 Long-term Trend Analysis

A long-term trend analysis was performed for the water quality
constituents selected through a screening procedure over the period
from 1995 to 2000. Tables 6 and 7 (see Appendix) show summaries
of statistical analysis results from water quality data collected from the

_ San Gabriel River Monitoring Station and the Coyote Creek
Monitoring Station, respectively.

Tables 4 and 6 show that the bacteria indicator standards for total
and fecal coliform were exceeded every year at the San Gabriel
Monitoring Station. The prominent virtual exceedances occurred with
cyanide and total dissolved solids. The tables also show that the
1997-1998 storm season, the El Ni~o season, contributed the most
virtual exceedances (twelve constituents exceeded the water quality
objectives). It should be noted that there were no virtual
exceedances by nutrients (compounds of nitrogen and phosphorus)
of the three water quality objectives. "l’he following represents a
summary of water quality trends at the San Gabriel Monitoring
Station:

T0t~l (~oliform
A peak median concentration was observed in the 1995-1996 storm
season. Although there has been a drastic reduction in total coliform,
its populations still exceed the water quality objective limits.
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Fecal Coliform
The highest median concentration was observed in the 1995-1996
storm season. Significant reduction in fecal coliform concentrations
has been noted since the 1995-1996 storm season with an isolated
peak occurring in the 1997-1998 storm season. Nevertheless, all
mean and median concentrations are largely above the water quality
objective limits throughout the entire monitoring period.

Fecal Enterococcus
The data show a general trend of reduction on fecal enterococcus
concentrations since the 1995-1996 storm season. It should be noted
that there were not enough data available for the statistical analysis
between the 1996-1997 and 1997-1998 storm seasons.

Total Dissolved Solids
The median concentrations do not show any significant change or
trend over the entire monitoring period, except for an isolated peak in
the 1998-1999 storm season.

Turbidity
The highest median concentration occurred in the 1997-1998 storm
season, exceedip.g the Ocean Plan water quality objective limit.
Median concentrations were in compliance with the Ocean Plan
objective for the rest of the monitoring period.

_ Total Copper
Median concentrations exceeded the ,Ocean Plan water quality
objective for the first three storm seasons. Between the 1998-1999
and 1999-2000 storm seasons, there was a significant reduction of
total copper, and both mean and mediar~ concentrations during this
period were below the Ocean Plan objective.

Dissolved Zinc
Only one of mean concentrations exceeded the California Toxics
Rule limit for saltwater in the 1997-1998 storm season. There were
not enough water quality data available for analysis in the 1995-1996,
1996-1997 and 1999-2000 storm seasons.

Other Metals
The data show that the median concentrations of total aluminum,
dissolved copper, dissolved lead, total lead, and total zinc generally
complied with the water quality objective limits over the monitoring
period, except for the 1997-1998 storm season.
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Bis(2-ethylhexyl)phthalate
Both mean and median concentrations exceeded the Ocean Plan
water quality objective limit for the first three storm seasons. Between
the 1998-1999 and 1999-2000 storm seasons there were not enough
water quality data available for the analysis.

Tables 2 and 4 show that the bacteria indicator data were not
available except for the 1995-1996 storm season at the Coyote Creek
monitoring station. The prominent virtual exceedances occurred with
dissolved and total copper and Bis(2-ethylhexyl)phthalate. The tables
also show that the 1995-1996 storm season contributed to the most
virtual exceedances (Ten constituents exceeded the water quality
objectives). The following represents a summary of water quality
trends at the Coyote monitoring station:

Bacteria Indicators
Median concentrations of total coliforrn, fecal coliform and fecal
enterococcus largely exceeded the Basin Plan, Ocean Plan and
AB411 objective limits in the 1995-1996 storm season. There was no
water quality data available for the analysiis from the 1996-1997 storm
season to the 1999-2000 storm season because grab samples were
not collected during this period.

Total Dissolved Solids
The median concentrations exceed the IBasin Plan objective twice
over the monitoring period. They do not show any particular trend.

Turbidity
The data show median concentrations generally complied with the
Ocean Plan objective, except that the t~igh median concentration
exceeded the objective limit in the 1997-’1998 storm season.

Total Aluminum
Peak concentrations were observed between the 1996-1997 and
1997-1998 storm seasons, exceeding the Basin Plan water quality
objective; however, both mean and median concentrations dropped
below the objective limit for the remaining monitoring period.

Dissolved CoDoer
Median concentrations exhibit an increasing trend for the first three
storm seasons with a decreasing trend tlnereafter. Both mean and
median concentrations exceeded the California Toxics Rule objective
limits from the 1997-1998 storm season to the 1999-2000 storm
season.

Total Cooper
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The data show both mean and median concentrations generally
exceed the Ocean Plan objective limit, except that the concentrations
observed in the 1999-2000 storm season were below the objective
limit.

Dissolved Lead
The median concentrations exceeded the California Toxics Rule for
freshwater twice over the entire monitoring period. Not enough water
quality data was available for the statistical analysis for the rest of the
monitoring period.

Total Lead
The median concentration observed in the 1995-1996 storm season
was below the Ocean Plan objective. Between the 1996-1997 and
1997-1998 storm seasons, the median concentrations displayed a
sharply increasing trend with the concentrations above the objective
limit. Not enough water quality data was available for the statistical
analysis for the remaining monitoring period.

Dissolved Zinc
The highest mean and median concentrations occurred in the
1997-1998 storm season, exceeding the California Toxics Rule
objective limits; however, this appearecl to be only temporary and
median concentrations plunged below the objective limits in the next
storm season.

Total Zinc
Escalation in total zinc concentrations was noticed for the first three
storm seasons. However, the concentrations exhibit a rapid
decreasing trend between the 1998-1999 and 1999-2000 storm
seasons.

Bis(2-ethylhexyl)phthalate
The trend fluctuated slightly with no significant change until the
1999-2000 storm season. Not enough data from the storm season
was available to perform the statistical analysis. The median
concentrations exceed the Ocean Plan objective limit for the first
three storm seasons.

2.4 Significant Storm Water Issues Within the WMA

A modified list of significant stormwater issues within the WMA identified in
the Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board’s (Regional Board)
Watershed Management Initiative Chapter, is as follows:

Reservoir sluicing and reservoir sediment,
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¯ Trash in upper watershed,
¯ Mining/stream modifications,
¯ Urban and storm water runoff quality,
¯ Nonpoint source loading from nurseries .and horse stables, and
¯ Currently scheduled Total Maximum Daily Loads (TMDLs) for the next

6-years are: nutrients, coliform, and metals.

3.0 Watershed Management Plan

3.1 Source Control Strategies

3.1.1 Non-structural Controls - regulatory policies/programs to minimize
threats to quality of stormwater and urban runoff.

Permittees within this WMA have adopted the SQMP, jointly
developed under the 1996 NPDES Perrnit, in its entirety as effective
and comprehensive procedures for controlling pollution runoff. The
Permittees within this WMA are implementing all applicable

_ requirements of the SQMP. Through the extensive effort to meet all
the Permit requirements, the Permittees within this WMA have made
significant progress in reducing urban runoff pollution. The
Permittees within this WMA anticipate further success as SQMP
req.~irements are carried forward and reinforced in future years. The
SQMP serves as guidance and requirements under this WMAP.

LACDPW has updated the Development Planning and Public Agency
Activities Model Program of the SQMP to reflect the recent approval
of a Standard Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plan (SUSMP)
requirements. An executive summary of the SQMP has also been
added to the beginning of each individual model program of the
SQMP. Additional revisions to all model programs will be made
following the adoption of the 2001 NPDIES Permit.

Under the next NPDES permit, the Permittees wthin this WMA
anticipate that additional efforts will be focused on controlling
nutrients, coliform, and metals. The Permittees within this WMA
anticipate working with the Regional Board staff to develop and
implement a plan for the TMDLs to monitor and control these
pollutants to the maximum extent practicable.

3.1.2 Structural Controls any existing and proposed projects to
reduce/minimize pollutants of stormwater and urban runoff.
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Table 3 Improvement Projects for Stormwater and Urban Runoff

Permittee Projects:

LACDPW Current projects:
Installed a low flow diversion in Alamitos Bay Pump
Station.

Future/Proposed Projects:
¯ Plan on installing catch basin inserts in all maintenance

yards’ catch basins, Catch Basin Debris Excluders in
selected catch basins, and in-line storm water clean-up
devices in selected storm drains, and

¯ Investigate the construction of permanent roof cover for
existing and new material storage areas and fuel
dispensing islands in some of their field facilities.

Caltrans     Current Proiects:
¯      Installed two different types of drain inlet inserts at

Foothill Maintenance Station,
¯ Installed one Bio strip at 1-605/SR91,
¯ Installed three Bio Swales at 1-605/SR91, Cerritos

Maintenance Station, and 1-605/Del Amo Avenue,
¯ Installed an infiltration besin at 1-605/SR91,
¯ Installed two extended detention basins at I-5/I-605

Intersection and 1-605/SR91 Intersection,
¯ Installed three media filters at Eastern Regional

Maintenance Station, Foothill Maintenance Station, and
Termination Park and Ride, and

¯ Installed a multi-chambered treatment trains at Via
Verde Park and Ride.

Future/Proposed Projects:
¯ Designed a Multi-Chambered Treatment Train at their

Metro Maintenance Statiion.

3.2 Recommended Studies

Over the next five years, the Permittees within this WMA anticipate providing
guidance on the scope of work for any studies related to receiving water
impacts. In particular, Permit’tees within this WMA anticipate that future
studies may address the following issues:

i. The removal efficiency vs. cost comparison for all adopted Performance
Standards to assist in effectively focusing resources,

ii. The pollutant removal efficiencies of all structural, devices required for
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new development to assist in properly sizing devices and in excluding
ineffective ones,

iii. An evaluation of the current vs. "naturall state" of the San Gabriel
River’s sediment loading, sediment discharge periods, sediment
gradation, and environmental impact taking into account factors such
as paved areas and riparian corridor restriction,

iv. Investigate regional solutions to address stormwater quality (i.e. use
of spreading grounds, retention basins, and other similar activities),
and

v. Studies that evaluate the actual impact of pollutants, and pollutant
levels, on the beneficial uses of receiving waters.

3.3 Funding R~sources

A variety of different grant funding sources are available to assist in
implementing the NPDES Permit. They can g~,..nerally be categorized into
specific grant programs and on-going grant programs, or legislative
appropriations.

3.3.1 Specific Grant Programs

These are usually bond issues or legislative funded programs
administered by state, local agencies or conservancies. The most
recent of these is Proposition 13. ]’he majority of funds not
specifically identified and budgeted by the state are being
administered through competitive grant programs by the following
state agencies:

i. State Water Resources Control Board. The State Board is in
turn delegating certain responsibilitiesto the Regional Boards.
For more information, please see their website,
http://www.swrcb.ca.gov/#ro~l 3/index.html.

ii. Resources Aoency. This large "umbrella" state agency has
either assigned or had appropriated/designated certain
funding to the various departments, boards and commissions,
conservancies, and special programs. This agency has just
recently been legislatively charged with the responsibility to
develop a comprehensive listing of the available funding
sources, including federal, state, local, and private, for water
quality improvements. It is to be posted on the intemet by
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November 1, 2002. For more information, see their website,
http://ceres.ca.qov/cra

o iii. Department of Water Resources. This Department within the
Resources Agency has funding available for water
replenishment projects. For more information, please see their
website, http://wwwdwr.water.ca..qov/WaterBond2000

3.3.2 On-Going Grant Programs

i. The state agencies noted above also have on-going grant
programs. Their websites are excellent information sources.

ii. Federal Government. There are many funding sources for
water quality improvements. The sources are too numerous to
list, however there is an excellent website at the Federal EPA
that lists the federal and other sources. The site is:
http://www, epa. goviOW OW/watershed/wacademy/fu rid. html

_ 3.3.3 Legislative Appropriations

Local jurisdictions can also work with s~takeholders (Table 8) and
elected represematives to pass legislatiion that funds water quality
improvements. This can be done at both the local and national levels.
Bond issues are another local and state method to fund
improvements.
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Table 4. Comparison of Annual Mean and Median Concentrations to Objectives
(San Gabriel Monitoring Station)

Gu~Oelines an(] Stan0ar0s                          S~n Gabriel River
Crass Constituent     DL    Units                                        California    California                          1999-

Ocea~ Plan= Basin Plan =    AB 411 Toxics Rule Toxics Rule 1995- 1996- 1997- 1998-
(fresl~water)~ (saJtwater)d 96 97 98 99~ 2000 Total

Total F~.ainfal~ hn ! J 1"3 T1 8 28 8 6.2 12.41
Cyan~e 0 01 toga 0,004" 02 00052 0 001 X X x X 4

To~l Cotdorm 20 MPN/IOOml 1000= 70 10,000
(Insta~taneoue~ x x X x x 5

400
I 5Fecal Coliform 20 MPN/10Oral 200D 200

(Instantaneous] X X
Fecal Enterococcus 20 MPN/100ml 240 104 X - i - ’ X X 3
Total Ois,so~e<:l Sol<Is 2.0 n’~ 250 X X I X X 4
Turb~ity 01 NTU 75~

i X X 2
Total .Nummum 1 00 rag/1 1000 X 1
Dissotv~l Copper 5 mg/I g 3.1 X

Tot~ Copper 5 mg/I 12=
X X X 3

Dis~ved Lead 5 ~ 2.5 8.1 X
total Lead 5 rag4 8°

X X 2
D,ssoWe~ Zinc 50 toga 120 81 X

~si2 .eth~the x~ tphm alate      I      toga        3.5=
X    x    x           i 3

~’otal                                                                        J            7    8 i 12 ! 5 ] 5 137
X = Greater Nan ObJ~CtNE. Except for =ncl~..ator bacter= there are no numerical water quality standar0s mat &0Ply to stormwatar or "non-point source" pollution

Current faOeral anO stare numenca~ stan~,~r0s apply only to "point source polh.~on," such as sanifa~/sewage, industrial and (:ommerc~ discharges to me ocea
and other watefoodies. Water quality stand.de oescnl~d in the 1995 Los AJlgalas Re=ran Basin Plan or the 1997 Califom=a Ocean Plan 0o not a~y to stormwater r~nof
and at~y exceeOance of values st~ouk:l not =n~hcata violation nor noncompl~ce with the plans. Fur~ermora, a 0iracl Comp~’l~On of t~a semplltlg results w~ t
Ocean Plan standards cannot De ma~e =rice the res~dt~ ~eso~ted in the table are cleteole~ values before clilut~on, a faclor allowed by the Ocean Pla

^ = Ram gage not aclNe
~ = Stat~t~-~Jly ~valK:l data, not enough samples or data above deteotmn limit collec~e.
NS = Not
~anK = No ExceoOance
(~L = Detention Ltmit
a) Cmerm based on daCy max=mum
b) Cnterm baeaO on 3(~day average
c) Cnterm for me sum of acanal~thy~eoe, anthracene, 1,2-Denzanthracene, 3,4-banzofluorantheoe, Denzo(k)fluoranthene, 1,12-benzoDer~ene, Denzo(a)pyrene, ~rysene.

dzDenzo(a~)anmracane, fluorane, inbeno(1.2,3-cfl)pyreoe, Wnananthrane and pyren,
d) Cnterm continuous concentrat~o~ which equals the h~gheet ¢o~cefltratio~ of pollutant to wh=ct~ aquetK: hfe can De exDosecl for an extenOed penoo t~ne (4 days)

w~t~out deleterious effects.
e) Crzter~on expressed in me total recoverable form.
~ Cnlena max=mum concentration w~ich equals the h~gheat concentration of pofiutant to w~=~h aquabc life ca~ be exDo~ed for a =~ort pefioO t~rne w~thout daletenous effects
g) Except for indicator Decter~, mere are no numencaJ w~ter qualify standarcls that a~/to storrnwater or "non-point source" goilubon Cunant federal and state

numencal standards al~ply only to "point source gollution." ~ as sanitary sewage, industrial and commercial discharges to me ocean, and other wat~Rxxlies
Water qua~i~ standards descnOeO tn the 1995 Los Angeles Regk~ Barn Plan or me 1997 Califomm Ocean Plan do not a~y to stormwater nJnoff, and any
exceeOance of values st~ould not indicate vmlat;~o~ nor noncomgiianCe w~ the plan s Fur1~acmore a d=ract comp,an.~on of t~e setup|in= resulta w~t~ ~e
Ocean Plan standar0s cannot be made since ~a re.,~J~fa preeanteq in the tab~ are Detenmd values before dilu’bon, a factor alk~we~:l by the Ocean Plan,

h) Detection limits have changed throughout the monitor= pl’ocee=. Only ~3ata matct~mg me current 0alton Imlit ~ dL~aye~l in mm ta~e. The C)ata Inc~u~
Since find intimates me first year of the storm $e~aon w~l the curm~t ~efact~on hmK
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Table 6. Summary of Statistical Analysis Results of Water Quality Data

(San Gabriel Monitoring Station)
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Table 7. Summary of Statistical Analysis Results of Water Quality Data

(Coyote Creek Monitoing Station)
Coyote Creek
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F.xecut~ve Summary

ES.1 OVERVIEW
On July 15.1996, the Los Angeles Regional Water Quality. Control Board (Regional Board) issued a municipal
stormwater National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit (Permit) to the County. of Los
Angeles and 85 cities (Permittees). This Permit contains a requirement for Permittees to develop and
implement within thetrj urisdiction a Storm Water Management Program (SWMP). The Countywide Storm
Water Management Plan (CSWMP) is the unified plan consisting of model programs developed unde~ the
Storm Water Management Program requirements as established by the Permit. These model programs are
aimed to reduce pollutant discharges to the maximum extent practicable for attaining water quality objectives
and protecting beneficial uses of receiving waters in Los Angeles County.

In the 2001 NPDES permit, the CSWMP has been renamed to the Stormwater Quality Management Plan
(SQMP). For the remainder of this document, the acronym SQMP is used.

The Permit required the Permittees to develop a model program to address each of the following:

¯ Illicit Connections and Illicit Discharges.

¯ Development Planning,
¯ Development Construction,

¯ Public Agency Activities, and

¯ Public Information and Participation

Each model program is a "stand-alone" document that describes one of these five elements of the SQMP.
Record-keeping and reporting requirements are also associated with each model program This Executive
Summer3’ describes the primary requirements of each of the model programs comprising the SQMP. The
remainder of this document is the SQMP element referred to as the Industrial and Commercial Educational
Program. which was approved bv the Regional Board in April 1998.

ES.2 MODEL ILLICIT CONNECTIONS / ILLICIT DISCHARGE ELIMINATION
PROGRAM

Part 2.II of the Permit contains requirements specifically for the identification and elirrunation of illicit
connections and illicit discharges to the municipal separate storm sewer system 0vlS4), genera!ly referred to
in this document as "storm drain system" The Permit requirements include five components for the
elimination of illicit connections and illicit discharges. Those five components are:

¯ Illicit connection elimination,

¯ Illicit discharge elimination,

¯ Best management practices (BMPs) program for designated non-stormwater discharges,

¯ Public reporting of illicit discharge and disposal practices, and

¯ Hazardous waste reporting program.
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Executive Summary

Illicit Connection Elimination
The goal of this component is to detect and eliminate illicit connections in order to reduce pollutants
discharged through such connections to the maximum extent practical. The objectives are to:

¯ Conduct storm drain system field screening for illicit connections during scheduled infrastructure
maintenance by maintenance personnel.

¯ Determine the source and nature of suspected illicit discharges by investigating connections to the
storm drain system.

The model program also describes a methodology that Perruttees may use in prioritizing areas of their
jurisdiction for investigation. Once the illicit connectionMischarge has been investigated, one of the
following actions must occur:

¯ If the discharge is determined to consist only of exempted non-stormwater, the connection will be
allowed to remain and will no longer be considered an illicit connection. Perrmttees may elect to
~ssue a permit for the connection or allow the connection to remain if information on the
connection is documented: or

¯ The discharger will be required to obtain an NPDES permit: or

¯ The connection will be terrnlnated through voluntary action or enforcement proceedings.

Permittees may prioritize potential problem areas for detection and investigation efforts under this
program component, using the methodology defined in this model program.

Illicit Discharge Elimination
The goal of this component is to detect and elirmnate illicit discharges from entering the storm drain
system to reduce pollutants from such discharge to the maximum extent practicable. The objectives are
to~

¯ Investigate, contain, and clean up incidental spills reported by the public, other agencies.or
observed by Permittee field staff during the course of their normal daily activities,

¯ Eliminate through voluntary termination or enforcement action prohibited non-stormwater
discharges to the storm drain system, and

¯ Investigate to determine the nature and source of the discharge and eliminate through voluntary
termination or enforcement action suspected prohibited non-storm discharges in the storm drain
system.

BMPs for Designated Non-Stormwater Discharges
The Perrrut required the City of Los Angeles to conduct a study on pollutants entering storm drains from
street and sidewalk washing operation to:

(i.) Characterize discharges from municipal street washing and sidewalk washing

(ii.) Assess the impacts of such activities and

(iii.) Recommend appropriate BMPs to control any adverse impacts.

T:\199~4P245\TASK3-5~)ECEMBER 200(~JND-C(~IM.(~:~,SNA ES-2

R0000252



Executive Summary

The City of Los Angeles completed the study and prepared a report entitled, "’A Study of Pollutants
Entenng Storm Drains from Street and Sidewalk Washing Operations in Los Angeles, California." The
Regional Board approved recommended BMPs for street and sidev,alk washing activities.

Public Reporting
The goal of this component is to promote, publicize and facilitate public repomng of illicit discharges and
illicit disposal pract,ces. Permittees must implement a system for complainant documentation and a
follow up response for calls received from the public regarding potential illicit discharges and illicit
disposal practices.

Reporting Hazardous Substances Entering the Storm Drain System
The goal of this component is to facilitate appropriate reporting of hazardous substances entering the
storm drain system as a result of an illicit discharge. The Perrmttees must implement a reporting program
to document quantities of hazardous substances entering the storm drain system.

ES.3 MODEL DEVELOPMENT PLANNING PROGRAM
"’Development" Projects encompass those projects that are subject to a planning and perrmtting review
process by a Permittee. A "Development" Project may be new development, redevelopment, renovation.
remodeling, rehabilitation, infitl, or other terms that may be used in a Perrnlttee’s ordinances and/or
building code. The planning and desig’n of public facilities have similar requirements described in the
Model Public Agency Activities Program, another component of the Countywide Storm Water
Management Plan.

The fundamental concept of this program component is to identify development that may significantly
impact stormwater quality and to then to include permanent BMPs in the project’s design. Development
projects that may significantly impact stormwater quality are Planning "Priority" Projects. Other projects
are deemed "’Exempt" from these program requirements.

Each Permittee will implement a development-planning program that includes the following components:

¯ System for deterrmning the appropriate category (Priority or Exempt) for a Development Project;

¯ Recommended list of BMPs to be considered, and as appropriate, implemented for Development
Projects;

¯ Process to ensure that Planning Priority Projects incorporate the Standard Urban Storm Water
Mitigation Plans using the recommended list of BMPs;

¯ Guidelines for California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) compliance;

¯ Guidelines for the revision of General Plan elements to include watershed and stormwater quality
management considerations, when General Plan elements are being significantly rewritten; and

¯ Developer information program that provides general guidance on the Permittee’s development
planning program, and specific guidance on BMP selection and the Standard Urban Storm Water
Mitigation Plans.

T ’d 995~954P245\T A SK3- 5~DECEMOER 2000~ N D-COMM.DOC~SNA ES-3
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A checklist and flowchart are included in the Model Development Planning Program to assist Permittees
in deterrmning whether a project is Priority or Exempt.

ES.4 MODEL DEVELOPMENT CONSTRUCTION PROGRAM
Permittees must also implement a program to manage ston’nwater and urban runoff associated with
construction activities within their jurisdictions. The Model Development Construction Program
addresses:

¯ Development and implementation of construction site BMPs:

¯ Implementation of procedures to verify Notice of Intent (NOB filing with the State Water
Resources Control Board and completion of stormwater pollution prevention plan ISWPPP) for
projects subject to the California General Construction Perrrut, and

¯ Implementation of a construction inspection program.

Construction Site BMPs
A Development Construction Project is defined as projects for which site activities such as clearing,
grading, excavation, road construction, structure construction, or structure demolition results in the
disturbance of soil.

In certain situations, where impact to stormwater quality is a greater threat, Development Construction
Projects should be given greater scrutiny to ensure that minimum requirements are met. These projects
which present a greater threat to water quality, but are not subject to the California General Permit for
Storm Dater Discharges Associated with Construction Activit~"~ are called Construction Priority Projects.

i
Unless specifically exempted, all Development Construction Projects will be required to implement

¯ BMPs to meet minimum water quality protection requirements. As a condition for issuing a grading or
building perrmt, applicants for covered Development Construction Projects shall be required to certify
that they understand and will comply with the rmnimum BMPs requirements related to construction site
runoff.

Projects Subject to the General Construction Permit
Developers of construction sites subject to the General Construction Permit are required to prepare and
implement a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (state SWPPP). Before issuing building or grading
permits, Permittees will require applicants to demonstrate that a Notice of Intent (NOI) has been filed
with the State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB), and that a state SWPPP has been prepared for
projects subject to the General Construction Permit.

Requirements for Construction Priority Projects
Prior to receiving a building or grading permit, applicants for Construction Priority Projects must prepare
a local stormwater pollution prevention plan (local SWPPP) covering construction materials and waste

~A proiect is subject to the General Construction Permit if.it disturbs 5 acres or more of soil, or the project results in the
disturbance of less than 5 acres but is part of a larger common plan of development or sale that exceeds 5 acres.

T ~995L954P245\TASK3-S’~DECEMBER 20(X~JND-COMM DOC~SNA ES-4
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management control, and must cenif-y that they will implement the local SWPPP year-round. Applicants
for Construction Priority projects must also prepare and implement a Wet Weather Erosion ContTol Plan
(WWECP) if the project ~ill leave soil disturbed during the rainy season (November 1 through April 15).

Site Inspection and Enforcement

Each Permit-tee will implement site inspection procedures to assess whether the minimum requirements
for Development Construction Projects are being achieved and appropriate BMPs are being implemented.
Site inspections will also determine if local SWPPPs are being implemented at projects where they apply.
Developers an~or contractors will also be required to conduct and document self-inspections of their
construction site. Each Permittee will also develop and implement enforcement procedures to require that
corrective actions be undertaken when the requirements are not met.

ES.5 MODEL PUBLIC AGENCY ACTIVITIES PROGRAM
Part IV.C of the Permit contains requirements specifically for public agency activities and facilities.
Components of the Public Agency Activities Model Program describe measures to be taken by Permit’tees
to reduce stormwater impacts from public agency activities and facilities such as sanitary sewer systems,
public construction activities, vehicle maintenance and material storage facilities, recreation facilities,
stormwater drainage systems, streets and. roads, etc.

Sewage Systems Operations

This program component is applicable to all Permit’tees who own and operate a sewage collection system.
Although sewage systems themselves are not a regular source of stormwater pollution, raw sewage
contains pollutants that can pose a serious threat to both human health and the quality of receiving waters
if they enter the storm drain system through incidents such as spills, leaks, or overflows. The goal of this
program is to reduce the impact of Permittee-owned sewage system operations on stormwater quality.

The objectives of this program component are to:

¯ Keep any sewage overflows or leaks from entering the storm drain system or receiving waters.

¯ Identify and repair sewage system blockages, exfiltrations, overflows and implement procedures
for investigating the causes.

¯ Notify public health authorities in cases where threats to public health exist.

Public Construction Activities Management
This program component is applicable to all Permittees who construct or contract to construct public
facilities, including infrastructure. The program component requires the use of temporary best
management practices (BMPs) to reduce the discharge of pollutants from public construction sites. In
addition, public agency facilities with the potential for having a significant effect on stormwater quality
when completed by virtue of their size, nature of on-site activities, or other factors must incorporate
permanent BMPs in the planning and design of the project.
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Executive Summary

The objectives of this program component are to:

¯ Select and incorporate appropriate construction control measures for stormwater quality
management from construction sites.

¯ Conduct and inspection program, including enforcement procedures as necessary, to verify that
the construction control measures are implemented and performed effectively throughout the
construction period.

Vehicle Maintenance / Material Storage Facilities Management
This program component is applicable to all Permit-tees who own and operate vehicle maintenance or
materials storage facilities. Activities at these facilities may generate waste, spills and leaks that could
potentially reach the storm drain system and receiving waters. The goal of this program is to make
stormwater quality a consideration when conducting activities at municipal facilities.

The objectives of this program component are to:

¯ Identify and evaluate sources of pollutants from public vehicle maintenance/material storage
facilities that may affect the quality of stormwater discharge from the facility..

¯ Identify and implement site-specific best management practices to reduce or prevent pollutants in
stormwater discharges.

Landscape and Recreational Facilities Management
This program component is applicable to all Permirtees who own and operate recreational facilities.
Maintenance practices at parks and recreation facilities generally include fertilizer and pesticide

¯             applications, vegetation maintenance and disposal, swimming pool chemical maintenance and draining,
and trash and debris management. All of these activities have the potential to contribute pollutants to the
storm drain system. If improperly managed, potential pollutants can be transported in runoff (stormwater
and non-stormwater discharges) to the storm drain system and subsequently to receiving waters. The goal
of the program for landscape and recreational facilities management is to make the stormwater quality a
consideration when conducting operation and maintenance activities.

-! The objectives of this program component are to:

¯ Minimize the discharge of pesticides, herbicides and fertilizers to the storm drain system and
receiving waters.

¯ Prevent the disposal of landscape waste into the storm drain system.

¯ Minimize the trash, debris and other pollutants from entering Permitee-owned recreational water
bodies.

¯ Discharge municipal swimming pool water in a manner that will not contribute pollutants to
receiving waters.
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Storm Drain Operation and Management
The storm drain system functions primarily to collect and convey surface runoff to receiving waters
during storms in order to prevent flooding. A common municipal activity includes the maintenance of the
storm drain system to maintain hydraulic function as intended during storms. The goal of this program is
to reduce the impact of storm drain operation and maintenance activities on stormwater quality.

The objectives of this program component are to:

¯ Inspect and clean catch basins annually and keep appropriate records.

¯ Remove trash and debris annually from open channels and properly dispose of these materials to
prevent them from being washed to receiving waters.

¯ Report prohibited non-stormwater discharges observed during the course of normal daily
activities so they can be investigated, contained and cleaned up, or eliminated.

¯ Review maintenance activities to verify that they minimize the amount of pollutants discharged to
receiving waters.

Streets and Roads Maintenance
Streets and roads may collect litter and debris from nearby activities, as well as from vehicular traffic.
During the course of routine maintenance waste materials are often generated. The goal of this
component is to reduce the impact of Permittee street and road operations and maintenance on stormwater
quality.

The objectives of this program component are to:

¯ Sweep curbed streets to reduce the discharge of pollutants associated with activities occurring in
street and road rights-of-way.

¯ Minimize the discharge of pollutants associated with the maintenance of streets and roads.

Parking Facilities Management
Permit-tees who own parking lots with more than 25 parking spaces located in areas with potential
exposure to stormwater must have a parking facilities management plan. The goal of this component is to
reduce the impact of these parking facilities on the quality of stormwater discharges and receiving waters.
The object of this program component is to remove debris from parking facilities to reduce the amount of
material that comes into contact with stormwater.

Public Industrial Activities
Industrial activities, whether private or public, have the potential to discharge pollutants to the storm drain
system. Many industrial facilities are subject to the California General Industrial Activities Storm Water
Permit (General Industrial Permit) for control of stormwater pollution. The goal of the General Industrial
Permit is to reduce the impact of industrial facilities on stormwater quality. This provision of the Permit
may procedurally simplify and reduce the cost of Permittees’ compliance for their industrial facilities
(Phase 1) by providing the option to obtain coverage under the Permit in lieu of the General Industrial
Permit.
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F.xecutJve Summary

The objecti+e oft.his program component is to comply v, ith all requirements and conditions contained in the
General Industrial Permit.

Emergency Procedures

Each Permirtee must consider the impact of discharges to the storm drain system during emergency repairs
of essential public sereices and infrastructure, and response to natural disasters. The goal is to reduce the
impact of emergency response activities on receiving waters, to the extent possible, without compromising
public health and safety.

The objectives of this program component are to:

Recognize that public health and safety’ are the highest prioriW ~vhen conducting emergency
response activities.

¯ Protect surface water quality by incorporating appropriate BMPs into emergency response
activities to the extent possible.

ES.6 MODEL PUBLIC INFORMATION AND PARTICIPATION PROGRAM

The purpose of the Stormwater/Urban Runoff Public Information and Participation Program (F~ve-Year
Public Education Plan) is to provide the framework for a comprehensive educational stormwater and urban
runoffoutreach approach that will reach as many Los Angeles CounD’ residents as possible. The Five-Year
Public Education Plan is research-based, broad-based with overarching themes, flexible, adaptable, and
simplistic in order to produce behavior change.

Groups of residents differ significantly in terms of the amount of pollution they contribute, their demographics
and lifest~’le, attitudes related to stormwater pollution, and probability, of changing their behaviors Bv better
understanding the general County resident population, resources may be directed to those segments of the
population that pose the greatest threat to stormwater qualit3. and who represent the greatest opportunity to
respond to a public education campaign.

Some key strategies developed for successful implementation of the education model include:

¯ Creating Overarching Approach - A unified overall public education approach sets a "tone for
the program and once established helps target audiences identif3’ the program with its pollution
prevention message.

¯ Building Partnerships - Integrate County and city programs, cooperate with environmental
groups, co-Permittees, and other public and business groups to disseminate public education
program materials and special events information.

¯ Unifi, Pollution Prevention Efforts - Link all pollution prevention efforts (such as recycling, used
oil and household waste) trader a single agenda rather than u,",dcr multiple prevention splint.~r
programs.
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Executive Summary

¯ Develop "How To" Instructions - Provide specific guidelines supported by simple easy to
remember tasks and concise "’how to" instructions for pollution prevention actions that residents
and business may incorporate into their everyday routines.

¯ Monitoring and Evaluation System - Establish an evaluation system to measure program
effectiveness by assessing the number of people who show increased awareness, intent and/or
actions in reducing stormwater pollution. Re-evaluate and enhance program components on
continually based on program effectiveness.

¯ Multiple Audience Impact - Develop program materials and activities that may be implemented
and have impact on more than one audience at a time.

The Model Public Information and Participation Program also includes reporting requirements for Permittees
to support the Annual Program Report to the Regional Board. These reporting requirements include the
documentation of information such as:

¯ Number of media outlets contacted to run public service announcements (PSAs),

¯ Dollar value and number of media buys.

¯ Audience of the mediaFSAs,
¯ List of local businesses enlisted to place non-traditional advertising (point-of-purchase displays,

product neck hangers, etc.)
¯ Numbers and types ofstormwater pollution prevention materials distributed, and

¯ Whether there is an iacrease in the number of illicit discharge reports to the Permittee
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SECTIONONE Background
The municipal storm~ater National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit (Permit)
issued to Los Angeles County and 85 cities by the Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board on
July 15, 1996 contains a requirement for Permittees to develop and implement an Industrial/Commercial
Educational Program. This document provides guidance that Permittees can folloss to implement their
own Industrial!Commercial Educational Program in compliance with the Permit.

Part 2.V.B of the Permit requires Permittees to conduct specific activities related to industrial/commercial
education, as shown in Table 1. They must collect information on industrial/commercial facilities,
conduct educational site visits at those facilities, incorporate information from an approved BMP list into
their outreach measures, and report quarterly on the facilities visited. This document is not a model
program, but is provided as guidance to assist Permittees with the implementation of their programs.
Only the list of BMPs, discussed later in Section 3.2, will be submitted to, reviewed and approved by the
Regional Board staff (Executive Officer) and can be changed by approval of the Executive Officer.

Table 1
Permit Requirements -Industrial/Commercial Educational Program

Permit Section Requirement Compliance Date
2.V.B.I.b Collect information on Must complete by May 1998 for

industrial/commercial facilities within industrial, motor vehicle, gas
jurisdiction and submit to Principal stations, and restaurants. (Not later
Permittee. than one year after Principal’

Permittee provides the database
format to the Permittees )
For additional SIC groups: Not later
than one year after Watershed
Management Committee (WMC)
desi~lnation.

2V.B3.a Begin to implement an Upon Regional Board approval of
industrial/commercial facility educational BMP checklist, and in accordance
site visit program with the applicable schedule.

2.V.B.3.b Distribute and discuss applicable BMPs Upon Regional Board approval of
durin~l educational site visit. BMP checklist

2V. B.3.c Submit list of facilities visited to the Quarterly
Principal Permittee.

The requirement to implement an Industrial/Commercial Educational Program is based on the two
primary objectives listed below, set forth in the Federal Clean Water Act amendments of 1987, which
established the framework for regulating stormwater discharges from municipal, industrial and
construction activities under the NPDES system:

¯ Effectively prohibit non-stormwater discharges (unless NPDES permitted, specifically exempted,
or proven not to be a significant source of pollutants).

¯ Reduce the discharge of pollutants from storm drainage systems to the maximum extent
practicable (MEP).

To meet this statutory objective, the federal regulatory requirements for municipal Permit’tees include
implementing a comprehensive program to control pollutants in stormwater discharges to municipal
systems from certain industrial facilities.
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SECTIONO £ Background
To meet this statutory objective, the federal regulatory requirements for municipal Permittees include
implementing a comprehensive program to control pollutants in stormwater discharges to municipal
systems from certain industrial facilities.
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SECTIONTWO Facilities Covered Under the Permit

The Perrrut names specific groups of facilities that must be included in the educational site visit pro~am.
These groups of facilities include:

¯ All industrial ~oups regulated under Phase 1 of the federal stormwater pro~am (Phase 1
facilitiesl, discussed in Section 2.1,

¯ Motor vehicle repair shops, motor vehicle body shops, motor vehicle parts and accessories
facilities, gas stations, and restaurants, discussed in Section 2.2.

¯ Additional groups of industrial/commercial facilities as specified by the W-MCs, discussed in
Section 2.3.

2.1 PHASE 1 FACILITIES
Facilities listed in the Permit are described in the federal regulations under the following 10 categories:

i. Facilities subject to stormwater effluent limitations guidelines, new source performance
standards, or toxic pollutant effluent standards (40 CFR Subchapter N)

ii. Manufacturing facilities

iii. Mining and oil and gas facilities

ix,. Hazardous waste treatment, storage, or disposal facilities

v. Landfills, land application sites, and open dumps that receive industrial waste

vi. Recycling facilities

vii. Steam electric generating facilities

viii. Transportation facilities

ix. Sewage treatment plants

xi. Certain facilities if materials are exposed to stormwater

In California, these facilities are regulated under the California General Industrial Stormwater Perrmt
(General Industrial Permit). The State Water Resources Control Board and the nine Regional Water
Quality Control Boards are responsible for enforcing the General Industrial Permit.
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SECTIONTWO Facilities Covered Under the Permit

2.2 OTHER SPECIFIC FACILITIES
In addition to Phase 1 facilities, the Perrrut names three groups of specific facilities:

¯ Vehicle repair shops, vehicle body shops, vehicle parts and accessories

¯ Gasoline stations

¯ Restaurants

2.3 OTHER FACILITIES DESIGNATED BY THE WMC
Each WMC may identify additional SIC industrial/commercial groups that will receive educational site
visits from Perrruttees in the watershed. Criteria the WMCs will use are listed in Part 2 I C 3 ,, of the
Perrrut.

-I
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SECTIO NT H E Program Summary

Each Perrruttee will implement an Industrial/Commercial Educational Program, which includes the
following components:

¯ Source Identification

¯ Source Control Measures

¯ Educational Site Visits

A brief summary of the program components follows. A Permittee may petition the Executive Officer to
substitute this program with an alternative, equally effective industrial/commercial educational program.

3.1 SOURCE IDENTIFICATION
Permittees must collect information to identify industrial/commercial facilities within the local
jurisdiction. The procedures include:

¯ Collect information on all industrial/commercial facilities targeted in the Permit, using the
database format developed by the Principal Permittee.

¯ Submit initial required information to the Principal Permittee by May 1998.

Guidance to collect the facility information and the database format that must be used are included as
Appendix A.

3.2 SOURCE CONTROL MEASURES
Permittees must incorporate the Best Management Practices (BMPs) information on effective stormwater
pollution control, as approved by the Regional Board, into educational site visit outreach measures. The
lists of BMPs and guidance to using them are included as Appendix B.

3.3 EDUCATIONAL SITE VISITS
Permittees must conduct industrial/commercial educational site visits at all facilities identified in the
Permit. The purpose of the site visits will be solely educational. The procedures include:

¯ Conduct educational site visits at each facility at the frequency specified in Table 2.

¯ Consult with a representative of the facility to explain applicable stormwater regulations.

¯ Distribute and discuss applicable BMP and educational materials.

¯ Where applicable, notify industrial facilities of requirements under the General Industrial Permit.

¯ Follow up with facilities, as necessary, to provide advice in complying with local legal authority.

¯ Submit a list of facilities visited each quarter to the Principal Permittee.

Guidance to conduct the site visits is included as Appendix C.
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SECTIONTH ] Program Summary

Table 2
Schedule of Educational Site Visits

Site Visit Frequency
Facilities (Number of contacts / time period)

Industnal groups i through ix regulated under 1 / 24 months
Phase I of the federal stormwater program. At least twice in the five-year permit term

Industnal group xi regulated under Phase I of the 1 / 5 years
federal stormwater program because materials are
exposed to stormwater

All motor vehicle repair shops, motor vehicle body 1 / 24 months
shops, motor vehicle parts and accessories At least twice in the five-year permit term
facilities, gas stations, and restaurants.

Facilities selected by WMCs ! / 36 months

(1) A phone call, mailed out educational materials, or other method to inform facilities of General Industnal Permit
requirements may be used in lieu of a site visit.
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Appendix A
Source Identification Guidance

The Pen~ait requires each Perrruttee to develop information on all industrial/commercial facilities targeted
by the Permit. and listed in Table A-l, that are within their jurisdiction. Note that these are industrial

¯ "~            facilities subject to the General Industrial Perrmt, as well as other selected commercial facilities. The list
includes certain categories of facilities such as wastewater treatment plants, landfills, large transportation
yards, and airports that are subject to the General Industrial Permit and may be publicly-owned by
Perrmttees, but does not include public facilities such as municipal maintenance yards that may contain
industrial types of activity. Permittee-owned facilities are not subject to the Industrial/Commercial
Educational Program. Requirements for these public facilities are discussed in a separate model pro~am
document titled Public Agency Activities.

Each Pen-nittee must collect the initial information on these facilities and provide the data to the Principal
Perrmttee (County) by May 1998. At a rmnimum, Permittees must collect the information required by the
database format described in Section A. 1. This database format was provided to all Permittees on disk for
ease of use and reporting. The County compiled the information into a single database in June 1998. The
database will serve as a reference resource for the public, business, industry’, local government, the
Regional, Board, and other public agencies. Permittees will conduct educational site visits of all of these
facilities.

Man,~ Perrmttees may already have a database established, or have much of this initial information
compiled from various department programs. Resources for identifying the facilities include:

¯ the State Water Resourdes Control Board (SWRCB) database: of businesses covered bv the
General Industdal Permit

¯ hazardous materials inventories maintained by the fire or environmental health departments

¯ 1lists of businesses subject to the local wastewater utility’s industrial pretreatment program

¯ city business license records

¯ commercially available business listings (e.g., the Dun & Bradstreet database ~

¯ !:he Yellow Pages

An important parameter to help determine if a facility is subject to this program is its Standard Industrial
Classification (SIC) code. For this reason, Table A-I includes the SIC codes for all facilities, named in
this Permit. Guidance to help identify facilities subject to the General Industrial Permit is provided in
Section A.2.
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Appendix A
Source identification Guidance

Table A-1
SIC Codes of Industrial/Commercial Facilities Targeted by the Permit

SIC Codes
Categories (exceptions in Industry/Commercial Types

parentheses)
40 C:FR Subchapter N Included below. Included below.

ii. Manufacturing 24 (2434) Lurnber & wood
26 (265 & 267) Paper
28 (283) Chemicals
29 Petroleum refining
311 Leather
32 (323) Stone, clay, glass
33 Primary metal
3441 Fabricated structural, metal
373 Ship & boat

iii. Mining/Oil 10 Metal
12 Coal
13 Oil & gas
14 Nonmetallic minerals

iv. Hazardous Waste TSD 4953 Refuse systems
v. Landfills, etc. 4953 Refuse systems
vi. Recycling 5015 Motor vehicle parts, used

5093 Scrap & waste
vii. Steam Electric Generation 4911 Steam electric generation
viii. Transportation 40 Railroad

41 Local transit
42 (4221-25) Motor freight
43 USPS
5171 Petroleum bulk stations
44 Water
45 Air

ix. Sewage Treatment 4952 Sewage treatment
xi. Other Manufacturing Exposed to 20 Food

Stormwater 21 Tobacco
22 Textile
23 Apparel
2434 Wood kitchen cabinet
25 Furniture
265 Paperboard
267 Converted paper/board
27 Printing/publishing
283 Drugs
285 Paints, varnishes, lacquers
30 Rubber
31 (311) Leather
323 Glass
34 (3441) Fabricated metal
35 Indust./comm. machinery
36 Electronic
37 (373) Transportation
38 Instruments, photo, reed.
39 Misc. manufactunng
4221 .-25 Warehousin~
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SIC Codes
Categories (exceptions in Industry/Commercial Types

parentheses)

Vehicle repair shops, vehicle body 7532 Top, body, upholstery repair and
shops, vehicle parts and accessories 7533 paint

7534 Auto exhaust system repair
7536 Tire retreading and repair
7537 Aut,o glass replacement
7538 Auto transmission repair
7539 General auto repair
5013 Auto repair, not elsewhere classified
5014 Mol~or vehicle supplies and new parts

Tires and tubes
Gasoline stations 5541 Gasoline service stations
Restaurants 5812 Eating places

A.1 DATABASE FORMAT

A.1.1 Overview of the Database

To facilitate the collection, aggregation and reporting of the industrial and commercial facilities within
each jurisdiction, the following database content is recommended. The database is divided into two
sections: "’Required" data and "optional" data. Each Permittee will collect the required information and
forward to the County a digital copy of the updated database on a quarterly basis. The optional
information as shown in this database design may be collected as appropriate by each Permittee, but is not
required in the quarterly submissions. In addition, any other information collected by each Pern~ttee is
not required to be submitted.

Subrrussions to the County shall be in electronic format. Permittees will utilize the database format and
application provided by the County. Special arrangements will be made for those Perrmttees who can not
utilize the application provided by the County due to hardware or software complications. The following
sections diescnbe the required and optional database contents for the industrial/commercial educational
program.

A.1.2 Required Information

The following information will be collected and forwarded to the County on a quarterly basis as required
by the Perralt.

Required Database Information
1. Name of facility

2. Facility street address

3. City

4. 5 digit zip code

5. Watershed Management Area

6. Primary SIC code
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7. NPDES stormwater perrmt coverage status, if applicable

8. Perrmttee responsible for visiting facility

9. Date of s,te visit

more detailed database design including fields, field description and format is included in Table A-2. It
intended that the County-supplied format and application will provide some level of data validation

during entry and updating. This will provide better overall data consistency and facilitate quicker data
aggregation for reporting to the Regional Water Quality Control Board.

Table A-2
Required Database Fields

Field Field Name Field Description Format
1 FACILITY~ Name of facility C(32)
2 STR_NUM Street number of facility address 1(5)
3 STR_FRAC Street number fraction (if any) F(3.2)
4 STR_PREF Street direction prefix (if any) C(1)
5 STR_NAME Street name C(24)
6 STR_SUFF Street type suffix C(3)
7 UNIT_NUM Unit or suite number of facility C(5)
8 CITY City C(24)
9 ZIP 5 digit zip code 1(5)

10 WMA~ Watershed Management Area I(1 )
11 SIC Primary SIC 1(4)
12 NOI_FLAG~ Permit coverage C(1 )
13 PERMTE Permittee responsible for facility C(24)
14 VIS_DATE Date of site visit DATE

Notes
FACILITY is designated to represent the "Doing Business As" name
WMA o Watershed Management Area - valid entnes

1 = Malibu Creek/Rural Santa Monica Bay
2 = Ballona Creek/Urban Santa Monica Bay
3 = Los Angeles River
4 = Dominquez Creek/Los Angeles Harbor
5 = San Gabdel River
6 = Santa Clara River

NOI_FLAG - Permit Coverage Field - valid entries = Yes, No, Unknown, or Individual Stormwater Permit

A.1.3 Optional Information
The following information is optional and is not required to be forwa~rded to the County or reported to the
Regional[ Board. It is provided only to assist those Permittees who wish to track additional information

their own internal program use. Permlttees may have the need or desire to add their own additional
data pertinent to the educational site visits. Each is encouraged to track whatever information ~s
important for their purposes. A more detailed database design, including fields, field description and
format, is included in Table A-3.
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Optional Database Information

Contact person at facility 6. Secondary SIC

Phone number for contact person 7. Name of person visiting facility

Mailing address for facility (if different) 8. Date for next facility visit

Mailing address city 9. Reason for next visit

Mailing address 5 digit zip code 10. Comments field

Table A-3
Optional Database Fields

Field Field Name Field r)escription Format

15 FN_CONT First name of contact person C(10)

16 LN_CONT Last name of contact person C(15)

17 PH_NUM Phone number for contact person 1(10)

18 MST_NUM Mailing address street number 1(5)

19. MST FRAC Mailing address street number fraction F(3.2)

20 MST PREF Mailing street direction prefix (if any) C(1)

21 MST_NAM Mailing address street name C(24)

2.~ MST_SUFF Mailing address street type suffix C(3)

23 MUN_NUM Mailing address unit or suite no. C(5)

24 MCITY Mailing address city C(24)

25 MZlP Mailing address 15 digit zip code 1(5)

26 SIC2I~ Secondary SIC 1(4)

27 SIC3~ Additional SIC 1(4)

26 FN_INSP First name of person visiting facility C(10)

27 LN_tNSP Last name of person visiting facility C(15)

28 NXT_DATE{z~ Date for next facility visit DATE

29 NXT_REAS~ Reason for next visit I(1)

30 VST_FLAG~’~ Flag to indicate site visits complete C(1)

31 COMMNTS Comments field LONG

SIC2, SIC3: secondary and additional SIC to indicate additional activities occur onsite
NX’q’-DATE: date for next facility visit will be set based on reason for next site visit and will be checked against
the permit required frequency depending on facility. Valid entries will be set to: 3,6,9,12,18,24, or 36 months or
other user specified date.
NXT REASON: reason for next visit - valid entnes will be set to a predefined list of "other," with "otherZ "being
described in the comments field. Valid entnes are: 1 = Permit defined frequency; 2 = Additional technical help
requested; 3 = Contact person not in attendance; 4 = Other
+VST_FLAG flag to indicate site visits complete - this field will be set automatically when the required number of
visits as defined in the permit have been accomplished for the facility.
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A.2 GUIDANCETO IDENTIFY INDUSTRIAL FACILITIES
In April 1992 the American Public Works Association (APWA) Storm Water Task Force prepared an
over’, lew of the NPDES General Perrrut for Storm Water Discharges Associated with Industrial Activity.
The overview’ was developed to assist businesses, municipalities and other interested parties in
understanding the permit and in identifying the facilities subject to the regulations.

The overview prepared by APWA Storm Water Task Force can be found in Appendix B of the California
Storm ~Vater Best Management Practice Handbooks. Industrial/Commercial (1993).Cop~es of the
California Storm Water Best Management Practice Handbooks can be purchased at:

Los Angeles County Department of Public Works
Cashiers Office
900 S. Fremont Avenue
Alhambra. California 91803
Telephone No.: 626.458.6959
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Appendix B
BMP Lists For Industrial/Commercial Site VlsP_s

The Permit requires the Principal Perrmttee, in consultation with the Permittees, to develop BMP lists for
each group of facilities that requires educational site visits. These groups of facilities include:

¯ All industrial groups regulated under Phase I of the Federal stormwater pro~am (Phase 1
Facilities)

¯ Motor vehicle repair shops, motor vehicle body shops, motor vehicle parts and accessories
facilities, gas stations, and restaurants (Other Specific Facilities).

The BMPs must:

.t
¯ Address multiple pollutants.

¯ Initially focus on pollutant source minimization, education, good housekeeping, and site design
alternatives.

¯ Target source areas and activities with the highest potential tc, generate substantial pollutant
loads.

The BMP lists are included as Appendix B1 (Phase l Facilities) and Appendix B2 (Other Specific
Facilities). These BMP lists must be incorporated into outreach measures conducted dunng the
educational site visits. This may include using them as fact sheets to hand out to appropriate facilities,
incorporating their information into educational materials, or using them to increase the knowledge of
staff who will be conducting the site visits.

There is no expectation on the part of the Regional Board, nor does tbe Perrmt require, that such lists be
completed by a Perrmttee during the course of conducting an educational site visit at a facility. In
addition, there is no expectation on the part of the Regional Board that: these lists be utilized by Perrmttees
at their own municipal facilities. BMPs appropriate for municipal facilities are described in the Model
Public Agency Activities Program. Permittees must comply with the requirements of that model program
at their own municipal facilities.

The BMP lists are not required to be implemented by all facilities but are only suggested BMPs. They are
provided as guidance to help facility owners develop their own programs to reduce potential pollutants to
the storrn drain system and receiving waters. Facility owners may dlevelop and use additional BMPs if
desired.

-! Some facilities may be subject to other state or federal environmental protection programs such as the
Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) and the Underground Storage Tank (UST) program.
Implementing the BMPs suggested in this document does not replace a facility’s requirement to comply
with these other programs.

Generally, source controls will be easier and less costly for facilities to implement in the near term. These
types of controls include good housekeeping activities, employee training, and methods to reduce the
source of pollutants by substituting products, reducing their use, and using/stonng them inside. Structural
controls may need to be carefully considered to ensure they are appropriate and cost-effective. For some
activities, however, such as land disturbing activities, structural controls may be the primary solution.

B.1 PHASE 1 FACILITIES
In Califo~ia, the General Industrial Storm Water Permit (General Industrial Permit) is the stormwater
regulatory document for industrial facilities. On September 291 199.5, USEPA issued the NPDES Storm
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Water Multi-Sector General Permit for Industrial Activities (Multi-Sector Permit) to serve as a general
perrmt for industrial facilities in most other areas of the United States. The Multi-Sector Perrmt provides
lists of typical activities, pollutant sources, pollutants, and suggested BMPs for industrial facilities,
breaking them out into 29 "sectors" of industrial activity. The lists of BMPs in the Multi-Sector Permit
were developed following an extensive survey of facilities, a review of existing Stormwater Pollution
Prevention Plans. and additional discussion and review. With this in mind, the list of BMPs in Appendix
B I was taken directly from the Multi-Sector Perrrut. The BMPs were edited slightly to put them in a
common format. Care was taken to avoid interpreting the BMP, adding to or deleting from its intent. For
additional guidance on pollutant sources, special considerations and references, please see the original
Multi-Sector Perrrut.

B.2 OTHER SPECIFIC FACILITIES
The BMP lists for these facilities are arranged into three sections: Vehicle Service Facilities. Gasoline
Stations, and Restaurants. The BMP lists represent a compilation of activities developed by other
stormwater management pro~ams and wastewater agencies. The basis for the vehicle service facility
BMPs is the document Your Shop Can Make a Difference] What vehicle service shops can do to protect
water quality in the Bay and Delta (Bay Area Stormwater Management Agencies Association and Bay
Area Dischargers Association, 1995). The Gasoline Station BMPs are based on the document Retail
Gasoline Outlet BMPs (California Storm Water Quality Task Force, March 1997). These BMPs are very,
detailed due to extensive refinement over several years by state task forces and committees that included
industry representatives. The bases for the restaurant BMPs are a wide range of documents created
throughout Los Angeles County.

B.3 BMP LIST INDEX
Table B-1 is an index to all BMP lists, their categories and SIC codes.

Table B-1
Index of BMP Lists for Industrial/Commercial Facilities

! SIC CodesEPA
Sectors (exceptions in Industry TypeslSector Title

parentheses)
A 24 (2434/ Timber Products Facilities
B 26 Paper and Allied Products Mf~l Facilities
C 28 (283) Chemicals and Allied Products Mfg Facilities
D 29 Asphalt Paving and Roofing Materials Manufacturers

and Lubricant Manufacturers
E 32 Glass, Clay, Concrete, and Gypsum Product Facilities
F 33 Primary Metals Facilities
G 10 Metal Mining Facilities
H 12 Coal Mines and Coal Mining-Flelated Facilities
I 13 Oil & Gas Extraction Facilities

J 14 Mineral Mining and Processing Facilities
K 4953 Hazardous Waste Treatment, Storage or Disposal

Facilities
L 4953 Landfills and Land Application Sites
M 5015 Automobile Salvage Yards
N 5093 , Scrap & Waste Recyclin~

R0000275

T:\ 1995"~154P245\TASK3-5~DECEMBER 200(NND, COMM.OOC~.SNA B - 2



i

Appendix B
BMP Lists For Indu,’;trial/Commercial Site Visits

EPA      SIC Codes
-’ Sectors (exceptions in Industry Types/Sector Title

parentheses)
O ’ 4911 ] Steam Electric Power Generating Facilities
P 40 Vehicle and Equipment Maintenance Areas at Land

41 Transportation Facilities
42
43

5171
Q 44 i Vehicle and Equipment Maintenance Areas at Water

i r Transportation Facilities
R 373 I Ship & Boat Building or Repairing Yards
S 45 Vehicle and Equipment Maintenance and Deicing Areas

at Air Transportation Facilities
T 4952 Treatment Works
U 20 Food and Kindred Products F:acilities

21
V 22 / Textile Mills, Apparel, and Other Fabric Product

23 ! Manufacturing Facilities
W 2434 I Wood and Metal Furniture arid Fixture Manufactunng

25 !Facilities
X ’ 27 I Printing and Publishing Facilities
Y 30 ’ Rubber, Miscellaneous Plastic Products, and

~ 39 Miscellaneous Manufacturing Industries
Z I 31 i Leather Tanning and Finishing Facilities
AA 34 I Fabricated Metal Products Industry
AB ! 35 (357) ’, Facilities that Manufacture Transportation Equip.,

, 37 (373) I Industrial, or Commercial Machinery
~ AC i 357 Manufacturers of Electronic and Electrical Equipment

i 38

SIC Codes
(exceptions in ; Commercial Types
parentheses)

5013 Vehicle Service Facilities
5014
5541

7532-7534
7536-7539

5812 ~ Restaurants
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Timber Products Facilities

The following comprehensive list of Best Management Practices (BMPs) are not required to be
implemented by all facilities but are only suggested BMPs that may be appropriate for this industry type
or sector. The BMPs are provided as guidance to help facility owners conduct a site-specific assessment
and devellop their own programs to reduce potential pollutants to the storm drain system and receiving
u, aters. Facility owners may develop and use additional BMPs ff desired.

Log, Lumber, and Other Wood Product Storage Areas

Divert storm water around storage areas with ditches, swales and/or berms.
Locate storage areas on stable, well-drained soils with slopes of 2-5 percent.
Line storage areas with crushed rock or gravel or porous pavement to promote infiltration,
minirnize discharge and provide sediment and erosion control.
Stack materials to minimize surface areas of materials exposed to precipitation.
Practice good housekeeping measures such as frequent removal of debris.
Provide collection and treatment of runoff with containment basins, sedimentation ponds
and infiltration basins.

~1 Use ponds for collection, containment and recycle for log spraying operations.
CI Use silt fence and rip rap check dams in drainage ways.

Residue Storage Areas

~1 Locate stored residues away from drainage pathways and surface waters.
~1 Avoid contamination of residues with oil, solvents, chemically treated wood, trash, etc.
CI Limit storage time of residues to prevent degradation and generation of leachates.
~1 Divert storm water around residue storage areas with ditches, swales and/or berms.
CI Assemble piles to minimize surface areas exposed to precipitation.
CI Spray surfaces to reduce windblown dust and residue particles.
3 Place materials on raised pads of compacted earth, clay, shale, or stone to collect and drain

runoff.
CI Cover and/or enclose stored residues to prevent contact with precipitation using silos, van

trailers, shed, roofs, buildings or tarps.
Ci Limit slopes of storage areas to minimize velocities of runoff which may transport residues.
CI Provide collection and treatment of runoff with containment basins, sedimentation ponds

and infiltration basins.
~1 Use silt fence and rip rap check dams ~n drainage ways.

Sector A
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Loading and Unloading and Material Handling Areas

~1 Provide diversion berms and dikes to limit run on.
~1 Cover loading and unloading areas.
3 Enclose material handling systems for wood wastes.
:~ Cover materials entering and leaving areas.
~1 Provide good housekeeping measures to limit debris and to provide dust control.
3 Provide paved areas to enable easy collection of spilled materials.

Chemical Storage Areas

Provide secondary containment around chemical storage areas.
Inventory of fluids to identify leakage.
Locate storage areas away from high traffic areas and surface waters.
Develop spill prevention, containment and countermeasure (SPCC) plans and implement.
Cover and/or enclose chemical storage areas.

Provide drip pads to allow for recycling of spills and leaks.

Wood Surface Protection and Preserving Activities

~.1 Extend drip time in process areas before moving to storage areas.
~1 Pave and berm areas used by equipment that has come in contact with treatment

chemicals.
Dedicate equipment that is used for treatment activities to that specific purpose only to
prevent the tracking of treatment chemicals to other areas on the site.

~1 Locate treatment chemical loading and unloading areas away from high traffic areas where
-]1 tracking of the chemical may occur.

~1 Provide drip pads under conveyance equipment from treatment process areas.
~1 Provide frequent visual inspections of treatment chemical loading and unloading areas

during and after activities occur to identify any spills or leaks needing clean-up.

~1 Cover and/or enclose treatment areas.
~ Provide containment in treated wood storage areas.
~1 Cover storage areas to prevent contact of treated wood products with precipitation.
~1 Elevate stored, treated wood products to prevent contact with run on/runoff.

Sector A
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Paper and Allied Products Manufacturing Facilities

The following comprehensive list of Best Management Practices (BMPs) are not required to be
implemented by all facilities but are only suggested BMPs that may be appropriate for this industry type
or sector. The BMPs are provided as guidance to help facility owners conduct a site-specific assessment
and develop their own programs to reduce potential pollutants to the storm drain system and receiving
waters. Facility owners may develop and use additional BMPs if desired.

Outdoor Loading and Unloading

CI Confine loading/unloading activities to a designated response and control area.

CI Avoid loading/unloading materials in the rain.
CI Cow,~r loading/unloading area/or conduct these activities inc~loors.

Develop and implement spill plans.
Use berms or dikes around area page 50850.
Inspect containers for leaks or damage prior to loading.
Use catch buckets, drop cloths, and other spill prevention measures where liquid materials
are loaded/unloaded.

CI Provide paved areas to enable easy collection of spilled materials.

Raw and/or Waste Material Storage Areas

Ci Confine storage to a designated area.
CI Store materials inside.
~1 Cover storage areas with a roof or tarp.
CI Use dikes or berms for storage tanks and drum storage.
CI Cover dumpsters used for waste paper and other materials.
CI Store materials on concrete pads to allow for recycling and spills of leaks.
CI Expedite recycling process for exposed scrap paper.
CI Develop and implement spill plans.
CI Provide paved areas to enable easy collection of spilled materials.
~1 Provide good housekeeping (i.e., dust and debris collection) where cyclones are utilized.

Log, Lumber and Other Wood Product Storage Areas

~1 Divert storm water around storage areas with ditches, swales, and/or berms.
~1 Practice good housekeeping measures such as frequent removal of debris.
~1 Line storage areas with crushed rock or gravel or porous pavement to promote infiltration,

minimize discharge and provide sediment and erosion control.
~1 Use ponds for collection, containment and recycle for log spraying operations.
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Chemical and Allied Products Manufacturing Facilities

The following comprehensive list of Best Management Practices (BMPs) are not required to be
¯ ~. implemented by all facilities but are only suggested BMPs that may be appropriate for this industry, type

or sector. The BMPs are provided as guidance to help facility owners conduct a site-specific assessment
and develop their own pro~ams to reduce potential pollutants to the storm drain system and receiving
,,,,aters. Facility owners may develop and use additional BMPs if desired.

Good Housekeeping

~1 Schedule regular pickup and disposal of garbage and waste materials or other measures to
dispose of waste. Individuals responsible for waste management and disposal should be
informed of the procedures established under the plan.

~1 Routinely inspect for leaks and conditions of drums, tanks and containers. Ensure that spill
cleanup procedures are understood by employees.

~ Keep an up to date inventory of all materials present at the facility. While preparing the
inventory, all containers should be clearly labeled. Hazardous containers that require
special handling, storage, use and disposal considerations should be clearly marked and
readily recognizable.

~1 Maintain clean ground surfaces by using brooms, shovels, vacuum cleaners or cleaning
machines. Employee training should address procedures for equipment and containers
cleaning and washing. The training should emphasize the human hazards and the potential
environmental impacts from the discharges of washwaters.

~1 Facilities should consider evaluating existing security systems such as fencing, lighting,
vehicular traffic control, and securing of equipment and to prevent accidental or intentional
entry which could cause a discharge of pollutants to waters of the United States.

Sector C
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Material Handling and Storage Areas

CI For areas where liquid or powdered materials are stored, facilities should consider providing
either diking, curbing, or berms.

CI For all other outside storage areas including storage of used containers, machinery, scrap
and construction materials, and pallets, facilities should consider preventing or minimizing
storm water runon to the storage area by using curbing, culverting, gutters, sewers or other
forms of drainage control.
For all storage areas, roofs, covers or other forms of appropriate protection should be
considerecl to prevent exposure to weather. In areas where liquid or powdered materials
are transferred in bulk from truck or rail cars, permittees should consider appropriate
measures to minimize contact of material with precipitation.

~1 Permittees should consider providing for hose connection points at storage containers to be
inside containment areas and drip pans to be used in areas which are not in a containment
area, where spillage may occur (e.g., hose reels, connection points with rail cars or trucks)
or equivalent measures.

CI In areas of transfer of contained or packaged materials and loading/unloading areas,
permittees should consider providing appropriate protection such as overhangs or door
skirts to enclose trailer ends at truck loading/unloading docks or an equivalent.

CI In order to prevent facilities from discharging contaminated storm water from areas where
precipitation is contained, contained areas should be restrained by valves or other positive
means to prevent the discharge of a spill or leak. Containment units may be emptied by
pumps or ejectors; however, these should be manually activated. Flapper type drain valves
should not be used to drain containment areas. Valves used for the drainage of
containment areas should, as far as is practical, be of manual, open or closed design. If
facility drainage is not engineered as above, the final discharge point of all in-facility sewers
should be equipped to prevent the discharge in the event of an uncontrolled spill of
materials.

~1 Use storm water management practices to divert, infiltrate, reuse, or othenNise manage
storm ware, runoff in a manner that reduces pollutants in storm water discharges from the
site.

Ci For areas with a potential for significant soil erosion, use permanent stabilization practices to
stabilize disturbed areas. The measures will minimize the amount of sediment materials in
the discharge.
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Asphalt Paving and Roofing Materials Manufacturers and
Lubricant Manufacturers

The following comprehensive list of Best Management Practices (BMPs) are not required to be
implemented by all facilities but are only suggested BMPs that may be appropriate for this industry, type
or sector. The BMPs are provided as guidance to help facility owners conduct a site-specific assessment
and develop their own programs to reduce potential pollutants to the storm drain system and receiving
waters. Facilit) owners may develop and use additional BMPs if desired.

Material Storage, Handling, and Processing

~1 Cover material storage and handling areas with an awning tarp or roof.
~1 Practice good stockpiling practices such as: storing materials on concrete or asphalt pads;

surrounding stockpiles with diversion dikes or curbs; and revegetating areas used for
stockpiling in order to slow runoff.

~1 Use curbing, diking or channelization around material storage, handling and processing
areas to divert run on around areas where it can come into contact with material stored or
spilled on the ground.

~i Utilize secondary containment measures such as dikes or berms around asphalt storage
tanks and fuel oil tanks.

~1 Use dust collection systems (i.e., baghouses) to collect airborne particles generated as a
result of material handling operations or aggregate drying.

~1 Properly dispose of waste materials from dust collection systems and other operations.
Remove spilled material and dust from paved portions of the facility by shoveling and
sweeping on a regular basis.
Utilize catch basins to collect potentially contaminated storm water.
Implement spill plans to prevent cc,ntact of runoff with spills of significant materials.

¯ ~1 Clean material handling equipment and vehicles to remove accumulated dust and residue.

Use a detention pond or sedimentation basin to reduce suspended solids.
Use an oil/water separator to reduce the discharge of oil/grease.

Sector D
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Glass, Clay, Cement, Concrete, and Gypsum Product
Facilities

The following comprehensive list of Best Management Practices (BMPs) are not required to be
implemented by all facilities but are only suggested BMPs that may be appropriate for this industry type
or sector. The BMPs are provided as ~m~idance to help facility owners conduct a site-specific assessment
and develop their own programs to reduce potential pollutants to the storm drain system and receiving
waters. Facility owners may develop and use additional BMPs if desired.

Storing Dry Bulk Materials
~1 Store materials in an enclosed silo or building. Materials may include sand, gravel, clay,

cement, fly ash, kiln dust, and gypsum.
~ Cover material storag~ piles with a tarp or awning.
~1 Divert run on around storage areas using curbs, dikes, diversion swates or positive drainage

away from the storage piles.
~1 Install sediment basins, silt fence, vegetated filter strips, or other sediment removal

measures downstream/downslope.

~ Only store washed sand and gravel outdoors.

Handling Bulk Materials

~1 Use dust collection systems (e.g., bag houses) to collect airborne particles generated as a
result of handling operations.

~1 Remove spilled material and settled dust from paved portions of the facility by shoveling and
sweeping on a regular basis.

~1 Periodically clean material handling equipment and vehicl~-~s to remove accumulated dust
and residue.

~1 Install sediment basins, silt fence, vegetated filter strips, or other sediment removal
measures downstream/downslope.

Mixing Operations

~1 Use dust collection systems (e.g., bag houses) to collect airborne particles generated as a
result of mixing operations.

~1 Remove spilled material and settled dust from the mixing area by shoveling and sweeping
on a regular basis.

~1 Clean exposed mixing equipment after mixing operations are complete.

~1 Install sediment basins, silt fence, vegetated filter strips, or other sediment removal
measures downstream/downslope.
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Vehicle and Equipment Washing

~1 Designate vehicle and equipment wash areas that drain to recycle ponds or process
wastewater treatment systems.

~ Train employees on proper procedure for washing vehicles and equipment including a
discussion of the appropriate location for vehicle washing.

~1 Conduct vehicle washing operation indoors or in a covered area.
~ Clean wash water residue from portions of the site that drain to storm water discharges.

Dust Collection

~ Maintain dust collection system and baghouse. Properly remove and recycle or dispose of
collected dust to minimize exposure of collected dust to.

Pouring and Curing Pre-cast Concrete Products

~1 Pour and cure precast products in a covered area.

~ Clean forms before storing outdoors.

Sector E
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Primary Metals Facilities

The following comprehensive list of Best Management Practices (BMPs) are not required to be
¯ ~ implemented by all facilities but are only suggested BMPs that may be appropriate for this industry type

or sector. The BMPs are provided as guidance to help facility owners conduct a site-specific assessment
and develop their own programs to reduce potential pollutants to the storm drain system and receiving
waters. Facility owners may develop and use additional BMPs if desired.

Metal Product Stored Outside Such as Returns, Scrap Metal, Turnings, Fines,
Ingots, Bars, Pigs, Wire

~1 Store all wastes indoors or in sealed drums, covered dumpsters, etc.
~.1Minimize raw material storage through effective inventory control.
~1 Minimize run on from adjacent properties and stabilized areas to areas with exposed soil

with diversion dikes, berms, curbing, concrete pads, etc.

Outdoor Storage or Handling of Fluxes

~ Store fluxes in covered hoppers, silos, or indoors and protect from wind-blown losses.
~1 Stabilize areas surrounding storage and material handling areas and establish schedule for

sweeping.

Storage Piles, Bins, or Material Handling of Coke or Coal

~1 Where possible store coke and coal under cover or indoors and protect from wind-blown
losses.

~1 Prevent or divert run on from adjacent areas with swales, dikes, or curbs.
~1 Minimize quantities of coke or coal stored onsite through implementation of effective

inventory control.
~1 Trap particulates originating in coke or coal storage or handling areas with filter fabric

fences, gravel outlet protection, sediment traps, vegetated swales, buffer strips of
vegetation, catch-basin filters, retention/detention basins or equivalent.

Storage or Handling of Casting Sand
~1 Store raw sand in silos, covered hoppers, or indoor whenever possible.
~1 Prevent or divert run on from adjacent areas with swales, dikes, or curbs.
~1 Minimize quantities of sand stored onsite through implementation of effective inventory

control.
~1 Tarp or otherwise cover piles.

’~1 Trap particulates originating in coke or coal storage or handling areas with filter fabric
fences, gravel outlet protection, sediment traps, vegetated swales, buffer of vegetation,
catch-basin filters, retention/detention basins or equivalent.

Sector F
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Vehicle Fueling and Maintenance

~1 See the fact sheet AVehicle and Equipment Maintenance Areas at Land Transportation
Facilities.

Outdoor Storage Tanks or Drums of Gas, Diesel, Kerosene, Lubricants, Solvents

Store tanks and drums inside when possible.
Establish regular inspection of all tanks and drums for leaks, spills, corrosion, damage, etc.
Utilize effective inventory control to reduce the volume of chemicals stored onsite.
Prevent run on to and runoff from tank and drum storage areas, provide adequate
containment to hold spills and leaks.

~1 Prepare and train employees in dealing with spills and leaks properly, use dry clean-up
methods when possible.

Slag or Dross Stored or Disposed of Outside in Piles or Drums

~1 Collect waste waters used for granulation of slag.
~ Store slag and dross indoors, under cover, or in sealed containers.
~1 Establish regular disposal of slag or dross to minimize quantities stored and handled onsite.
~ Minimize run on to slag storage areas with diversion dikes, berms, curbing, vegetated

swales.
~1 Trap particulates originating in slag storage areas with filter fabric fences, gravel outlet

protection, sediment traps, vegetated swales, buffer strips of vegetation, catch-basin filters,
retention/detention lcasins or equivalent.

Fly Ash, Particulate Emissions, Dust Collector Sludges and Solids,

Baghouse Dust

~1 Store all dusts and sludges indoors to prevent contact with storm water or losses due to
wind.

~1 Establish regular disposal schedule to minimize quantities of pollutants stored and handled
onsite.

Storage and Disposal of Waste Sand or Refractory Rubble in Piles Outside

~1 Move piles under cover or tarps whenever possible.
~1 Establish regular disposal schedule to minimize quantities stored onsite.
~1 Stabilize areas of waste product storage and perform regular sweeping of area.

Scrap Processing Activities (Shredding Etc.)

:3 See the fact sheet AScrap and Waste Recycling Facilities.
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Machining Waste Stored Outside or Exposed to Storm Water-fines, Turnings, Oil,
Borings, Gates, Sprues, Scale

CI Store all wastes indoors or in sealed drums, covered dumpsters, etc.

¯ ¯ ~3 Stabilize areas of waste product storage and perform regular sweeping and cleaning of any
residues.

~3 Consider using booms, oil/water separators, sand filters, etc. for outfalls draining areas
where oil is potentially present.

~3 Minimize run on from adjacent properties and stabilized areas to areas with exposed soil
with diversion dikes, berms, curbing, concrete pads, etc.

Obsolete Equipment Stored Outside

~1 Where possible, dispose of unused equipment properly, or move indoors.
CI Cover obsolete equipment with a tarp or roof.
~1 Consider using booms, oil/water separators, sand filters, etc. for outfalls draining areas

where oil is potentially present.
CI Minimize runoff coming into contact with old equipment through berms, curbs, or placement

on a concrete pad.

Material Losses from Handling Equipment Such as Conveyors, Trucks, Pallets,
Hoppers, Etc.

CI Schedule frequent inspections of equipment for spills or leakage of fluids, oil, or fuel.
3 Inspect for collection of particulate matter on and around equipment and clean. Where

possible cover these areas to prevent losses to wind and precipitation.
CI Store pallets, hoppers, etc. which have residual materials on them under cover, with tarps,

or inside.

Losses During Charging of Coke Ovens or Sintering Plants

~1 Cover any exposed areas related to furnace charging/material handling activities.
~1 Stabilize areas around all material handling areas and establish regular sweeping.
~1 Route runoff from particulate generating operations to sediment traps, vegetated swales,

buffer strips of vegetation, catch-basin filters, retention/detention basins or equivalent.

;I
Particulate Emissions from Blast Furnaces, Electric Arc Furnaces, Induction
Furnaces and Fugitive Emissions from Poorly Maintained or Malfunctioning

Baghouses, Scrubbers, Electrostatic Precipitators, Cyclones

:3 Establish schedule for inspection and maintenance of all pollution control equipment-check
for any particulate deposition from leaks, spills, or improper operation of equipment and
remedy.

[3 Route runoff from particulate generating operations to sediment traps, vegetated swales,
buffer strips of vegetation, catch-basin filters, retention/detention basins or equivalent.
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Storage of Products Outside after Painting, Pickling, or Cleaning Operations

~ Store, all materials inside or under cover whenever possible.

~ Prevent run on to product storage areas through curbs, berrns, dikes, etc.
~ Consider using booms, oil/water separators, sand filters, etc. for outfalls draining areas

where oil is potentially present.

~1 Remove residual chemicals from intermediate or finished products before storage or
transport outside.

Casting Cooling or Shakeout Operations Exposed to Precipitation or Wind

~1 Perform all pouring, cooling, and shakeout operations indoors in areas with roof vents to
trap fugitive particulate emissions.

~1 Recycle into process as much casting sand as possible.

Landfilling or Open Pit Disposal of Wastes Onsite

See the fact sheet ALandfills and Land Application Sites._--

Losses of Particulate Matter from Machining Operations (Grinding, Drilling,
Boring, Cutting). Through Deposition or Storage of Products Outside.

~1 Store all intermediate and finished products inside or under cover.
CI Consider using booms, oil/water separators, sand filters, etc. for out’falls draining areas

where oil is potentially present.
~1 Clean products of residual materials before storage outside.
CI Stabilize storage areas and establish sweeping schedule.

Areas of the Facility with Unstabilized Soils Subject to Erosion.

~1 Minimize run on from adjacent properties and stabilized areas to areas with exposed soil
with diversion dikes, berms, vegetated swales, etc.

~1 Stabilize all high traffic areas including all vehicle entrances, exits, loading, unloading, and
vehicle storage areas.

3 Conduct periodic sweeping of all traffic areas.
~1 Trap sediment originating in unstabilized areas. Filter fabric fences, gravel outlet protection,

sediment traps, vegetated swales, buffer strips of vegetation, catch-basin filters,
retention/detention basins or equivalent.

~1 Inspect and maintain all BMPs on a regular basis.
~1 Provide employee training on proper installation and maintenance of sediment and erosion

controls.

Improper Connection of Floor, Sink, or Process Wastewater Drains.
~1 Inspect and test all floor, sink, and process wastewater drains for proper connection to

sanitary sewer and remove any improper connections to storrn sewer or waters of the United
States.
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Metal Mining Facilities; Coal Mines and Coal Mining-Related Facilities; Mineral
Mining and Processing Facilities

Land Disturbance Activities

Land-
disturbed Discharge Conveyance Runoff Sediment Control

Area Diversions Systems Dispersion and Collection Vegetation Containment Treatment

Haul Roads and Dikes, curbs, Channels, gutters, Check dams, rock Gabions, riprap, native Seeding, willow
Access Roads berms culverts, rolling outlet protection, rock retaining walls, straw cutting

dips, road sloping, level spreaders, bale barriers, sediment establishment
roadway water stream alteration, Iraps/catch basins,
dellectors drop structures vegetated butler strips

Pits, Quarries, or Dikes, curbs, Channels, gutters Serrated slopes, Sedimenl settling ponds, Seeding Plugging and Chemical/
Underground berms benched slopes, straw bale barrier, grouting physical
Mines. conlouring, siltation berms Ireatment

slream alteration

Overburden, Dikes, curbs, Channels, gutters Serrated slopes, Plaslic marling, plaslic Topsoiling, Cappl~lg Chemical/
Wasle Rock and berms benched slopes, netling, erosion control seedbed physical
Raw Malerial conlouring, blankels, mulch-siraw, preparation, Irealment,
Piles stream alleration compaction, seeding artificial

sediment/sellling ponds, wellands
silt fences, siltation berms

Reclamalion Dikes, curbs, Channels, gutlers Check dams, rock Gabions, riprap, nalive ]-opsoiling, Capping, Chemical/
berms outlel proteclion, rock retaining walls, seedbed plugging and physical

level spreaders, biotechnical slabilization, preparation, grouling Ireatment,
serrated slopes, straw bale barriers, seeding, willow wetlands
benched slopes, sedimenl lraps/catch cutting
conlouring, drain basins, vegelaled buffer establishment
lields, slream strips, sill lences, siltalion
alleration, drop berms, brush sedimenl
structures barriers

Sectors G, H, and J
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Oil and Gas Extraction Facilities

The following comprehensive list of Best Management Practices (BMPs) are not required to be
implemented by all facilities but are only suggested BMPs that may be appropriate for this industry type
or sector. The BMPs are provided as guidance to help facility owners conduct a site-specific assessment
and develop their own pro~ams to reduce potential pollutants to the storm drain system and receiving
waters. Facility owners may develop and use additional BMPs if desired.

General Activities

~3 Utilize diking and other forms of containment and diversion around storage tanks, drums of
oil, acid, production chemicals, and liquids, reserve pits, and impoundments.
Use diking and other forms of containment and diversion around material handling and
processing areas.

_1 Use porous pads under drum and tank storage areas.
CI Use covers and/or lining for waste reserve and sludge pits to avoid overflows and leaks.
CI Use drip pans, catch basins, or liners during handling of materials such as tank bottoms.
CI Reinject or treat produced water instead of discharging it.
:3 Limit the amount of land disturbed during construction of access roads and facilities.
3 Employ spill plans for pipelines, tanks, drums, etc.
CI Recycle oily wastes, drilling fluids and other materials onsite, or dispose of properly.
CI Take wastes offsite to be disposed of instead of burying them.
CI Use oil water separators.
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Hazardous Waste Treatment, Storage, or Disposal Facilities

The following comprehensive list of Best Management Practices (BMPs) are not required to be
implemented by all facilities but are only suggested BMPs that may be appropriate for this industry, type
or sector. The BMPs are provided as guidance to help facility owners conduct a site-specific assessment
and develop their own programs to reduce potential pollutants to the storm drain system and receiving
waters. Facility owners may develop and use additional BMPs if desired.

Outdoor Unloading and Loading

Confi~qe loading/unloading activities to a designated area.
Consider performing loading/unloading activities indoors or in a covered area.
Consi~der covering loading/unloading area with permanent cover (e.g., roofs) or temporary
cover (e.g., tarps).

~1 Close, storm drains during loading/unloading activities in surrounding areas.
CI Avoid loading/unloading materials in the rain.
~1 Inspect the unloading/loading areas to detect problems before they occur.
CI Inspect all containers prior to loading/unloading of any raw or spent materials.
CI Consider berming, curbing, or diking loading/unloading areas.
~1 Use dry clean-up methods instead of washing the areas down.

CI Train employees on proper loading/unloading techniques.
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Landfills and Land Application Sites

The following comprehensive list of Best Management Practices (BMPs) are not required to be
¯ ~ implemented by all facilities but are only suggested BMPs that may be appropriate for this industry type

or sector. The BMPs are provided as guidance to help facility owners conduct a site-specific assessment
and develop their own pro~ams to reduce potential pollutants to the storm drain system and receiving
waters. Facility owners may develop and use additional BMPs if desired.

Land Disturbance Activities

~1 Stalzilize soils with temporary seeding, mulching, and geotextiles; leave vegetative filter
strips along streams.

~.1 Implement structural controls such as dikes, swales, silt fences, filter berms, sediment traps
and ponds, outlet protection, pipe slope drains, check dams., and terraces to convey runoff,
to divert storm water flows away from areas susceptible to erosion, and to prevent
sedi~ments from entering water bodies.

~ Frequently inspect all stabilization and structural erosion control measures and perform all
necessary maintenance and repairs.

~1 Stabilize haul roads and entrances to landfill with gravel or stone.

~1 Construct vegetated swales along road.
~1 Clean wheels and body of trucks or other equipment as necessary to minimize sediment

tracking (but contain any wash waters [process wastewaters]).
~1 Frequently inspect all stabilization and structural erosion control measures and perform all

necessary maintenance and repairs.

Application of Fertilizers, Pesticides, and Herbicides

~ Observe all applicable Federal, Slate, and local regulations when using these products.
~1 Strictly follow recommended application rates and methods (i.e., do not apply in excess of

vegetative requirements).
~1 Have materials such as absorbent pads easily accessible to clean up spills.

Exposure of Chemical Material Storage Areas to Precipitation

~ Provide barriers such as dikes to contain spills.
~1 Provide cover for outside storage areas.

~ Have materials such as absorbent pads easily accessible to clean up spills.

Exposure of Waste at Open Face

~1 Minimize the area of exposed open face as much as is practicable.
’~1 Divert flows around open face using structural measures such as dikes, berms, swales, and

pipe. slope drains.
~1 Frequently inspect erosion and sedimentation controls.

I
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Waste Tracking Onsite

~ Clean wheels and exterior of trucks or other equipment as necessary to minimize waste
track3ng (lout contain any wash waters [process wastewaters]).

Uncontrolled Leachate

~1 Frequently inspect leachate collection system and landfill four teachate leaks,
CI Maintain landfill cover and vegetation.
CI Maintain leachate collection system

Sector L
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Automobile Salvage Yards

The following comprehensive list of Best Management Practices (BMPs) are not required to be
~mplemented by all facilities but are only suggested BMPs that may be appropriate for this industry type
or sector. The BMPs are provided as guidance to help facility owners conduct a site-specific assessment
and develop their own pro~ams to reduce potential pollutants to the storm drain system and receiving
waters. Facility owners may develop and use additional BMPs if desired.

Dismantling and Vehicle Maintenance

Drain all fluids from vehicles upon arrival at the site.
Segregate the fluids and properly store or dispose of them.
Maintain an organized inventory of materials used in the maintenance shop.
Keep waste streams separate (e.g., waste oil and mineral spirits). Nonhazardous
substances that are contaminated with a hazardous substance is considered a hazardous
substance.
Recycle anti-freeze, gasoline, used oil, mineral spirits, and solvents.
Dispose of greasy rags, oil filters, air filters, batteries, spent ,coolant, and degreasers
properly.

~1 Label and track the recycling of waste material (e.g., used oil, spent solvents, batteries).

~1 Drain oil filters before disposal or recycling.
~1 Store: cracked batteries in a non-leaking secondary container.

Promptly transfer used fluids to the proper container. Do not leave full drip pans or other
open containers around the shop. Empty and clean drip pans and containers.
Do not pour liquid waste down floor drains, sinks, or outdoor storm drain inlets.
Plug floor drains that are connected to the storm or sanitary sewer. If necessary, install a
sump that is pumped regularly.
Inspect the maintenance area regularly for proper implementation of control measures.
Filtering storm water discharges with devices such as oil-water separators.
Train employees on proper waste control and disposal procedures.

Outdoor Vehicle, Equipment, and Parts Storage

Use drip pans under all vehicles and equipment waiting for maintenance and during
maintenance.

~1 Store; batteries on impervious surfaces. Curb, dike or berm this area.
3 Confine storage of parts, equipment and vehicles to designated areas.
~1 Cover all storage areas with a permanent cover (e.g., roofs) or temporary cover (e.g.,

canwas tarps).
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Vehicle, Equipment and Parts Washing Areas

~3 Avoid washing parts or equipment outside.
~3 Use phosphate-free biodegradable detergents.

~1 Consider using detergent-based or water-based cleaning systems in place of organic
solvent degreasers.

~1 Designate an area for cleaning activities.
~1 Contain steam cleaning washwaters or discharge under an applicable NPDES permit.

Ensure that washwaters drain well.
Inspect cleaning area regularly.
Install curbing, berms or dikes around cleaning areas.
Train employees on proper washing procedures.

Liquid Storage in Above Ground Containers

~ Maintain good integrity of all storage containers.
Install safeguards (such as diking or berming) against accidental releases at the storage
area.

~1 Inspect storage tanks to detect potential leaks and perform preventive maintenance.
~1 Inspect piping systems (pipes, pumps, flanges, couplings, hoses, and valves) for failures or

leaks.
~i Trait= employees on proper filling and transfer procedures.

Improper Connection with Storm Drains

~1 Plug all floor drains if it is unknown whether the connection is to storm drain or sanitary
sewer systems.

~1 Alternatively, install a sump that is pumped regularly.
Perform dye testing to determine if interconnections exist between sanitary water system
and storm drain system.

~1 Update facility schematics to accurately reflect all plumbing connections.

~1 Install a safeguard against vehicle washwaters and parts cleaning waters entering the storm
drain unless permitted.

~ Maintain and inspect the integrity of all underground storage tanks; replace when necessary.
~ Train employees on proper disposal practices for all material
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Scrap and Waste Recycling Facilities

The following comprehensive list of Best Management Practices (BMPs) are not required to be
implemented by all facilities but are only suggested BMPs that may be appropriate for this industry type
or sector. The BMPs are provided as guidance to help facility owners ,conduct a site-specific assessment
and develop their own programs to reduce potential pollutants to the storm drain system and receiving
waters. Facility owners may develop and use additional BMPs if desired.

Inbound Recyclable and Waste Material Control

Provide public education brochures on acceptable recyclable materials.
Educate curbside pick-up drivers on acceptable materials. Reject unacceptable materials at
the source.
Employee training.
Provide totally-enclosed drop-off containers for public.
Establish program to encourage suppliers of scrap, waste and other salvageable materials
to drain residual fluids prior to arrival at the facility.

~1 Establish acceptance program for handling, storage and disposal of lead-acid batteries.

:1 Establish procedures for rejecting or handling, storing and disposal of hazardous wastes
and other nonhazardous residual fluids.

CI Establish procedures to properly handle industrial turnings and cuttings and prohibiting
cutting oils and metallic fines from coming in contact with runoff.

CI Identify inspector training requirements.

Outside Scrap Material Storage: Liquids

:1 Conctuct i’~spections for fluids, e.g., oils, transmission fluids, antifreeze, brake fluid, and
fuels. Establish handling/storage/disposal procedures for these materials.

~1 Drain and collect liquids in a designated area.
~.1 Provide covered storage or impervious areas with curbingiberms or other appropriate

containment.
:1 Store liquid materials in covered areas or impervious areas with curbing/berms or other

appropriate measure.
,:1 Establish spill prevention procedures.
’:1 Provide adequate supply of materials for dry clean up of spills or leaks.

:1 Prevent runoff into liquid storage areas. Store liquid wastes in materially compatible
containers.

:i Minimize/eliminate the accumulation of liquid wastes.
~ Establish procedures if hazardous wastes are discovered after material accepted.
~1 Conduct periodic inspections of storage areas.
~1 Conduct preventative maintenance of BMPs as necessary.
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Outside Scrap Material Storage: Bulk Solid Materials

~1 Store only processed materials, i.e., baled plastic and aluminum and glass cullet.
~ Provide containment pits with sumps pumps that discharge to sanitary sewer system.

Prevent discharge of residual fluids to storm sewer.
~ Provide dikes and curbs around bales of waste paper.

~ Use tarpaulins or covers over bales of wastepaper.
~1 Conduct regularly scheduled sweeping of storage areas to minimize particulate buildup.
~1 Minimize runoff from coming into areas where significant materials are stored, e.g., diversion

structures such as curbing, berms, containment trenches, surface grading, and elevated
concrete pads or other equivalent measure.

~.1 Use adsorbents to collect leaking or spills of oil, fuel, transrT~ission and brake fluids, e.g., clry
absorbent, drip pans.
Install media filters such as catch basin filters and sand filters.
Install oil/water separator in storage areas with vehicle transmissions and engines. Locate
spill plans under stored vehicles.

~1 Provide non-recyclable waste storage bins and containers.
~1 Conduct periodic inspections.
~1 Conduct preventative maintenance as necessary.
~1 Provide equipment operator training to minimize damage to controls, e.g., curbing and

berms.
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Storage Other: Lightweight Materials

CI Store equivalent of the average daily volume of recyctable materials indoors.

~3 Provide good housekeeping.
CI Disconnect all floor drains from storm sewer system.
CI Prohiibit illicit discharges and illegal dumping to floor drains that are connected to the storm

sewer.
3 Direct tipping floor washwaters to sanitary sewer system if permitted by local sanitary

authority.
~1 Identify/provide supplier training or information bulletins on requirements for acceptance of

lightweight materials.
~1 Encourage supplier participation in program to minimize!eliminate, as practicable, volume of

semisolid and liquid residues in recyclable materials, e.g., residual fluids in aluminum and
plastic containers.

3 Provide covered storage, container bins or equivalent for lighter-weight materials such as
glass, plastics, aluminum cans, paper, cardboard.

CI Minimize/eliminate residue from bottles, containers, etc. from coming in contact with runoff.
Establish dry clean up methods.

~1 Establish procedures and employee training for the handling, storage and disposal of
resi~lual fluids from small containers.

~1 Prohibit washdown of tipping floor areas.

~1 Provide good housekeeping to eliminate particulate and residual materials buildup.
Establish cleaning schedule for high traffic areas.

3 Provide covered disposal containers or equivalent for residual waste materials.
CI Eliminate floor drains discharging to storm sewer.

Residual Non-recyclable Materials

CI Store residual non-recyclable materials in covered containers for transport to a proper
disposal facility.

Ci Bale, residual non-recyclable materials and cover with tarpaulin or equivalent.

Recyclable Material Processing

Conduct processing operations indoors. Clean up residual fluids.
Conduct routine preventive maintenance on all processing equipment.
Schedule frequent good housekeeping to minimize particulate and residual materials
buildup.
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Scrap Processing Operations
Provide training to equipment operators on how to minimize exposure of runoff to scrap
processing areas.

Schedule frequent cleaning of accumulated fluids and particulate residue around all scrap
processing equipment.

~1 Schedule frequent inspections of equipment for spills or leakage of fluids, oil, fuel, hydraulic
fluids.

~1 Conduct routine preventive maintenance of equipment per original manufacturer’s
equipment (OME) recommendations. Replace worn or malfunctioning parts.

~1 Site process equipment on elevated concrete pads or provide runoff diversion structures
around process equipment, berms, containment trenches or surface grading or other
equivalent measure. Discharge runoff from within bermed a~reas to a sump, oil/water
separator, media filter or discharge to sanitary sewer.
Conduct periodic maintenance and clean out of all sumps, oil/water separators, media
filters.
Dispose of residual waste materials properly (e.g., according to RCRA).
Provide curbing, dikes, and berms around scrap processing equipment to prevent contact
with runoff.

CI Where practicable, locate process equipment (e.g., balers, briquetters, small compactors)
under an appropriate cover.

Provide cover over hydraulic equipment and combustion engines. Provide dry clean up
materials, e.g., dry-adsorbents, drip pans, absorbent booms, etc. to prevent contact of
hydraulic fluids, oils, fuels, etc., with storm water runoff.

Provide alarm, pump shutoff, or sufficient containment for hydraulic reservoirs in the event of
a line break.
Stabilize high traffic areas (e.g., concrete pads, gravel, pavement) around processing
equipment, where practicable.
Provide site gages or overfill protection dewces for all liquid and fuel storage r~servoirs and
tanks.

~ Establish spill prevention and response procedures, including employee training.
~1 Provide containment bins or equivalent for shredded material, especially lightweight

materials such as fluff (preferably at the discharge of these materials from the air
classification system).

Supplies for Process Equipment

~i Locate storage drums containing liquids, including oils and hJbricants indoors. Alternatively,
site palletized drums and containers on an impervious surface and provide sufficient
containment around the materials. Provide sumps, oil/water separators, if necessary.

~1 Conduct periodic inspections of containment areas and containers/drums for corrosion.
~1 Perform preventive maintenance of BMPs, as necessary.

:3 Instruct employees on proper material handling and storage procedures.
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Scrap Lead Acid Battery Program

~1 Establish inspection and acceptance procedures for scrap lead-acid batteries.

~1 Provide supplier training on acceptance practices for scrap batteries.
~1 Provide employee training on the safe handling, storage and disposition of scrap batteries.
~1 Separate all scrap batteries from other scrap materials.

:Store scrap batteries under cover or equivalent.
Establish procedures for the storage, handling, disposition of cracked or broken batteries in
accordance with applicable Federal regulations, e.g., RCRA.

CI Establish procedures to collect and dispose of leaking batteq/acid according to Federal
regulations, e.g., RCRA.

~1 Provide covered storage or equivalent to prevent exposure to either precipitation or runoff.

Vehicle and Equipment Maintenance

Avoid washing equipment and vehicles outdoors.
Eliminate outdoor maintenance areas.
Estal~,lish an inventory of materials used in the maintenance shop that could become a
potential pollutant source with storm water runoff, e.g., fuels, solvents, oils, lubricants.

~1 Store and dispose of oily rags, filters (oil and air), batteries, engine coolant, transmission
fluid, use oil, brake fluid, and solvents in a manner that minirnizes potential contact with
runoff and =n compliance with State and Federal regulations.

~1 Label and track recycling of waste materials, e.g., batteries, solvent, used oil.
~1 Drain oil filters before disposal or recycling.
~1 Drain all fluids from all parts or components that will become scrap material or secondhand

parts.
~1 Store liquid waste materials in compatible containers.
~1 Store and dispose used batteries in accordance with scrap lead acid battery program.
~1 Disconnect all floor drains connected to storm sewer system.
_-I Prohibit non-storm water discharges, e.g., dumping of used liquids down floor drains and

washdown of maintenance areas.
Provi.de employee training on appropriate stora~je and disposal of waste materials.
Provide good housekeeping measures.
Conduct inspections of work areas for compliance with BMPs.

Sector N
5 of 9

R0000301



Fueling

~1 Establish spill prevention and clean-up procedures.
~3 Provide dry-absorbent materials or equivalent.
~1 Provide employee training, i.e., avoid topping off fuel tanks.
~1 Divert: runoff from fueling areas.
~1 Use spill and overflow protection devices.

Provide high level alarm on fuel storage tanks.
Minimize/eliminate runoff onto fueling areas.
Reduce exposure of fueling areas to precipitation by covering the fueling area.
Provide dry adsorbents to clean up fuel spills.
.Cond,uct periodic inspections of fueling areas.
Provide curbing or posts around fuel pumps to prevent collisions during vehicle ingress and
egress.

Vehicle and Equipment Washing

~1 Avoid washing vehicles and equipment outdoors.
3 Use biodegradable, phosphate free detergents.
~1 Recycle wash water.

~1 Provide vehicle wash rack with dedicated trap.
:3 Use autoshut-off valves on washing equipment.

Outdoor Vehicle Parking and Storage
~3 Use clrip pans under all equipment and vehicles waiting mair~tenance.
3 Cover vehicle and equipment storage areas.
~1 Conduct inspections of storage and parking areas for leaks a~nd filled drip pans.
~1 Provide employee training.

Vehicle and Equipment Painting (where applicable)

~1 Keep paint and solvents away from traffic areas.
~1 ConC~uct sanding and painting in nonexposed areas, e.g., under cover, in accordance with

OSHA standards.
~1 Cleanup accumulated particulate matter.

Minimize overspraying parts.
Dispose or recycle paint, solvents and thinner properly.
Provide training to employees.
Conduct periodic inspections of paint spraying areas.
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Erosion and Sediment Control

~1 Minim=ze runon from adjacent properties, e.g., diversion dikes, berms, or equivalent.
~1 Trap sediment at downgradient locations and outlets serving unstabilized areas. This may

include filter fabric fences, gravel outlet protection, sediment traps, vegetated or riprap
swates, vegetated strips, diversion structures, catch- basin filters, retention/detention basins
or equivalent.

~1 Runoff containing oil and grease may include the use of absorbent booms or sand filters in
fronl: of outlet structures or other equivalent measures.

~3 Stabilize all high traffic areas, including all vehicle entrances and exit points.
~1 Conduct periodic sweeping of all traffic areas.
CI Conduct inspections of BMPs.
CI Perform preventative maintenance as needed on BMPs.
~ Provide employee training on the proper installation and m~.dntenance of erosion and

sediment controls.

Activities Specific to Liquid Waste Recycling Facilities

Individual Drum/Container Storage

~1 Ensure container/drums are in good condition. Store waste materials in materially
compatible drums.

~1 Use containers that meet National Fire Protection Association (NFPA) guidelines.
~1 Put individual containers on pallets. Limit stack height of individual containers/drums.

Provide straps, plastic wrap, or equivalent around stacked containers to provided stability.
~1 Label/mark drums. Segregate hazardous and flammable wastes. Comply with NFPA

guidelines for segregation of flammable wastes.
Provide adequate clearance to allow material movement and access by material handling
equipment.
Provide semipermanent or permanent cover over wastes.
Provide adequate clearance between stored materials to allow movement and handling.
Establish clean up procedures, including the use of dry adsorbents, in the event of spills or
leaks.

~1 Prohibit washing down of material storage areas.
Disconnect or seal all floor drains from storm sewer system..
Develop spill prevention, countermeasures and control (SPCC) procedures for all liquid
container storage areas. Ensure employees are familiar with SPCC procedures.
Schedule/conduct periodic employee training.

~1 Provide secondary containment, dikes, berms, containment trench, sumps, or other
equivalent measure, in all storage areas.

Sector N
7of9

R0000303



Bulk Liquid Storage

~ Use welded pipe connections versus flange connections. Inspect all flange gaskets for
deterioration.

~1 Apply corrosion inhibitors to exposed metal surfaces.
~1 Provide high level alarms for storage tanks.
~,1 Provide redundant piping, valves, pumps, motors, as necessary, at all pumping stations.
~,1 Provide manually activated shutoff valves in the event of spill. Install visible and/or audible

alarrns in the event of a spill.

3 Install manually activated drainage values, or equivalent, versus flapper-type drain values.
~1 Provide adequate security against vandalism and tampering.
3 Provide secondary containment around all bulk storage tanks, including berms, dikes,

surface impoundments or equivalent. Ensure surfaces of secondary containment areas are
adequately sealed to prevent leaks.

~,1 Provide stationary boxes around all return and fill stations to eliminate/minimize hose
drainage and minor waste transfer spills.

Waste Transfer Areas

Provide secondary containment or equivalent measures around all liquid waste transfer
facilities.

~1 Provide cover over liquid waste transfer areas
~1 Establish clean up procedures for minor spills including the use of dry adsorbents.

Inspections

~1 Conduct inspections of all material storage, handling and transfer areas.
3 Document signs of corrosion, worn parts or components on pumps and motors, leaking

seals, and gaskets.
~1 Conduct periodic nondestructive testing (NDT) of all bulk storage tanks for signs of

deteriorating structural integrity.

Preventive Maintenance

~1 Conduct periodic preventive maintenance of all structural controls, replace worn parts on
components on valves, pumps, motors per manufacturer’s recommendations.
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Vehicle Maintenance (if applicable)

~1 Establish an inventory of materials used in the maintenance :shop that could become a
potential pollutant source with storm water runoff, e.g., fuels, solvents, oils, lubricants.

-3 Store and dispose of oily rags, filters (oil and air), batteries, engine coolant, transmission
fluid, use oil, brake fluid, and solvents in a manner that minimizes potential contact with
runoff and in compliance with State and Federal regulations.

-3 Label and track recycling of waste materials, e.g., batteries, solvent, used oil.
-3 Drain oil filters before disposal or recycling.
~1 Drain all fluids from all parts or components that will become scrap material or secondhand

parts,

~J Store liquid waste materials in compatible containers.
-3 Store and dispose used batteries in accordance with scrap lead acid battery program.
-3 Disconnect all floor drains connected to storm sewer system.
-3 Prohibit non-storm water discharges, e.g., dumping of used liquids down floor drains and

washdown of maintenance areas.
-3 Provide employee training on appropriate storage and disposal of waste materials.

-3 Provide good housekeeping measures.
-3 Conc~uct inspections of work areas for compliance with BMPs.

Vehicle Cleaning (if applicable)
-3 Avoid washing vehicles and equipment outdoors.
-3 Use biodegradable, phosphate free detergents.
-3 Recycle wash wate"
-3 Provide vehicle wasn rack with dedicated sediment trap.
-3 Use autoshut-off valves on washing equipment.

Training

~1 Provide employee training on proper material handling and storage procedures. Require
familiarization with applicable SPCC measures.
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Steam Electric Power Generating Facilities

The following comprehensive list of Best Management Practices (BMPs) are not required to be
implemented by all facilities but are only suggested BMPs that may be appropriate for this industry type
or sector, The BMPs are provided as guidance to help facility owners conduct a site-specific assessment
and develop their own programs to reduce potential pollutants to the storm drain system and receiving
waters. Facility owners may develop and use additional BMPs if desired.

Fugitive Dust Emissions

:3 Consider establishing procedures to minimize offsite tracking of coal dust. To prevent offsite
tracking the facility may consider specially designed tires, or washing vehicles in a
designated area before they leave the site, and controlling the wash water.

Delivery Vehicles

:3 Develop procedures for the inspection of delivery vehicles arriving on the plant site, and
ensure overall integrity of the body or container.

:3 Develop procedures to control leakage or spillage from vehicles or containers, and ensure
that oroper protective measures are available for personnel and environment.

Fuel Oil Unloading Areas

:3 Use containment curbs in unloading areas.
:3 During deliveries station personnel familiar with spill prevention and response procedures

may be present to ensure that any leaks or spills are immediately contained and cleaned up.
~ Use spill and overflow protection (drip pans, drip diapers, and/or other containment devices

sho~JId be placed beneath fuel oil connectors to contain any spillage that may occur during
deliveries or due to leaks at such connectors).

Chemical Loading/Unloading Areas

:3 Use containment curbs at chemical loading/unloading areas to contain spills.
:3 During deliveries station personnel familiar with spill prevention and response procedures

may be present to ensure that any leaks or spills are immediately contained and cleaned up.
:3 Where practicable chemical loading/unloading areas should be covered, and chemicals

should be stored indoors.

Miscellaneous Loading/Unloading Areas

:3 Consider covering the loading area.
.’3 Minimize storm water runon to the loading area by grading, berming, or curbing the area

around the loading area to direct storm water away from the area.
~1 Locate the loading/unloading equipment and vehicles so that leaks can be controlled in

existing containment and flow diversion systems.
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Liquid Storage Tanks

~1 Use protective guards around tanks.
~1 Use containment curbs.
~1 Use spill and overflow protection (drip pans, drip diapers, and/or other containment devices

should be placed beneath chemical connectors to contain any spillage that may occur
during deliveries or due to leaks at such connectors).

~1 Use ,dry cleanup methods.

Large Bulk Fuel Storage Tanks
~ Comply with applicable State and Federal laws, including Spill Prevention Control and

Countermeasures (SPCC).

~1 Use containment berms.

Oil/Chemical Storage

The structural integrity of all above ground tanks, pipelines, pumps and other related
equipment should be visually inspected on a weekly basis.
All repairs deemed necessary based on the findings of the inspections should be completed
immediately to reduce the incidence of spills and leaks occurring from such faulty
equipment.

Oil Bearing Equipment in Switchyards

~1 Con:sider level gracl~s and gravel surfaces to retard flows and limit the spread of spills.
~1 Collect storm water runoff in perimeter ditches.

Residue hauling Vehicles

~1 Inspect all residue hauling vehicles for proper covering over the load, adequate gate sealing
and overall integrity of the body or container.

~1 Vehicles without load covers or adequate gate sealing, or with poor body or container
conditions may be repaired as soon as practicable.

Ash Loading Areas

CI Reduce and/or control the tracking of ash or residue from ash loading areas. Where
practicable, clear the ash building floor and immediately adjacent roadways of spillage,
debris and excess water before each loaded vehicle departs.

Areas Adjacent to Disposal Ponds or Landfills

~ Develop procedures to reduce ash residue which may be tracked on to access roads
traveled by residue trucks or residue handling vehicles.

~1 Reduce ash residue on exit roads leading into and out of residue handling areas.
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Landfills, Scrapyards, and General Refuse Sites

~ See the fact sheet ,&Scrap and Waste Recycling Facilities.

Vehicle Maintenance Activities

~1 See the fact sheet ,&Vehicle and Equipment Maintenance Areas at Land Transportation
Facilities.

Material Storage Areas

~1 Con-~;ider flat yard grades, runoff collection in graded swales or ditches, erosion protection
measures at steep outfall sites (e.g., concrete chutes, riprap, stilling basins), covering lay
down areas, storing the materials indoors, covering the material with a temporary covering
made of polyethylene, polyurethane, polypropylene, or hypalon.

C! Storm water runon may be minimized by constructing an enclosure or building a berm
around the area.
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Vehicle and Equipment Maintenanc0e Areas at Land
Transportation Facilities

The following comprehensive list of Best Management Practices (BMPs) are not required to be
implemented by all facilities but are only suggested BMPs that may be appropriate for this industry type
or ,_~ector The BMPs are provided as guidance to help facility owners conduct a site-specific assessment
and develop their own programs to reduce potential pollutants to the storm drain system and receiving
waters. Facility owners may develop and use additional BMPs if desired.

Fueling

Use spill and overflow protection.
Minimize runon of storm water into the fueling area by grading the area such that storm
water only runs off.
Reduce exposure of the fuel area to storm water by covering the area.

Use dry cleanup methods for fuel area rather than hosing the fuel area down.
Use proper petroleum spill control.
Perform preventive maintenance on storage tanks to detect potential leaks before they
occur.

Q Inspect the fueling area to detect problems before they occur.
~1 Train employees on proper fueling techniques.

Vehicle and Equipment Maintenance

~1 Maintain an organized inventory of materials used in the maintenance shop.
~1 Dispose of greasy rags, oil filters, air filters, batteries, spent coolant, and degreasers

properly.
~1 Label and track the recycling of waste material (e.g., used oil, spent solvents, batteries).
~1 Drain oil filters before disposal or recycling.

~1 Drain and contain all fluids from wrecked vehicles and Aparts=- cars.
Store cracked batteries in a nonleaking secondary container.
Promptly transfer used fluids to the proper container; do not leave full drip pans or other
open containers around the shop. Empty and clean drip pans and containers.

~1 Do not pour liquid waste down floor drains, sinks, or outdoor storm drain inlets.

~1 Plug floor drains that are connected to the storm or sanitary sewer. Alternatively, install a
sump that is pumped regularly.

~ Inspect the maintenance area regularly for proper implementation of control measures.
~1 Train employees on proper waste control and disposal procedures.
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Outdoor Vehicle and Equipment Storage and Parking

~1 Use drip pans under all vehicles and equipment waiting for maintenance.
~1 Cover the storage area with a roof.
~1 Inspect the storage yard for filling drip pans and other problems regularly.
~ Train employees on procedures for storage and inspection items.

Locomotive Sanding Areas

~1 Cover sand storage piles.
~1 Install sediment traps.
~1 Install curbs or dikes around storage piles to minim=ze storm water runon.

Painting Areas

~1 Keel:, paint and paint thinner away from traffic areas to avoid~ spills.
Spray paint in an Occupational Safety and Health Act (OSHA) approved hood.
Use effective spray equipment that delivers more paint to the target and less over-spray.
Avoid sanding in windy weather and collect and dispose of waste properly.
Recycle paint, paint thinner, and solvents.
Inspect painting procedures to ensure that they are conducted properly.

Train employees on proper sanding, painting, and spraying techniques.

Vehicle, or Equipment Washing Areas

~ Avoid washing parts or equipment outside.
~1 Use phosphate-free biodegradable detergents.
~1 Designate an area for cleaning activities.
~1 Contain and recycle washwaters.

Ensure that washwaters drain well.
Inspect cleaning area regularly.
Train employees on proper washing procedures.

Liquid Storage in Above Ground Storage
~1 Maintain good integrity of all storage containers,
~1 Install safeguards (such as diking or berming) against accidental releases at the storage

area.
~1 Inspect storage tanks to detect potential leaks and perform preventive maintenance.
~1 Inspect piping systems (pipes, pumps, flanges, couplings, hoses, and valves) for failures or

leaks.
~1 Train employees on proper filling and transfer procedures.
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Cold Weather Activities
~1 Minirnize salt application.
~ Use uncontaminated dirt or ash, if use is necessary.

~1 Trair’~ employees on proper salt, dirt, sand, or ash application.

Improper Connections to Storm Drain

~1 Plug all floor drains connected to storm drain or if connection is unknown. Alternatively,
install a sump that is pumped regularly.

~i Perform smoke or dye testing to determine if interconnections exist between sanitary water
system and storm drain system.

~1 Update facility schematics to accurately reflect all plumbing connections.
~1 Install a safeguard against vehicle washwaters entering the storm sewer unless permitted.
~i Maintain and inspect the integrity of all underground storage tanks; replace when necessary.
~1 Train employees on proper disposal practices for all materia~ls.
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Vehicle and Equipment Maintenance Areas at Water
Transportation Facilities

The following comprehensive list of Best Management Practices (BMPs) are not required to be
implemented by all facilities but are only s,tggested BMPs that may be appropriate for this industry, type
or sector. The BMPs are provided as guidance to help facility owners conduct a site-specific assessment
and develop their own programs to reduce potential pollutants to the storm drain system and receiving
waters. Facility owners may develop and use additional BMPs if desired.

Pressure Washing

~! Collect discharge water and remove all visible solids before discharging to a sewer system,
or where permitted, to a drainage system, or receiving water.
Perform pressure washing only in designated areas where wash water containment can be
effectively achieved.

~1 Use no detergents or additives in the pressure wash water.

Direct deck drainage to a collection system sump for settling and/or additional treatment.
Implement diagonal trenches or berms and sumps to contain and collect wash water at
marine railways.

~1 Use solid decking, gutters, and sumps at lift platforms to contain and collect wash water for
possible reuse.

Surface Preparation Sanding, and Paint Removal.

~1 Enclose, cover, or contain blasting and sanding activities to the extent practical to prevent
abrasives, dust, and paint chips from reaching storm sewers or receiving water.

~1 Wher-, feasible, cover drains, trenches, and drainage channels to prevent entry of blasting
debris to the system.

~1 Prohibit uncontained blasting or sanding activities performed over open water.
~1 Prohibit blasting or sanding activities performed during windy conditions which render

containment ineffective.
~1 Inspect and clean sediment traps to ensure the interception and retention of solids prior to

entering the drainage system.
~1 Sweep accessible areas of the drydock to remove debris and spent sandblasting material

prior to flooding.
~1 Collect spent abrasives routinely and store under a cover to await proper disposal.

I
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Painting

~3 Enclose, cover, or contain painting activities to the maximurn extent practical to prevent
overspray from reaching the receiving water.

. CI Prohibit uncontained spray painting activities over open water.
Prohibit spray painting activities during windy conditions which render containment
ineffective.

~ Mix paints and solvents in designated areas away frorfi drains, clitches, piers, and surface
waters, preferably indoors or under cover.

~3 Haw~ absorbent and other cleanup items readily available for immediate cleanup of spills.
CI Allow empty paint cans to dry before disposal.
~1 Keep paint and paint thinner away from traffic areas to avoid spills.
CI Recycle paint, paint thinner, and solvents.
CI Train employees on proper painting and spraying techniques, and use effective spray

equipment that delivers more paint to the target and less overspray.

Drydock Maintenance

Clean and maintain drydock on a regular basis to minimize the potential for pollutants in the
storm water runoff.
Sweep accessible areas of the drydock to remove debris and spent sandblasting material
prior to flooding.
If hosing may be used as a removal method, collect wash water to remove solids and
potential metals.
Clean the remaining areas of the dock after a vessel has been removed and the dock
raised.
Remove and properly dispose of floatable and other low-density waste (wood, plastic,
insulations, etc.).

Drydocking

Use plastic barriers beneath the hull, between the hull and d~rydock walls for containment.
Use plastic barriers hung from the flying bridge of the drydock, from the bow or stern of the
vessel, or from temporary structures for containment.
Weight the bottom edge of the containment tarpaulins or plastic sheeting during a light
breeze.
Use plywood and/or plastic sheeting to cover open areas bet"ween decks when sandblasting
(scuppers, railings, freeing ports, ladders, and doorways).
Install tie rings or cleats, cable suspension systems, or scaffolding to make implementation
containment easier.
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Nondrydock Containment

Hang tarpaulin from the boat, fixed, or floating platforms to reduce pollutants transported by
wind.
Pave or tarp surfaces under marine railways.
Clean railways before the incoming tide.

Haul vessels beyond the high tide zone before work commences or halt work during high
tide.
Place plastic sheeting or tarpaulin underneath boats to contain and collect waste and spent
materials and clean and sweep regularly to remove debris.
Use fixed or floating platforms with appropriate plastic or tarpaulin barriers as work surfaces
and for containment when work is performed on a vessel in the water to prevent blast
material or paint overspray from contacting storm water or the receiving water.
Sweep, rather than hose, debris present on the dock.

Engine Maintenance and Repairs

~1 Maintain an organized inventory of materials used in the maintenance shop.
~ Dispose of greasy rag, oil filters, air filters, batteries, spent coolant, and degreasers properly.
~1 Label and track the recycling of waste material (i.e., used oil, spent solvents, batteries).
~1 Drain oil filters before disposal or recycling.
~1 Store cracked batteries in a non-leaking secondary container.

~1 Promptly transfer used fluids to the proper container; do not leave full drip pans or other
open containers around the shop. Empty and clean drip pans and containers.

~1 Do not pour liquid waste down floor drains, sinks, or outdoor’ storm drain inlets.

Plug floor drains that are connected to the storm or sanitary sewer; if necessary, ~nstall a
sump that is pumped regularly.

~1 Inspect the maintenance area regularly for proper imr~lementation of control measures.
~ Train employees on proper waste control and disposal procedures.

Material Handling: Bulk Liquid Storage and Containment.

~ Store permanent tanks in a paved area surrounded by a dik,e system that provides sufficient
containment for the larger of either 10 percent of the volume of all containers or 110 percent
of the volume of the largest tank.

1~i Maintain good integrity of all storage tanks.
~ Inspect storage tanks to detect potential leaks and perform preventive maintenance.
~1 Inspect piping systems (pipes, pumps, flanges, couplings, hoses, valves) for failures or

leaks.
~ Train employees on proper filling and transfer procedures.

I
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Material Handling: Containerized Material Storage

~1 Store containerized materials (fuels, paints, solvents, etc. in a protected, secure location and
away from drains.

~ Store reactive, ignitable, or flammable liquids in compliance with the local fire code.
~ Identify potentially hazardous materials, their characteristics, and use.
~ Control excessive purchasing, storage, and handling of potentially hazardous materials.

Keep records to identify quantity, receipt date, service life, users, and disposal routes.
Secure and carefully monitor hazardous materials to prevent theft, vandalism, and misuse of
materials.
Educate personnel for proper storage, use, cleanup, and disposal of materials.
Provi,:te sufficient containment for outdoor storage areas the larger of either 10 percent of
the w~lume of all containers or 110 percent of the volume of the largest tank.

~ Use temporary containment where required by portable drip pans.
~1 Use spill troughs for drums with taps.

Material Handling Designated Material Mixing Areas

Mix paints and solvents in designated areas away from drams, ditches, piers, and surface
waters. Locate designated areas preferably indoors or under a shed.

If spills occur,
stop the source of the spill immediately

contain the liquid until cleanup is complete

deploy oil containment booms if the spill may reach the water

cover the spill with absorbent material

keep the area well ventilated

dispose of cleanup materials properly

do not use emulsifier or dispersant

Shipboard Process Water Handling

~1 Keep, process and cooling water used aboard ships separate from sanitary wastes to
minimize disposal costs for the sanitary wastes.

~i Kee!:, process and cooling water from contact with spent abrasives and paint to avoid
discharging these pollutants.

~1 Inspect connecting hoses for leaks.
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Shipboard Sanitary Waste Disposal

~3 Discharge sanitary wastes from the ship being repaired to the yard’s sanitary system or
clispose of by a commercial waste disposal company.

~1 Use appropriate material transfer procedures, including spill prevention and containment
activities.

Bilge and Ballast Water

~1 Collect and dispose of bilge and ballast waters that contain oils, solvents, detergents, or
other additives to a licensed waste disposal company.
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Ship and Boat Building or Repairing Yards

The following comprehensive list of Best Management Practices (BMPs) are not required to be
implemented by all facilities but are only suggested BMPs that may be appropriate for this industry, type
or sector. The BMPs are provided as guidance to help facility owners conduct a site-specific assessment
and develop their own programs to reduce potential pollutants to the storm drain system and receiving
waters. Facility owners may develop and use additional BMPs if desired.

Pressure Washing

~ Collect discharge water and remove all visible solids before discharging to a sewer system,
or where permitted, to a drainage system, or receiving water.

~1 Perform pressure washing only in designated areas where wash water containment can be
effectively achieved.

~1 Use no detergents or additives in the pressure wash water.
~1 Direct deck drainage to a collection system sump for settling and/or additional treatment.
~1 Implement diagonal trenches or berms and sumps to contain and collect wash water at

marine railways.
~1 Use solid decking, gutters, and sumps at lift platforms to contain and collect wash water for

possible reuse.

Surface Preparation, Sanding, and Paint Removal

~ Enclose, cover, or contain blasting and sanding activities to the extent practical to prevent
abrasives, dust, an~ paint chips from reaching storm sewers or receiving water.

~ Where feasible, cover drains, trenches, and drainage channels to prevent entry of blasting
~iebris to the system.-!

~1 Prohibit uncontained blasting or sanding activities performed over open water.
" ~.1 Prohibit blasting or sanding activities performed during windy conditions that render

containment ineffective.
~ Inspect and clean sediment traps to ensure the interception and retention of solids prior to

entering the drainage system.
~i Sweep accessible areas of the drydock to remove debris and spent sandblasting material

prior to flooding.
~1 Collect spent abrasives routinely and store under a cover to await proper disposal.
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Painting

.3 Enclose, cover, or contain painting activities to the maximurn extent practical to prevent
overspray from reaching the receiving water.

¯ .3 Prohibit uncontained spray painting activities over open water.
.3 Prohibit spray painting activities during windy conditions which render containment

ineffective.
.3 Mix paints and solvents in designated areas away from drair~s, ditches, piers, and surface

waters, preferably indoors or under cover.
~1 Have absorbent and other cleanup items readily available four immediate cleanup of spills.
.3 Allow empty paint cans to dry before disposal.

Keep paint and paint thinner away from traffic areas to avoid spills.
Recycle paint, paint thinner, and solvents.

Train employees on proper painting and spraying techniques, and use effective spray
equipment that delivers more paint to the target and less overspray.

Drydock Maintenance

Clean and maintain drydock on a regular basis to minimize the potential for pollutants in the
storrn water runoff.

Sweep accessible areas of the drydock to remove debris and spent sandblasting material
prior to flooding.
If hosing may be used as a removal method, collect wash water to remove solids and
potential metals.
Clean the remaining areas of the dock after a vessel has been removed and the dock
raised.
Remove and properly dispose of floatable and other low-density waste (wood, plastic,
insulations, etc.).

Drydocking

Use plastic barriers beneath the hull, between the hull and drydock walls for containment.
Use plastic barriers hung from the flying bridge of the drydock, from the bow or stern of the
vessel, or from temporary structures for containment.
Weight the bottom edge of the containment tarpaulins or plastic sheeting during a light
breeze.
Use plywood and/or plastic sheeting to cover open areas between decks when sandblasting
(scuppers, railings, freeing ports, ladders, and doorways).
Install tie rings or cleats, cable suspension systems, or scaffolding to make implementation
containment easier.
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Nondrydock Containment

Hang tarpaulin from the boat, fixed, or floating platforms to reduce pollutants transported by
wind.
Pave or tarp surfaces under marine railways.

Clean railways before the incoming tide.
Haul vessels beyond the high tide zone before work commences or halt work during high
tide.
Place; plastic sheeting or tarpaulin underneath boats to contain and collect waste and spent
materials and clean and sweep regularly to remove debris.
Use fixed or floating platforms with appropriate plastic or tarpaulin barriers as work surfaces
and for containment when work is performed on a vessel in the water to prevent blast
material or paint overspray from contacting storm water or the receiving water.
Sweep, rather than hose, debris present on the dock.

Engine Maintenance a’nd Repairs

Mainl[ain an organized inventory of materials used in the maintenance shop.

Dispose of greasy rag, oil filters, air filters, batteries, spent coolant, and degreasers properly.
Label and track the recycling of waste material (i.e., used oil, spent solvents, batteries).

Drair~ oil filters before disposal or recycling.
Store cracked batteries in a non-leaking secondary container.
Promptly transfer used fluids to the proper container; do not leave full drip pans or other
open containers around the shop. Empty and clean drip pans and containers.

CI Do not pour liquid waste down floor drains, sinks, or outdoor storm drain inlets.
CI Plug floor drains that are connected to the storm or sanitary sewer; if necessary, install a

sump that is pumped regularly.
CI Inspect the maintenance area regularly for proper implemenllation of control measures.
~3 Train employees on proper waste control and disposal procedures.

Material Handling: Bulk Liquid Storage and Containment

~1 Store permanent tanks in a paved area surrounded by a dike system which provides
sufficient containment for the larger of either 10 percent of the volume of all containers or
110 percent of the volume of the largest tank.

CI Maintain good integrity of all storage tanks.
Inspect storage tanks to detect potential leaks and perform preventive maintenance.
Inspect piping systems (pipes, pumps, flanges, couplings, hoses, valves) for failures or
leaks,.

CI Train employees on proper filling and transfer procedures.
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Material Handling: Containerized Material Storage

CI Store containerized materials (fuels, paints, solvents, etc. in a protected, secure location and
away from drains.

CI Store reactive, ignitable, or flammable liquids in compliance with the local fire code.
CI Identify potentially hazardous materials, their characteristics, and use.
CI Control excessive purchasing, storage, and handling of potentially hazardous materials.
3 Keep records to identify quantity, receipt date, service life, users, and disposal routes.

CI Secure and carefully monitor hazardous materials to prevent theft, vandalism, and misuse of
materials.
Educate personnel for proper storage, use, cleanup, and disposal of materials.
Provide sufficient containment for outdoor storage areas the larger of either 10 percent of
the volume of all containers or 1 10 percent of the volume of the largest tank.

J Use temporary containment where required by portable drip pans.
~1 Use spill troughs for drums with taps.

Material Handling Designated Material Mixing Areas

CI Mix paints and solvents in designated areas away from drains, ditches, piers, and surface
waters. Locate designated areas preferably indoors or under a shed.

3 If spills occur,

stop the source of the spill immediately

contain the liquid until cleanup is complete

deploy oil containment booms if the spill may reach the water

cover the spill with absorbent material

keep the area well ventilated

dispose of cleanup materials properly

do not use emulsifier or dispersant

Shipboard Process Water Handling

~1 Keep process and cooling water used aboard ships separate from sanitary wastes to
minimize disposal costs for the sanitary wastes.

CI Keep process and cooling water from contact with spent abrasives and paint to avoid
discharging these pollutants.

CI Inspect connecting hoses for leaks.
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Shipboard Sanitary Waste Disposal

~1 Discharge sanitary wastes from the ship being repaired to the yard’s sanitary system or
dispose of by a commercial waste disposal company.

~1 Use appropriate material transfer procedures, including spill =prevention and containment
activilfies.

Bilge and Ballast Water

CI Colleot and dispose of bilge and ballast waters that contain oils, solvents, detergents, or
other additives to a licensed waste disposal company.
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Vehicle and Equipment Maintenance and: Deicing Areas at Air
Transportation Facilities

The following comprehensive list of Best Management Practices (BMPs) are not required to be
implemented by all facilities but are only suggested BMPs that may be appropriate for this industry type
or sector. The BMPs are provided as ~idance to help facility owners conduct a site-specific assessment
and develop their own pro~ams to reduce potential pollutants to the storm drain system and receiving
waters. F’acititv owners may develop and use additional BMPs if desired.

Aircraft, Ground Vehicle and Equipment Maintenance Areas

Perform all maintenance activities indoors.
Maintain an organized inventory of materials used.
Drain all parts of fluids prior to disposal.
Proh~ibit the practice of hosing down the apron or hangar floor.
Use dry cleanup methods in the event of spills.
Collect the storm water runoff from maintenance and/or service areas and provide treatment
or recycling.

Aircraft, Ground Vehicle, and Equipment Cleaning Areas

CI Perform all cleaning operations indoors.
C! Collect the storm water runoff from the area and provide trer-Ltment or recycling.

Aircraft, Ground Vehicle, and Equipment Storage Areas

~1 The s;.orage of aircraft, ground vehicles, and equipment awaiting maintenance may be
confined to designated areas.
Store; aircraft and ground vehicles indoors.
Use drip pans for the collection of fluid leaks.
Consider perimeter drains, dikes or berms surrounding storage areas.

Material Storage Areas

~1 Storage units of all materials (e.g., used oils, hydraulic fluids, spent solvents and waste
aircraft fuel) may be maintained in good condition, so as to prevent contamination of storm
water, and plainly labeled (e.g., "used oil", "contaminated Jell A’, etc.).

~1 Store materials indoors.
~1 Maintain a centralized storage areas for waste materials.
~1 Install berms and dikes around storage areas.
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Airport Fuel System and Fueling Areas

~1 Where above ground storage timers are present, pollution prevention plan requirements
should be consistent with requirements established in 40 CFR 112.7 guidelines for the
preparation and implementation of a Spill Prevention Control and Countermeasure (SPCC)
plan.

Deicing Operations
Evaluate present chemical application rates to ensure against excessive over application.
Devices which meter the amount of chemical being applied to runways help to prevent over
application.

~1 Emphasize anti-icing operations which would preclude the need to deice; less chemical is
required to prevent the formation of ice on a runway than is required to remove ice from a
runway.

~1 Consider installing runway ice detection systems (RID) otherwise known as Apavement
sensors=- which monitor runway temperatures. Pavement sensors provide an indication of
when runway temperatures are approaching freezing conditions, thus alerting operators of
the need to conduct anti-icing operations.

~.1 Deicing/anti-icing chemicals applied during extremely cold, dry conditions, are often
ineffective since they do not adhere to the ice surface and may be scattered as a result of
windy conditions or aircraft movement, tn an effort to improve the efficiency of the
application, operators should consider prewetting the deicing chemical to improve the
adhesion to the iced surface.

~i Consider using chemicals which have less of an environmental impact on receiving waters.
Potassium acetate, has a lower oxygen demand than glycol, is nontoxic to aquatic habitat or
humans, and was approved by the FAA for runway deicing operations in November, 1991
(AC No. 150/520030A CHG 1).

~1 Consider pretreating aircraft with hot water or forced air prior’ to the application of chemical
deicer to reduce the amount of chemical deicer used during the operation.

~1 When deicing/anti-icing operations are conducted on aircraft during periods of dry weather,
operators should ensure that storm water inlets are blocked to prevent the discharge of
deicing/anti-icing chemicals to the storm sewer system. Mechanical vacuum systems or
other’ similar devices can then be used to collect the spent deicing chemical from the apron
surface for proper disposal to prevent those materials from later becoming a source of storm
water contamination.

~ Establishing a centralized deicing station would provide better control over aircraft
deicing/anti-icing operations in that it enables operators to readily collect spent deicing/anti-
icing chemicals.

~1 Once spent deicedanti-icer chemicals are collected, operators can select from various
methods of disposal such as disposal to sanitary sewer facility, retention and detention
ponds, or recycling.
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Treatment Works

The following comprehensive list of Best Management Practices (BMPs) are not required to be
implemented by all facilities but are only suggested BMPs that may be appropriate for this industry type
or sector. The BMPs are provided as guidance to help facility owners conduct a site-specific assessment
and develop their own programs to reduce potential pollutants to the s, torm drain system and receiving
waters, iFacility owners may develop and use additional BMPs if desired.

Preparation of Biological and Physical Treatment Process

C.I Use drip pans under drums and equipment where feasible.
Store process chemicals inside buildings.
Inspect the storage yard for filling drip pans and other problems regularly.
Train employees on procedures for storing and inspecting c, hemicals.

Soil Amending and Grass Fertilizing

CI Use the appropriate amount of fertilizer.
~3 Do not overfertilize.
~1 Train employee on proper fertilizing techniques.

Liquid Storage in Above Ground Storage Containers

~i Maintain good integrity of all storage containers.
~1 Install safeguards (such as diking or berming) against accidental releases at the storage

area.
CI Inspect storage tanks to detect potential leaks and perform preventive maintenance.
~1 Inspect piping systems (pipes, pumps, flanges, couplings, hoses, and valves) for failures or

leaks.
~i Train employees on proper filling and transfer procedures.

Pest Control

_, ~1 Minimize pesticide application.
~i Only apply pesticide if needed.
~1 Train employees on proper pesticide application.

Sludge Drying Beds

:3 Ensure drying bed is draining properly (e.g., check for clogging); avoid overfilling drying bed;
grade the land to divert flow around drying bed; berm, dike, or curb drying bed areas; cover
drying beds.
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Sludge Storage Piles
~1 Confine storage of sludge to a designated area as far from any receiving water body as

possible; store sludge on an impervious surface (e.g., concrete pad); grade the land to divert
flow around storage piles; herin, dike, or curb sludge storage piles; cover sludge storage
piles.

Sludge Transfer

~1 Promptly remove any sludge spilled during transfer; conduct transfer operations over an
impervious surface; avoid transferring sludge during rain events; grade the land to divert
flow around transfer areas; berm, curb, or dike transfer areas; avoid locating transfer
operations near receiving water bodies.

Incineration-Ash Impoundments/Piles

~1 Line ash impoundments with clay (or other type of imperviou~s material); ensure ash
impoundments will hold maximum volume of ash and a 10-year, 24-hour rain event; curb,
herin, or dike ash storage areas; avoid locating ash storage areas near receiving water
bodies.

Miscellaneous
~1 Properly dispo~se of grit/scum; properly dispose of screens on a daily basis: maximize

vegetative cover to stabilize soil and reduce erosion.
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Food and Kindred Products Facilities

The following comprehensive list of Best Management Practices (BMPs) are not required to be
implemented by all facilities but are only suggested BMPs that may be appropriate for this industry, type
or sector. The BMPs are provided as guidance to help facility owners conduct a site-specific assessment
and develop their own programs to reduce potential pollutants to the storm drain system and receiving
waters. Facility owners may develop and use additional BMPs if desired.

Raw Material Unloading/Product Loading

~ Ensure that a facility representative is present during unloadiing/Ioading activities.
~ Inspect the unloading/loading areas to detect problems before they occur.

~1 Close storm drains during loading/unloading activities in surrounding area.
~1 Inspect all containers prior to unloading/loading of any raw or spent materials.

Install backflow prevention devices on liquid transfer equipment.
Inspect all connection equipment (e.g., hoses and couplings), and replace when necessary,
before performing unloading/loading activities.

~i Perform all unloading/loading activities in a covered and/or enclosed areas.
~ Use drip pans when loading/unloading liquid product.
~1 Situate loading/unloading areas indoors or in a covered area.
~1 Use rubber seals in truck loading dock areas to contain spills indoors.

~ Drain hoses back into truck, railcar, etc. after Ioading/unloadiing materials.
~1 Install high level alarm on tanks to prevent overfilling.

Ensure that berms and dikes are built around the unloading/loading areas, if applicable.
If outside or in covered areas, minimize run on of storm water into the unloading/loading
areas by grading the areas to ensure that storm water runs off.

~1 Use dry cleanup methods for unloading/loading areas rather than washing the areas down.
~1 Train employees on proper unloading/loading techniques.
~1 Initiate an inventory control for all raw and spent materials.
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Storage Containers: Liquid Storage

Inspect the external condition (corrosion, leaks) of the containers.

Inspect the general area around the containers.
Ensure that beams and dikes are built around the containers.
Cover and/or enclose.
Bulkhead liquid storage tanks indoors (i.e., tank outlets located inside buildings).
Ensure that all containers are closed (e.g., valves shut, lids and manways sealed, caps
closed).

~1 Wash containers indoors before storing empty containers outdoors.
CI If outside or in a covered area, minimize run on of storm water into a storage area by

grading area to ensure that storm water runs Aoff_= and not Aon=-.
~1 Train employees on proper storage techniques (e.g., filling and transferring contents).

~1 Maintain employee training on proper handling and transportation of materials.
~1 Maintain an inventory control of all raw and spent materials.
~1 Employ measures to protect against spillage from the overflows (e.g., high level sensors,

alarms).

Storage Containers: Solid Storage

:3 Consider vacuum emission control systems for airborne dust and particulate matter.

Waste Management: Wastewater

~1 Perform treatment processes in-house, if possible.
~1 Inspect the outside ;.~pe connections (couplings, valve seals and gaskets, flanges, etc.) of

the treatment system for leaks, corrosion, and poor maintenance upkeep.

Waste Management: Solid Waste

J Inspect the general area around the solid waste (e.g., look fc)r signs of leaching).
~1 Store waste so that it is physically contained (dumpsters, drums, bags).
~1 Store, waste in an enclosed/covered area.
~1 If outside or in a covered area, minimize exposure to storm water by grading the area to

ensure that storm water runs Aoff_= and not Aon=.
3 Ensure hazardous waste disposal practices are performed ir~ accordance with Federal,

State, and local requirements.
~1 Route trash compactor leakage to treatment system or sanitary sewer.
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Waste Management: Air Emissions

~ Clean around vents and stacks to atmosphere from process and storage areas.
~1 Place tubs around vents and stacks for easy collection of settling particles.
~3 Inspect air emission control systems (e.g., baghouses) regularly and repair and replace as

necessary.

~1 Route overflows/condensates from process vents to onsite treatment system or to the
sanitary sewer.

Pest Control

CJ Follow manufacturers directions for application of pest control materials to site.
CI Time application for dry weather conditions.
~1 Store partially full containers indoors or undercover.
CI Apply’ insecticides during breeding months.
~1 Protect rat bait houses from storm water.

Improper Connections to the Storm Drain

~1 Perform smoke or dye testing to determine if interconnections exist between the sanitary
sewer and storm drain.

~1 Plug all floor drains leading to storm drains.

CI Update facility schematics to accurately reflect all plumbing connections.

Generall

~1 Offer employee incentives so that employees will develop cost effective, worker efficient
BMPs.

CI Requ~est outside firm to conduct a storm water inspection/audit.
~1 Inspect material transfer lines/connections for leaks or signs of wear and repair or replace as

necessary.
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Activities for Specific Facilities:

Meat Products

Inspect area around animal holding pens.
Enclose/cover fowl hanging area.
Enclose/cover the animal holding pens.

Grac~e the areas around the animal holding pens to ensure storm water runs Aoff-- and not
,~on_--~ to the holding pen.

~1 Tram employees on proper material (i.e., hide, hair, feathers, animal parts) clean-up
procedures around and within the animal holding pens.

~1 Store,= animal manure and other materials from clean-up activities in appropriate containers
in an enclosed/covered area.

~1 Area for trailers holding empty bird cages should have storm water run on/runoff controls in
place,=.

~1 Use ,mechanical sweel~ers around site to clean up fugitive feathers, dust, and manure.

Dairy Products

~1 Inspect area around aged/spoiled dairy products.

~1 Store aged/spoiled dairy products in enclosed area.
~1 Train employees on proper disposal methods for all aged/spoiled dairy products.
~1 Ensure that all aged/spoiled product (e.g., bottles, cartons, plastic containers) are disposed

of in a proper manner (bagged, covered).

Canned Frozen and Preserved Fruits, Vegetables, and Frozen Specialties
~1 Inspect all fruit and vegetable storage areas.
~1 Store all fruits and vegetables in appropriate contairlers (e.g., bins, bushels, baskets,

buckets) and in enclosed/covered areas.
~,1 Store empty fruit and vegetable containers in an enclosed/covered area.
~1 Train employees on proper handling/disposal methods for fresh/rotten fruits and vegetables.
~1 Consider air emission control systems for all cooking processes to reduce particulate matter.
’~1 Minimize fruit and vegetable storage time outdoors.

Grain Mills

~1 Inspect the general area around the grain storage.
~1 Store all grain in appropriate containers (e.g., silos, hoppers) in an enclosed/covered area.

~1 Train employees on grain handling procedures.
~ Consider a vacuum control system in all grain mixing areas.
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Bakery Products

~1 Inspect ingredient storage areas.
~3 Store all ingredients (e.g., corn sweeteners, flour, shortening, syrup, vegetable oils) in

appropriate containers (e.g., tanks, drums, bags) in an enclosed/covered area.
CI Remove flour/oil dust accumulation around ventilation exhaust systems.
~1 Install an air emission control system for all baking processes to reduce particulate matter.

Sugar and Confectionery

~3 Consider a vacuum control system in all granular and powdered processi,’~g areas.

Fats & Oils

CI Inspect all fats and oils storage areas.
~1 Store all fats and oils, (e.g., butcher shop materials, hair, hicl~e, tallow, bone meal, and offal)

in enclosed/covered areas.
CI Ensure all fats and oils are physically contained.

Beverages

~1 Ensure grain is stored in enclosed/covered area.
~1 (Consider an air emission control system for all grain handling and brewing processes.
~1 Protect reusable beverage containers that are stored outdoors from storm water contact.
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Textile Mills, Apparel, and Other Fabric Product
Manufacturing Facilities

The following comprehensive list of Best Management Practices (BMPs) are not required to be
implemented by all facilities but are only suggested BMPs that may be appropriate for this industry type
or sector, The BMPs are provided as guidance to help facility owners conduct a site-specific assessment
and develop their own programs to reduce potential pollutants to the storm drain system and receiving
waters. Facility owners may develop and use additional BMPs if desired.

Preparation (e.g., Desizing and Scouring).
~1 Waste stream reuse for typical bleach unit processing; recycle J-box or kier drain wastes to

saturator.
~1 Make use of countercurrent washing.

~1 Use washer waste from scour operation for batch scouring.

Dyeing

~! Perform analysis of spent dye baths for residual materials.

~1 Where feasible, obtain background information and data necessary before making product
substitutions. This includes OSHA form 20 data and technical data.

~1 Be aware of potential problem chemicals, such as aryl phenol ethoxylates, chlorinated
aromatics, chlorinated aromatics, and metals.

~1 Employ pad batch dyeing to eliminate the need for salts and chemical specialties from the
dyebath, with associated reduction in cost and pollution source reduction.

Finishing

~1 I~euse residual portions of finish mixes as much as possible by adding back to them the
required components to make up the next mix.

~1 Return noncontact cooling water and stream condensates to either a hot water holding tank
or a clear well. If neither is available, segregate waste strearns from sources which do not
generally require treatment from other waste streams that do require treatment.

General Water Conservation Techniques

~1 Use "low liquor ratio" dyeing machines where l~racticable.
~ Use of foam processing (mercerizing, bleaching, dyeing, finishing) where practicable as a

water conservation process.
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Chemical Screening and Inventory Control
~ Employ prescreening practices to evaluate and consider chemicals on a wide range of

environmental and healtt~ impact criteria.

~ Develop and perform a routine raw material quality control program.
~1 Review and develop procedures for source reduction of mel:als.
~1 Promptly transfer used fluids to the proper container; do not leave full drip pans or other

open containers around the shop. Empty and clean drip pans and containers.
Do not pour liquid waste down floor drains, sinks, or outdoo~r storm drain inlets.
Plug floor drains that are connected to the storm or sanitary sewer; if necessary, install a
sump that is pumped regularly.

J Inspect the maintenance area regularly for proper implementation of control measures.
J Train employees on proper waste control and disposal procedures.

Material Handling: Bulk Liquid Storage and Containment

~1 Store permanent tanks in a paved area surrounded by a dike system which provides
sufficient containment for the larger of either 10 percent of the volume of all containers or
110 percent of the volume of the largest tank.

~1 Maintain good integrity of all storage tanks.
~1 Inspect storage tanks to detect potential leaks and perform preventive maintenance.

~1 Inspect piping systems (pipes, pumps, flanges, couplings, hoses, valves) for failures or
leak.,;.

~1 Train employees on proper filling and transfer procedures.

Material Handling: Containerized Material Storage
~1 Store containerized materials (fuels, paints, solver’ts, etc.) in a protected, secure location

and away from drains.
~1 Store reactive, ignitable, or flammable liquids in compliance with the local fire code.
~1 Label all materials clearly.
~1 Identify potentially hazardous materials, their characteristics., and use.
~1 Control excessive purchasing, storage, and handling of potentially hazardous materials.

Keep records to identify quantity, receipt date, service life, users, and disposal routes.
Secure and carefully monitor hazardous materials to preve.n.ll theft, vandalism, and misuse of
materials.

~i Educate personnel for proper storage, use, cleanup, and disposal of materials.
~1 Provide sufficient containment for outdoor storage areas for the larger of either 10 percent of

the volume of all containers or 110 percent of the volume of the largest tank.
3 Use temporary containment where required by portable drip pans.
J Use spill troughs for drums with taps.
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Material Handling: Designated Material Mixing Areas

~1 Mix solvents in designated areas away from drains, ditches, and surface waters.
Ci If spills occur,

stop the source of the spill immediately

contain the liquid until cleanup is complete

deploy oil containment booms if the spill may reach the water

cover the spill with absorbent material

keep the area well ventilated

dispose of cleanup materials properly

do not use emulsifier or dispersant

Sector V
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Wood and Metal Furniture and Fixture Manufacturing
Facilities

The following comprehensive list of Best Management Practices (BMPs) are not required to be
,mplemented by all facilities but are only suggested BMPs that may be: appropriate for this industry type
or sector. The BMPs are provided as guidance to help facility owners conduct a site-specific assessment
and develop their own programs to reduce potential pollutants to the storm drain system and receiving
waters. F:acilitv owners may develop and use additional BMPs if desired.

Outdoor Unloading and Loading

~1 Confine loading/unloading activities to a designated area.
~1 Perform all loading/unloading activities in a covered or enclosed area.
~1 Close storm drains during loading/unloading activities in sur~’ounding areas.
~1 Avoid loading/unloading materials in the rain.

Inspect all containers prior to loading/unloading of any raw or spent materials.
BerrT1, curb, or dike loading/unloading areas.

Use dry clean-up methods instead of washing the areas down.
Train employees on proper loading/unloading techniques.

Outdoor Material Storage

~1 Confine storage of raw materials, parts, and equipment to designated areas.
~ Train employees on oroper waste control and disposal.

Berm, curb, or dike any areas around tanks.
Ensure that all containers are properly sealed and valves closed.
Inventory all raw and spent materials.
Inspect air emission control systems regularly, and repair or replace when necessary.
Store wastes in covered, leak proof containers (e.g., dumpsters, drums).
Store wastes in enclosed and/or covered areas.
Ensure hazardous and solid waste disposal practices are performed in accordance with
applicable Federal, State, and local requirements.

~1 Ship all wastes to offsite landfills or treatment facilities.
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Printing and Publishing Facilities

The following comprehensive list of Best Management Practices (BM[Ps) are not required to be
implemented by all facilities but are only suggested BMPs that may be appropriate for this industry type
or sector. The BMPs are provided as guidance to help facility owners conduct a site-specific assessment
and develop their own programs to reduce potential pollutants to the storm drain system and receiving
waters. ]Facility owners may develop and use additional BMPs if desired.

Plate Preparation

~1 Use aqueous-developed lithographic plates or wipe-on plates.

Printing

~1 Use press wipes as long as possible before discarding or laundering; dirty ones for the first
pass, clean ones for the second pass.

~1 Squeeze or centrifuge solvent out of dirty rags.
~1 Set up an in-house dirty rag cleaning operation if warranted or send to approved industrial

laundries, if available.
~1 Dedicate press for inks with hazardous pigments/solvents.
~i Segregate used oil from solvents or other materials.
~1 Use water-based inks in gravure and flexographic printing process.

Clean Lip

~i Label sinks as to proper disposal of liquids.
~1 Keep equipment in good condition.
~1 Use doctor blades and squeegees to remove as much ink as possible prior to cleaning with

solvent and rags.
~1 Control solvent use during equipment cleaning, use only what you need.

Designate special areas for draining or replacing fluids.
~1 Substitute nontoxic or less toxic cleaning solvents.

Q Recover waste solvents onsite with batch distillation if warranted or utilize professional
solvent recyclers.

~1 Centralize liquid solvent cleaning in one location. Have refresher courses in operating and
safety procedures.

Stencil Preparation for Screen Printing

~1 Recapture excess ink from silkscreen process before washing the screen to decrease
amount of ink used and cleaning emulsion used.
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Material Handling and Storage Areas

3 Store containerized materials (fuels, paints, inks, solvents, etc.) in a protected, secure
location and away from drains.

~1 Store reactive, ignitable, or flammable liquids in compliance with the local fire code.

3 Identify potentially hazardous materials, their characteristics, and use.
~1 Eliminate/reduce exposure to storm water.

~1 Control excessive purchasing, storage, and handling of potentially hazardous materials.
Keep records to identify quantity, receipt date, service life, users, and disposal routes secure
and carefully monitor hazardous materials to prevent theft, w~ndalism, and misuse of
materials.

~1 Educate personnel for proper storage, use, cleanup, and disposal of materials.
~1 Maintain good integrity of all storage tanks inspect storage tanks to detect potential leaks

and perform preventive maintenance.
Provide sufficient containment for outdoor storage areas for the larger of either 10 percent of
the volume of all containers or 110 percent of the volume of the largest tank.
Use temporary containment where required by portable drip pans.
Use spill troughs for drums with taps.
Train employees on proper filling and transfer procedures.
Inspect piping systems (pipes, pumps, flanges, couplings, hoses, valves) for failures or
leaks.

~1 Handle solvents in designated areas away from drains, ditches, and surface waters. Locate
designated areas preferably indoors or under a shed.

~,1 If spills occur,
stop the source of the spill immediately

contain the liquid until cleanup is complete

deploy oil containment booms if the spill may reach the water

cover the spill with absorbent material

keep the area well ventilated

dispose of cleanup materials properly

do not use emulsifier or dispersant
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Rubber, Miscellaneous Plastic Products, and Miscellaneous
Manufacturing Industries

The following comprehensive list of Best Management Practices (BMP’s) are not required to be
implemented by all facilities but are only suggested BMPs that may be appropriate for this industry, type
or sector, The BMPs are provided as guidance to help facility owners conduct a site-specific assessment
and develop their own pro~ams to reduce potential pollutants to the storm drain system and receiving
waters. Facility owners may develop and use additional BMPs if desired.

Outdoor Unloading and Loading

~1 Confine loading/unloading activities to a designated area.
Consider performing loading/unloading activities indoors or in a covered area.
Consider covering loading/unloading area with permanent cover (e.g., roofs) or temporary
cover (e.g., tarps).

~1 Close storm drains during loading/unloading activities in surrounding areas.
~1 Avoid loading/unloading materials in the rain.
CI Inspect the unloading/loading areas to detect problems before they occur.
~1 Inspect all containers prior to loading/unloading of any raw or spent materials.
~1 Consider berming, curbing, or diking loading/unloading areas.
~1 Dead-end sump where spilled materials could be directed.

~1 Drip pans under hoses.
~i Use dry clean-up me[hods instead of washing the areas down.
CI Train employees on proper loading/unloading techniques and spill prevention and response.

R0000337
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Outdoor Material Storage

~1 Confine storage of materials, parts, and equipment to designated areas.
~J Consider secondary containment using curbing, berming, or diking all liquid storage areas.

¯ ~ ~1 Train employees on proper waste control and disposal.

~1 Train employees in spill prevention and response.

~1 Consider covering tanks.

~1 Ensure that all containers are closed (e.g., valves shut, lids sealed, caps closed).

~1 Wash and rinse containers indoors before storing them outdoors.

~1 If outside or in covered areas, minimize run on by grading the land to divert flow away from
containers.
Leak detection and container integrity testing.
Direct runoff to onsite retention pond.
Inventory all raw and spent materials.

Clean around vents and stacks.
Place tubs around vents and stacks to collect particulate.
Inspect air emission control systems (e.g., baghouses) regularly, and repair or replace when
necessary.

~1 Store wastes in covered, leak proof containers (e.g., dumpsters, drums).
~ Consider shipping all wastes to offsite landfills or treatment facilities.
~1 Ensure hazardous waste disposal practices are performed in accordance with Federal,

State, and local requirements.

Zinc Handling

Train employee train regarding the handling and emptying of zinc bags.
Indoor storage of zinc bags.
Thoroughly cleanup zinc spills without washing the zinc into a storm drain.
Consider the use of 2,500 pound sacks (from which spills are less likely) rather than 50 to
100 pound sacks.
Provide a cover for the dumpster or move the dumpster inside.
Provide a lining for the dumpster.
Review dust collectors and baghouses as possible sources of zinc. Improperly operating
dust collectors or baghouses may be replaced or repaired as appropriate; the plan may also
provide for regular maintenance of these facilities.
Review dust generation from rubber grinding operations and as appropriate, install a dust
collection system.
Prevent and/or clean up drips or spills of zinc stearate slurry that may be released to a storm
drain. Alternate compounds to zinc stearate may also be considered.

I
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Leather Tanning and Finishing Facilities

The following comprehensive list of Best Management Practices (BMPs) are not required to be
implemented by all facilities but are only suggested BMPs that may be appropriate for this industry type
or sector. The BMPs are provided as guidance to help facility owners conduct a site-specific assessment
and develop their own pro~ams to reduce potential pollutants to the storm drain system and receiving
waters. Facility owners may develop and use additional BMPs if desired.

Temporary Outdoor Storage of Fresh or Brine Cured Hides

~1 Store hides indoors if possible.
~1 Cover the hides with a roof or temporary covering (e.g.,polyethylene, tarpaulin etc.).

~1 Minimize storm water run on by enclosing the area or building a berm around the area.
~1 Inspect area regularly for proper implementation of good housekeeping and control

measures.

Beamhouse Operations

Store chemical drums & bags and empty lime & depilatory chemical containers indoors if
possible, preventive maintenance.
Cover chemical drums & bags, empty lime & depilatory chemical containers and leather
scraps with roof or temporary covering (e.g., tarpaulins, polyethylene) and store on elevated
impermeable surface.

Curbing, containment dikes around chemical storage, empty lime & depilatory chemical
containers and leather scrap storage area.
Inspect area regularly for leaking drums, broken bags, proper implementation of good
housekeeping and control measures, (broken cracked dikes), material inventory, material
storage and operation & maintenance.
Clean up leaks & spills quickly & completely, use drip pans for leaking equipment.
Good Housekeeping-all paved areas should be swept regularly, eliminate unnecessary
flushing with water and label chemical drums and containers.
Employee training on good housekeeping, proper handling of chemicals.

Tanyards

BMPs for Tanyards (empty chemical containers and hides, leather dust, shavings) are the
same as those listed above for Beamhouse Activities.
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Retan and Wet Finish

Dust reduction through frequent inspection of vacuum, collector (bag & cyclone), and filter
systems.
Dust reduction through enclosure and covering.
Preventive maintenance/inspection of dust collection systems.
Good Housekeeping-regular sweeping of paved areas, eliminate unnecessary flushing with
water and label chemical drums and containers.
Employee training on good housekeeping, proper handling of chemicals.

Dry Finish

~1 Preventive maintenance, inspection of spray booths.
~1 Employee training on proper disposal of spent solvents.

Receiving and Shipping

~1 Cover shipping & receiving area.
~1 Cover trucks.
~l Vehicle positioning-locating trucks while transferring materials to prevent spills onto the

ground surface.
~1 Grade berm or curb area to prevent storm water run on contamination, divert rain gutters

away from loading area.
~i Clean spills immediately.
~1 Inspect trucks for leaks.
~i Employee training in spill prevention.

Liquid Storage in Above Ground Tanks
~1 Clearly tag valves to avoid human error.
~1 Install overflow protection devices on tank systems to warn operator or to automatically shut

clown transfer pumps when tanks reach full capacity.
~1 Secondary containment around tanks.
~ Employee training.
~1 Inspection of tank foundations, connections, coatings, valves and piping systems.
~1 Comply with existing spill prevention, cleanup and countermeasure olans (SPCC plan) and

State and Federal laws.
~1 Integrity testing by qualified professional.
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Improper Connections to Storm Drains

~3 Plug all floor drains connected to storm drain.
Perform smoke or dye testing to determine if interconnections exist between sanitary water
system and storm drain system.

~ Update facility schematics to accurately reflect all plumbing connections.
CI Install a safeguard against washwaters from processing areas entering the storm sewer

unless permitted.
CI Train employees on proper disposal practices for all materials.

Waste Management

~1 Conduct waste reduction assessment-develop guidelines for the elimination of waste
generation emissions.

3 Institute industrial waste source reduction and recycling BMPs.
~1 Move waste management activities indoors (after safety concerns are addressed) and cover

waste piles, dumpsters, hoppers, place on impermeable elevated surfaces.
~1 Prevent storm water run on by curbing, building berms.
~1 Cover trucks & inspect for leaking wastes.
3 Inspection of waste management areas for leaking containers, spills, damaged containers,

uncovered waste piles, dumpsters, hoppers.
~i Inspection of roof areas & outside equipment.

~ Develop and maintain proper erosion control or site stabilization measures.
~1 Train employees on proper disposal practices for all materials.
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Fabricated Metal Products Industry

The following comprehensive list of Best Management Practices (BMPs) are not required to be
implemented by all facilities but are only suggested BMPs that may be appropriate for this industry, type
or sector. The BMPs are provided as guidance to help facility owners conduct a site-specific assessment
and develop their own pro~ams to reduce potential pollutants to the storm drain system and receiving
waters. Facility owners may develop and use additional BMPs if desired.

Metal Fabricating Areas

~1 Sweep fabrication areas. Absorb dust through a vacuum system to avoid accumulation on
roof tops and onto the ground.

Sweep on a regular basis all accessible paved areas.
Maintain floors in a clean and dry condition.
Remove waste and dispose of regularly.
Remove obsolete equipment expeditiously.
Train employees on good housekeeping measures.

Storage Areas for Raw Metal
~1 The storage of raw materials should be under a covered area whenever possible and

protected from contact with the ground.
~1 The amount of material stored should be minimized to avoid corrosive activity from Iongterm

exposed materials.
~1 Diking or berming the area to prevent or minimize runon may be considered.
~1 Check raw metals for corrosion.
~1 Ke~p area neat and orderly, stack neatly on pallets or off the ground; and cover exposed

materials.

Receiving, Unloading, and Loading Areas

~1 These areas should be enclosed where feasible using either curbing, berming, diking or
other accepted containment systems in case of spills during delivery of chemicals such as
lubricants, coolants, rust preventatives, solvents, oil, sodium hydroxide, hydrochloric acid,
calcium chloride, polymers, sulfuric acid, and other chemicals used in the metal fabricating
processes.

~1 Directing roof down spouts away from loading sites and equipment and onto grassy or
vegetated areas should help prevent storm water contamination by pollutants that have
accumulated in these areas.

~1 Clean up spills immediately.

~1 Check for leaks and remedy problems regularly.
~1 Unload under covered areas when possible.
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Storage of Heavy Equipment

~1 Vehicles should be stored indoors when possible.
~1 If stored outdoors, the use of gravel, concrete or other porous surfaces should be

considered to minimize or prevent heavy equipment from creating ditches or other
conveyances that would cause sedimentation runoff and increase TSS Ioadings.

~1 Clean equipment prior to storage.
~1 Divert drainage to the grass swales, filter strips, retention ponds, or holding tanks.

Metal Working Fluid Areas

Store used metal working fluid with fine metal dust indoors.

Use tight sealing lids on all fluid containers.
Use straw, clay absorbents, sawdust, or synthetic absorbents to confine or contain any
spills, or other absorbent material and establish recycling programs for used fluids when
possible.

Unprotected Liquid Storage Tanks

~1 Cover all tanks whenever possible.
~1 Berm tanks whenever possible.
~,1 Dike area or install grass filters to contain spills.
~1 Keep area clean.

~1 Check piping, valves and other rela~.ed equipment on a regular basis.

Chemical Cleaners and Rinse Water

~1 Use drip pans and other spill devices to collect spills or solvents and other liquid cleaners.
~1 Recycle wastewater.
~1 Store recyclable waste indoors or in covered containers.
~! Substitute nontoxic cleaning agents when possible.

Raw Steel Collection Areas

~1 Materials should be kept in a covered storage bin or kept inside until pickup.
~.1 The use of pitched structures should be considered.
~.1 Collect scrap metals, fines, iron dust and store under cover and recycle.
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Paints and Painting Equipment

~1 Paint and sand indoors when possible.
~ Avoid painting and sandblasting operations outdoors in windy weather conditions.
~1 If done outside, enclose sanding and painting areas with tarps or plastic sheeting.
~1 Use waterbased paints when possible.
~1 Use tarps, drip pans, or other spill collection devices to contain and collect spills of paints,

solvents or other liquid material.

Vehicle and Equipment Maintenance Areas

~1 Changing fluids or parts should be done indoors when possible.
~1 If maintenance is performed outdoors, fluids used in maintaining these vehicles should be

contained in the area by using drip pans, large plastic sheets, canvas or other similar
controls under the vehicles, or berming the area.

~1 Hydraulic fluids should be properly stored to prevent leakage and storm water
contamination.

~1 Discard fluids properly or recycle if possible.

Hazardous Waste Storage Areas

~1 All hazardous waste may be stored in sealed drums.

~1 Establish centralized drum storage satellite areas throughout the complex to store these
materials.

~1 Store indoors or under cover where possible.
~1 Do not stack containers in such a way as to cause leaks or damage to the containers.
~1 Use pallets to store containers when possible.
~1 Store materials with adequate space for traffic without disturbing drums.
~ Maintain low inventory level of chemicals based on need.
~1 Dike or use grass swales, ditches or other containment to prevent runon or runoff in case of

spills.
~ Label materials clearly.
~ Check for corrosion and leakage of storage containers.
~1 Properly dispose of outdated materials.

-!
~1 Post notices prohibiting dumping of materials into storm drains.
~1 All other applicable Federal, State, and local regulations may be followed.
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Transporting Chemicals to Storage Areas

3 Forklift operators should be trained to avoid puncturing drums.
~3 Store drums as close to operational building as possible.

~1 Label all drums with proper warning and handling instructions.

Finished Products (Galvanized) Storage

~3 Materials should be stored in such a way to minimize contact with precipitation and runoff.
~1 Consider storing finished products indoors, on a wooden pallets concrete pad, gravel

surface, or other impervious surface.

Wooden Pallets and Empty Drums

~1 Clean contaminated wooden pallets.
~1 Cover empty drums.

~1 Cover contaminated wooden pallets.
~3 Store drums and pallets indoors.
~1 Clean empty drums.
3 Store pallets and drums on concrete pads.

Retention Ponds (Lagoon)

CI Provide routine maintenance.
CI Remove excess sludge periodically.
~1 Aerate periodically to maintain pond’s aerobic character and ecological balance.
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Facilities that Manufacture Transportation Equipment,
Industrial, or Commercial Machinery

The following comprehensive list of Best Management Practices (BMPs) are not required to be
implemented by all facilities but are only suggested BMPs that may be appropriate for this industry, type
or sector. The BMPs are provided as guidance to help facility owners conduct a site-specific assessment
and dexelop their own programs to reduce potential pollutants to the storm drain system and receiving
waters. Facility owners may develop and use additional BMPs if desired.

Outdoor Unloading and Loading

~l Confine loading/unloading activities to a designated area.
~1 Consider performing loading/unloading activities indoors or in a covered area.
~1 Consider covering loading/unloading area with permanent cover (e.g., roofs) or temporary

cover (e.g., tarps).
~1 Close storm drains during loading/unloading activities in surrounding areas.
~.1 Avoid loading/unloading materials in the rain.
~1 Inspect the unloading/loading areas to detect problems before they occur.
~1 Inspect all containers prior to loading/unloading of any raw or spent materials.

~1 Consider berming, curbing, or diking loading/unloading areas.
~1 Use dry cleanup methods instead of washing the areas down.
~1 Train employees on proper loading/unloading techniques.

Outdoor Material Storage

~1 Confine storage of materials, parts, and equipment to designated areas.
~1 Consider curbing, berming, or diking all liquid storage areas.
~1 Train employees on proper waste control and disposal.
~1 Consider covering tanks.
~1 Ensure that all containers are closed (e.g., valves shut, lids sealed, caps closed).
~1 Wash and rinse containers indoors before storing them outdoors.
~1 If outside or in covered areas, minimize runon of storm water by grading the land to divert

flow away from containers.
~1 Inventory all raw and spent materials.
~1 Clean around vents and stacks.
~1 Place tubs around vents and stacks to collect particulate.
~1 Inspect air emission control systems (e.g., baghouses) regularly, and repair or replace when

necessary.
~1 Store wastes in covered, leak proof containers (e.g., dumpsters, drums).
~1 Consider shipping all wastes to offsite landfills or treatment facilities.
~1 Ensure hazardous waste disposal practices are performed in accordance with Federal,

State, and local requirements.
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Manufacturers of Electronic and Electrical Equipment

The following comprehensive list of Best Management Practices (BMPs) are not required to be
implemented by all facilities but are only suggested BMPs that may be appropriate for this industry type
or sector. The BMPs are provided as guidance to help facility owners conduct a site-specific assessment
and develop their own programs to reduce potential pollutants to the storm drain system and receiving
waters. Facility owners may develop and use additional BMPs if desired.

Outdoor Unloading and Loading

~1 Confine loading/unloading activities to a designated area.

~1 Consider performing loading/unloading activities indoors or in a covered area.
3 Consider covering loading/unloading area with permanent cover (e.g., roofs) or temporary

cover (e.g., tarps).
~1 Close storm drains during loading/unloading activities in surrounding areas.
~1 Avoid loading/unloading materials in the rain.

Inspect the unloading/loading areas to detect problems before they occur.
Inspect all containers prior to loading/unloading of any raw or spent materials.

Consider berming, curbing, or diking loading/unloading areas.
Dead-end sump where spilled materials could be directed.
Drip pans under hoses.
Use dry clean-up methods instead of washing the areas down.

Train employees on proper loading/unloading techniques and spill prevention and response.
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Outdoor Material Storage
.~i Confine storage of materials, parts, and equipment to designated areas.
~1 Consider secondary containment using curbing, Ioerming, or diking all liquid storage areas.
~ Train employees in spill prevention and response techniques.
~1 Train employees on proper waste control and disposal.-
~1 Consider covering tanks.
~1 Ensure that all containers are closed (e.g., valves shut, lids sealed, caps closed).
~1 Wash and rinse containers indoors before storing them outdoors.

If outside or in covered areas, minimize run on of storm water b~/grading the land to divert
flow away from containers.

~1 Leak detection and container integrity testing.
~1 Direct runoff to onsite retention pond.
~1 Inventory all raw and spent materials.
~1 Clean around vents and stacks.
~1 Place tubs around vents and stacks to collect particulate.
~1 Inspect air emission control systems (e.g., baghouses) regularly, and repair or replace when

necessary.
~.1 Store wastes in covered, leak proof containers (e.g., dumpsters, drums).

~! Consider shipping all wastes to offsite landfills or treatment facilities.
~1 Ensure hazardous waste disposal practices are performed in accordance with Federal,

State, and local requirements.
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Vehicle Service Facilities
The following comprehensive list of Best Management Practices (BMPs) are not required to be
implemented by all facilities but are only suggested BMPs that may be appropriate for this industry type
or sector. The BMPs are provided as guidance to help facility owners conduct a site-specific assessment
and develop their own programs to reduce potential pollutants to the storm drain system and receiving
waters. Facility owners may develop and use additional BMPs if desired.

Changing Oil and Other Fluids
CI Whenever possible, change vehicle fluids indoors and only on floors constructed of non-

porous materials. Avoid working over asphalt and dirt floors -_ surfaces that absorb vehicle
fluids.

CI If vehicle fluids must be removed outdoors, always use a drip pan. Prevent spills from
reaching the street or storm drain by working over an absorbent mat and covering nearby
storm drains, or working in a bermed area. If necessary, use absorbent socks to create a
bermed area.

CI When draining fluids into a drain pan, place a larger drip pan (e.g., 3’ x 4’) under the primary
drain pan to catch any spilled fluids.

Ci Divert storm water around storage areas with ditches, swales and/or berms. Transfer fluids
drained from vehicles to a designated waste storage area as soon as possible. Drain pans
and other open containers of fluids should not be left unattended unless they are covered
and within secondary containment.

CI Store waste containers of antifreeze and oil within secondary containment. Antifreeze and
waste oil should be stored separately and recycled, or disposed of as hazardous waste.

CI Never pour vehicle fluids or other hazardous wastes into sinks, toilets, floor drains, outside
storm drains, or in the garbage. These substances should be kept in designated storage
areas until recycled or safe disposal.

CI Drain fluids from leaking or wrecked vehicles as soon a possible, to avoid leaks and spills.
CI Consider using a quarter barrel, vacuum pump, or drain pan with built-in pump to transfer

fluids.
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Cleaning Engines and Parts, and Flushing Radiators
~1 Eliminate discharges from these operations to the sanitary sewer and storm drains. Use a

licensed service to haul and recycle or dispose of wastes.

~1 Designate specific areas or service bays for engine, parts, or radiator cleaning. Do not
wash or rinse parts outdoors.

Use self-contained sinks and tanks when working with solvents. Keep sinks and tanks
covered when not in use.

~1 Inspect degreasing solvent sinks regularly for leaks, and make necessary repairs
immediately.

~1 Avoid soldering over drip tanks. Sweep up drippings and recycle or dispose as hazardous
waste.

~1 Rinse and drain parts over the solvent sink or tank, so that solvents will not drip or spill onto
the floor. Use drip boards or pans to catch excess solutions and divert them back to a sink
or tank.

~1 Allow parts to dry over the hot tank. If rinsing is required, rinse over the tank as well.
~i Collect and reuse parts cleaning solvents and water used in flushing and testing radiators.

When reuse is no longer possible, these solutions may be hazardous wastes, and must be
disposed of properly.

~1 Never discharge cleaning solutions used for engines or parts into the sewer system without
adequate treatment. Most facilities have these solutions hauled off-site as hazardous waste
because of the permits necessary for on-site treatment.

~1 Rinse water may only be discharged to the sanitary sewer with adequate treatment and
approval of the sewage treatment plant.

~1 Never discharge wastewater from steam cleaning, or engine/parts cleaning to a street,
gutter, or storm drain.
Sweep or use a vacuum to clean up dust and debris from scraping or bead blasting

~’ radiators.

., ~1 Use static tanks for rinsing to reduce the volume of discharged rinse water.

Use counter-current rinsing to reduce water usage and rinse water discharges.
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Washing Cars and Other Vehicles

Regular Activity

~1 If car washing is a central business activity, the most desirable option is to treat and recycle
the wash water.

~1 Designate a vehicle washing area and wash cars and trucks only in that area. This "wash
pad" should be bermed or protected from storm drains and should drain to an oil/water
separator before discharging to the sewer.

~1 Cover an outside wash pad or minimize the area of an uncovered pad to reduce the amount
of rainwater reaching the sewer. Consult the local sewage treatment plant for guidance.

~1 Minimize the use of acid-based wheel cleaners. These products may require additional
treatment (beyond oil/water separation) before discharge to the sewer.

Occasional Activity

~1 Even biodegradable soap is toxic to fish and wildlife. Whenever possible, take vehicles to a
commercial car wash.

~1 If soap is used in washing, the wash water must be collected and discharged, preferably
with treatment, to the sanitary sewer. This water cannot be discharged to a storm drain.

~1 Never rinse off spray-on acid-based wheel cleaners where rinse water may flow to a street,
gutter, or storm drain.

New Vehicles

~1 If cleaning the exterior of new vehicles with only water, the discharged water may go directly
to the storm drain.

¯ ~,i Always protect the storm drains from solvents used to remove protective coatings from new
cars. Discharges of these solvents to the sanitary sewer must receive adequate treatment
and approval of the sewage treatment plant.

Body Repair and Painting
~1 Whenever possible, conduct all body repair and painting work indoors or under cover.
~1 When receiving damaged vehicles, inspect for leaks. Use drip pans if necessary.
~1 When cleaning auto body parts before painting, minimize use of hose-off degreasers. Brush

off loose debris and use rags to wipe down parts.

3 Use dry cleanup methods such as vacuuming or sweeping to clean up dust from sanding
metal or body filler. Debris from wet sanding can be allowed to dry overnight on the shop
floor, then swept and vacuumed. Liquid from wet sanding should not be discharged to the
storm drain.

~1 Minimize waste paint and thinner by carefully calculating paint needs based on surface area
and using the proper sprayer cup size.

~1 Do not use water to control overspray or dust in the paint booth unless this wastewater is
collected. This water should be treated before discharge into the sewer system.

Q Clean spray guns in a self-contained cleaner. Recycle the cleaning solution when it
becomes too dirty to use. Never discharge cleaning waste to the sewer or storm drain.

[3 Use sanding tools equipped with a vacuum to pick up debris and dust.
~1 Reduce waste by using low-volume paint mixing equipment and high-efficiency painting

tools.
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Keeping a Clean Shop
~i Use drip pans under leaking vehicles to capture fluids.
~1 Sweep or vacuum the shop floor frequently. Use mopping as an alternative to hosing down

work areas.

~i If mopping is used to clean shop floors:
Spot clean any spilled oil or fluids using absorbents or rags.
Use dry cleanup methods: Sweep the floor using absorbents.
After steps 1 and 2 above (if mopping is still needed), mop and discharge mop water
to the sanitary sewer.

~1 Do not pour mop water into the parking lot, street, gutter, or storm drain.
Remove unnecessary hoses to discourage washing down floors and outside paved areas.

.I¯ ~1 Regularly sweep parking lots and areas around facility instead of washing them down with
water.

~1 Clean fuel dispensing areas with absorbent instead of water.
~.1 Collect all metal filings, dust, and paint chips from grinding, shaving, and sanding, and

dispose of the waste properly. Never discharge these wastes to the storm drain or sanitary
sewer.

~1 Collect all dust from brake pads separately and dispose of the waste properly. Never
discharge these wastes to the storm drain or sanitary sewer.

C.I Send rags to an industrial laundry,
CI Consider using an oleophilic mop (picks up oil and not water) to reduce the volume of waste

liquids collected and to reduce disposal cost.

Sector AD
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Storage
~1 Store hazardous materials and wastes where they are protected from rain and in a way that

prevents spills from reaching the sanitary sewer or storm drain.
~1 Keep lids on waste barrels and containers, and store them indoors or under cover to reduce

exposure to rain.

~1 All hazardous wastes must be labeled according to hazardous waste regulations. Consult
the Fire Department or a local hazardous waste agency for details.

~1 Keep wastes separated to increase waste recycling/disposal options and to reduce costs.

~l Never mix waste oil with fuel, antifreeze, or chlorinated solvents. Consult a hazardous
waste hauler for details.

~ Double-contain all bulk fluids to prevent accidental discharges to the sewer and storm drain.
Consult the Fire Department for details.

~1 Keep storage areas clean and dry. Conduct regular inspections so that leaks and spills are
detected as soon as possible.

~1 Carefully transfer fluids from drip pans or collection devices to designated waste storage
areas, as soon as possible.

~1 When receiving vehicles to be parted or scavenged, park them on a paved surface and
immediately drain and collect gasoline and other fluids properly.

~1 Drain all fluids from components, such as engine blocks, that may be stored for reuse or
reclamation. Keep these components under cover and on a drip pan or sealed floor.

~1 Store new batteries securely to avoid breakage and acid spills during earthquakes.
Shelving should be secured to the wall. Store used batteries indoors and in plastic trays to
contain potential leaks. Recycle old batteries.

Spill Control
~1 The best spill control is prevention.
~1 Maintain and keep current, as required by other regulations, a spill response plan and

ensure that employees are trained on the elements of the plan.
~1 Minimize the distance between waste collection points and storage areas.
~1 Contain and cover all solid and liquid wastes ,- especially during transfer.
~1 Purchase and maintain the proper absorbent materials for containment and cleanup of

different spills, and make sure they are easily accessible anywhere in the shop. Saturated
absorbents generally must be disposed of as hazardous waste.

~1 Clean up spills immediately and completely. Spills are not considered cleaned up until the
absorbent is picked up.

~1 Cover nearby downstream storm drains when transferring fuel from tank truck to fuel tank.
~1 Seal or remove floor drains to prevent accidental discharge to the sewer system.

Sector AD
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Recycling / Treatment
:3 Recycle solvents, paints, oil filters, antifreeze, motor oil, batteries, and lubricants.
~1 Set up a system (separate, well-labeled containers in a convenient location) to make it easy

for employees to separate wastes and to recycle.
:3 Choose treatment systems that are easy to maintain and repair.

:3 Properly maintain and service all pretreatment equipment, including sumps, separators, and
grease traps to ensure proper functioning. Follow manufacturer’s maintenance instructions
and consider using a licensed service to conduct maintenance on a regular basis.

:3 Frequently inspect equipment for malfunctioning parts, leaks, and the accumulation of
pollutants such as oil and grease. Since pretreatment equipment is supposed to remove
pollutants, a lack of accumulation may be a sign of a malfunction.

.| :3 Retain only a licensed service to haul away and dispose of wastes.
:3 Install self-contained, zero-discharge treatment systems that recycle wastewater.

Purchasing
:3 Ask a local supplier for information on less toxic chemical cleaners and other products.

There are alternatives to chlorinated solvents; chlorofluorocarbons; and
1,1,1, trichloroethane (TCA).

:3 Ask a local supplier for information on the composition of brake pads. Recent studies have
shown that brake dust washed off streets by rain may be the single biggest contributor of
copper, a major pollutant, to waterways. Awareness and understanding of this problem and
the available alternatives will help create future solutions.

~,! Minimize inventory by purchasing only as much product as needed in the foreseeable future.
This will reduce storage space needs, inventory tracking costs, and liability for storing
hazardous materials and waste.

Education and Training
:3 Train all employees upon hiring, and annually thereafter, on personal safety, chemical

management, and proper methods for handling and disposing of waste. Make sure that all
employees understand stormwater discharge prohibitions, wastewater discharge
requirements, and these best management practices. Use a training log or similar method
to document training.

:3 Post instructional/informational signs around the shop for customers and employees. Put
signs above all sinks prohibiting discharges of vehicle fluids and wastes. Put signs on
faucets (hose bibbs) reminding employees and customers to conserve water and not to use
water to clean up spills.

:3 Label drains within the facility boundary, by paint/stencil (or equivalent), to indicate whether
they flow to an oil/water separator, directly to the sewer, or to a storm drain. Labels are not
necessary for plumbing fixtures directly connected to the sanitary sewer.

Sector AD
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Gasoline Stations
The following comprehensive list of Best Management Practices (BMPs) are not required to be
implemented by all facilities but are only suggested BMPs that may be appropriate for this industry, type
or sector. The BMPs are provided as guidance to help facility owners conduct a site-specific assessment
and develop their own programs to reduce potential pollutants to the storm drain system and receiving
waters. Facility owners may develop and use additional BMPs if desired.

Existing Facilities:

Fuel Dispensing Areas
~1 Maintain fuel dispensing areas using dry cleanup methods such as sweeping for removal of

titter and cletoris, or use of rags and atosortoents for leaks and spills. Fueling areas should
never toe washed down unless the wash water is collected and disposed of properly.
Fit underground storage tanks with spill containment and overfill prevention systems
meeting the requirements of Section 2635(to) of Title 23 of the California Code of
Regulations.

~ Fit fuel dispensing nozzles with "hold-open latches" (automatic shutoffs) except where
prohitoited toy local fire departments.

~1 Post signs at the fuel dispenser or fuel island warning vehicle owners/operators against
"topping off" of vehicle fuel tanks.

Facility - General
~1 "Spot clean" leaks and drips routinely. Leaks are not cleaned up until the atosorbent is

picked up and disposed of properly.
~.1 Maintain and keep current, as required by other regulations, a spill response plan and

ensure that employees are trained on the elements of the plan.
~i Manage materials and waste to reduce adverse impacts on storm water quality.
~1 Train all employees upon hiring and annually thereafter on proper methods for handling and

disposing of waste. Make sure that all employees understand storm water discharge
prohibitions, wastewater discharge requirements, and these best management practices.
Use a training log or similar method to document training.

~1 Label drains within the facility boundary, by paint/stencil (or equivalent), to indicate whether
they flow to an oil/water separator, directly to the sewer, or to a storm drain. Labels are not
necessary for plumbing fixtures directly connected to the sanitary sewer.

~1 Inspect and clean if necessary, storm drain inlets and catch basins within the facility
boundary before October 1 each year.

Sector AE
1 of 3

R0000356



Outdoor Waste Receptacle Area
~1 Spot clean leaks and drips routinely to prevent runoff of spillage.
~1 Minimize the possibility of storm water pollution from outside waste receptacles by doing at

least one of the following:

use only watertight waste receptacle(s) and keep the lid(s) closed, or
grade and pave the waste receptacle area to prevent run-on of storm water, or
install a roof over the waste receptacle area, or
install a low containment berm around the waste receptacle area, or
use and maintain drip pans under waste receptacles.

Air/Water Supply Area
~1 Minimize the possibility of storm water pollution from air/water supply areas by doing at least

one of the following:
~1 Spot clean leaks and drips routinely to prevent runoff of spillage, or

grade and pave the air/water supply area to prevent run-on of storm water, or
install a roof over the air/water supply area, or
install a low containment berm around the air/water supply area.

New or Substantially Remodeled Facilities:
Note: Substantially Remodeled Facilities - One of the following criteria must be met before a

facility is deemed to be substantially remodeled and the design elements described
above are require~ to be included in the new design and construction:

the canopy cover over the fuel dispensing area is new or is being substantially
replaced (not including cosmetic/facial appearance changes only) and the footing is
structurally sufficient to support a cover of the minimum dimensions described

¯ above, or

- one or more fuel dispensers are relocated or added in such a way that the Portland
cement concrete (or, equivalent) paving and grade break or the canopy cover over
the fuel dispensing area do not meet the minimum dimensions as defined above.
Replacement of existing dispensers or underground storage tanks do not, by
themselves, constitute a substantial remodel.

Sector AE
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Fuel Dispensing Areas
~1 Fuel dispensing areas must be paved with Portland cement concrete (or, equivalent smooth

impervious surface), with a 2% to 4% slope to prevent ponding, and must be separated from
the rest of the site by a grade break that prevents run-on of storm water to the extent
practicable. The fuel dispensing area is defined as extending 6.5 feet from the corner of
each fuel dispenser or the length at which the hose and_ nozzle assembly may be operated
plus 1 foot, whichever is less. The paving around the fuel dispensing area may exceed the
minimum dimensions of the "fuel dispensing area" stated above.

CI The fuel dispensing area must be covered, and the cover’s minimum dimensions must be
equal to or greater than the area within the grade break or the fuel dispensing area, as
defined above. The cover must not drain onto the fuel dispensing area.

Note: Special note on the paving BMP. This best management practice is not specifically
intended to apply to facilities that install a new canopy where no canopy existed.

Note: Special note on the canopy BMP. This best management practice is not specifically
intended to apply to facilities that:

are located in geographic areas not subject to federal or state storm water
regulations

do not discharge storm water either directly to surface waters or indirectly, through
municipal separate storm drain systems

do not add fuel dispensers

replace, relocate, or add fuel dispensers within the parameters described in the BMP

increase their throughput of fuel dispensed without modifying their equipment

make only cosmetic or facial appearance changes to their existing canopy

Outdoor Waste Receptacle Area
~1 Grade and pave the outdoor waste receptacle area to prevent run-on of storm water to the

extent practicable.

Air/Water Supply Area
~ Grade and pave the air/water supply area to prevent run-on of storm water to the extent

practicable.
Note: For the purposes of the waste receptacle area and air/water supply area BMPs only, the

facility is considered substantially remodeled if the area around the waste receptacle
area or air/water supply area is being regraded or repaved.

Sector AE
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Restaurants
The following comprehensive list of Best Management Practices (BMPs) are not required to be
implemented by all facilities but are only suggested BMPs that may be appropriate for this industry type
or sector. The BMPs are provided as =,guidance to help facility owners conduct a site-specific assessment
and develop their own programs to reduce potential pollutants to the storm drain system and receiving
waters. Facility owners may develop and use additional BMPs if desired.

Housekeeping

~1 Clean floor mats, filters, and garbage cans in a mop sink, floor drain, or proper outside area
connected to the sanitary sewer with an oil/water separator. Don’t wash them in a parking
lot, alley, sidewalk, or street.

~1 Pour washwater into a janitorial or mop sink. Don’t pour onto a parking lot, alley, sidewalk,
or street.

~1 Use dry methods for Sl:;ill cleanup (sweeping, cat litter, etc.). Don’t hose down spills.
~1 Keep dumpster area clean and lid closed. Don’t fill it with liquid waste or hose it out.

~1 Cover, repair or replace leaky dumpsters and compactors, and/or drain the pavement
beneath them to the sanitary sewer.

Recycling and Disposal
~1 Separate wastes. Keep recyclable wastes in separate containers according to the type of

material. They are easier to recycle if separated.
~ Recycle grease and oil. Don’t pour it into sinks, floor drains, or onto a parking lot or street.

Look in the yellow pages for "Renderers" or call the County of Los Angeles’ Recycling &
Household Hazardous Waste Hotline (888) CLEANLA.

~J Recycle the following materials:
food waste (non-greasy, non-animal food waste can be composted)
paper and cardboard
container glass, aluminum, and tin
pallets and drums

~1 Dispose of toxic waste properly. Toxic waste includes used cleaners, and rags (soaked with
solvents, floor cleaners, and detergents). For disposal information call: (888) CLEANLA.

Purchasing

~1 Look for and purchase "recycled" and "recyclable" containers. In doing so, a use for the
recyclable materials that people collect and recycle is ensured.
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Education and Training
~ By including urban runoff tr " ¯

prevent Pollution c) .... a~nlng in employee orientations and reviews, employees can help
r-~umote these BMPs:

Storage containers should be regularly inspected and kept in good condition.
Place materials inside rigid, durable, water-tight and rodent-proof containers With
tight fitting COvers.
Store materials inside a building or build a COVered area that is paved and designed
to Prevent runoff from entering Storm drains.

Place temporary plastic Sheeting OVer materials or containers and secure the COver
with ties and weighted obiects. (Not appropriate for Storing liquids.)

Post BMPs Where employees and customers can see them. Showing customers
Ocean protection is good Public relations.
Explain BMPs to Other food businesses through business associations or Chambers
of COmmerce.
Stencil catch basins near the WOrkplace with Stormwater Program stencils that say
"No Dumping: This drains to OCean.-

R0000360
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Appendix C
Site Visit Guidance

.As specified in the Permit, the minimum activities that must be conducted during the educational site visit
are the following:

¯ Consult with a representative of the facility to explain applicable stormwater reg~alations.

¯ Distribute and discuss applicable BMP and educational materials.

¯ Where applicable, notify industrial facilities of requirements under the General Industrial Perrmt.

¯ Follow up with facilities, as necessary, to provide advice in complying with local legal authority.

¯ Subrrut a list of facilities visited each quarter to the Principal Permittee.

These visIts are intended to be solely educational. An effective education program can improve business
compliance with stormwater regulations using a mimmum of enforcement activity. Staff should provide
the facilities with information regarding the local stormwater pro~am and. when requested, provide
advice on understanding and complying with the local stormwater regulations. The following sections

describe guidance for conducting the site visit program.

C.1 PRE-VISIT CONTACT (OPTIONAL)
Some municipalities have found it effective to seek the advice of groups representing the businesses in the
site visit program. Groups representing businesses may include the chamber of commerce and trade
associations for the specific business type. The Permittee may wish to participate in group meetings,
meet with representatives one-on-one, or form a business comrruttee. There, they may seek the group’s
advice in formulating the pro~am, request membership lists for identifying specific businesses, and seek
co-sponsorship of the program. Businesses are often more receptive to contacts from groups/individuals
the.,,’ are familiar with than from Permittee representatives.

So,ne California perrmttees contact businesses prior to the site visit. A pre-visit contact usually improves
the responsiveness of the business to the visit if there is no existing relationship between the Perrruttee
representative and the business. A letter may be sent to the business describing the program, preferably
signed by the mayor or other well known Perrruttee representative. In some cases, such as for large
groups of a particular business type, a workshop may’ be practical.

C.2 EDUCATIONAL SITE VISIT
-] Site visits can be conducted as a stand-alone visit or in conjunction with other programs where public

agency staff are already on site for other purposes. This may include an Industrial Waste, Fire
Department, or Health Department inspecuon. It may be preferable to use staff who already have a
working relationship with the business, or who have some knowledge of the particular business type, as
they may be able to get the most attention and cooperation from the facility staff.

The site visit should be conducted with an employee of the business with the appropriate knowledge of,
and responsibility for the operations. Setting up appointments could help target the appropriate
individual, but is not necessary if this presents scheduling problems.

The visitor should introduce the purpose of the visit, discuss the goals of the stormwater program, and
describe applicable codes and ordinances. This is also a good time to verify the database information
regarding the facility, and make a note of any changes.
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Appendix C
Site Visit Guidance

The visitor should distribute educational materials about the stormwater pro~am and best management
practices (BMPs). Some facilities that are regulated under the General Industrial Perrrut may not be
aware of the requirements. These facilities should be given the necessary information about their
requirements to file a notice of intent (NOI), develop a stormwater pollution prevention plan (SWPPP),
conduct monitoring and subrrut annual reports.

Much of this information can be distributed in the form of handouts. A general stormwater quality
brochure for industrial/commercial facilities and information on the requirements of the General
Industrial Penrut will be developed as a joint effort between the Industrial/Commercial Educational
Program and the Five-Year Storm Water Public Education Strategy component of the Public Information
and Participation Program and wilt be complete in time to use in this progam. In addition. Appendix B
contains BMP lists for all industrial ~oups regulated under Phase 1 of the federal stormwater program
that may be used as a basis ~or fact sheets to distribute as needed.

At the discretion of the Permittee and the site visit representative, and with full voluntary cooperation of
the owner, the site visit could also include a "walk-through" of the facility to observe existing operations,
point out potential problems or illicit discharges, and discuss possible BMPs. This would not be
mandatory, but could provide more effective education when the business representative is cooperative
and interested in improving conditions.

If desired, a form could be used to list specific activities and/or areas at the facility that may be potential
sources of stormwater pollution, with soggestions for controlling the pollution. The form could be
provided to the business representative for use in implementing the selected controls. It is not necessary,
for the Perrruttee to keep a copy of the form--many businesses may be more responsive if no detailed
record of the assessment leaves the site.

Permittees are not required to conduct all visits at the same time and may want to stagger the visits, using
the first round as a pilot program to receive feedback on the effectiveness of the educational message,
gain practical experience on effective ways to initiate business visits, and define the level of effort needed
for effective educational visits. Many other municipalities have conducted similar site visits, and could
be a valuable source of information. Following the pilot pro~am, the educational materials, means of
contact, and other aspects of the pro~am could be revised to reflect lessons learned.

C.3 FOLLOW-UP (OPTIONAL)
- Follow-up will be conducted as deemed necessary and appropriate by the Permittee. In many cases, no

, follow-up action will be required (e.g., the business representative clearly comprehends the educational
material, and no evidence of significant stormwater pollution or illicit discharges exist). In other cases,
follow-up may consist of a mailed package of items such as pertinent regulatory and technical
information. In cases where the Permittee representative notices potential pollutants or illicit discharges
during the site visit, follow-up site visits may be a way to provide additional assistance to the business in
complying with existing regulations. This type of follow-up would be conducted with the cooperation of
the business and would be solely educational in nature.

Some Permittees may choose to conduct a formal inspection as follow-up according to the Perrruttee’s
inspection and enforcement strategy. Regulatory follow-ups would be conducted with trained staff to
determine if possible ordinance violations exist and, if necessary, to initiate enforcement action. This step
would be taken only if a condition was observed on site during the educational site visit which resulted in
a readily apparent illicit discharge or illicit connection to the storm drain system.
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Appendix C
Site Visit Guidance

C.4 REPORTING
A list of facilities visited will be submitted to the Principal Permittee on a quarterly basis. If all facilities
have previously been reported using the database format, this can be done as a simple list of facility
names identified by category,. Alternatively, facilities can be reported using the database format, and any
changes Ln facility information noted during the visit or from other means can be subrmtted at that time.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Purpose of the Five-Year Public Education Plan

Under the 1996 NPDES Los Angeles County Municipal Stormwater
Permit, the County was required to develop a comprehensive educational

stormwater and urban runoff outreach program to reach as many Los Angeles
County residents as possible. The County will continue with a public education
and outreach program based on the results of research conducted during the final
year of the campaign and in compliance with the 2001 NPDES permit. The
County will choose an appropriate combination of educational outreach tools and
activities to measurably increase the knowledge of the target audiences about the
impacts of stormwater pollution and potential solutions to reduce the problems

caused; and attempt to change the behavior of target audiences by encouraging
those audiences to implement appropriate solutions.

What Can the County and the Co-permittees Accomplish Through the
Plan?

In developing and implementing the second Five-Year Public Education
Plan, Los Angeles County and its Co-permittees will meet the basic requirements
outlined in the Permit using methods that are cost-efficient and that may change
behavior. Through a unified and coordinated effort, the plan can:

¯ change the mind-set of a large, diverse population while educating target
audiences about solutions to stormwater pollution;

¯ create synergy by using an overarching campaign approach, "look" and tone,
and by unifying multiple pollution prevention efforts;

¯ impact more than one audience at a time with a single campaign;

¯ build bridges and forge partnerships that integrate city and jurisdictional
programs; and,

¯ document whether the education outreach effort resulted in behavior change
that reduced pollution.

R0000367
PAGE 1



EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Addressing the Greatest Challenges

Research will continue to play an integral role in the development of the

Five-Year Public Education Plan. Through focus groups and quantitative

surveys, as well as secondary research, the challenges listed below will be

addressed.

¯ Deciding specifically on which target audiences to focus that will produce the
best results in reducing pollution activities

¯ Discovering exactly what motivates or influences behavior change in each
target audience

¯ Addressing the ethnic, cultural, geographical and socio-economic diversity of
the County

¯ Demonstrating whether the public education effort has helped to reduce
stormwater/urban runoffpollution

¯ Finding the most effective, and cost-effective means of educating the public.

The Five-Year Public Education Plan - In A Nutshell
# Founded on research
# Meets the requirements of the NPDES Permit
~ Broad-based with an overarching theme
~ Flexible, adaptable, cost-effective
# Provide simple, everyday actions that will make a difference
# Integrated and coordinated
# Results-oriented

Overarching Approach

In order to achieve maximum effectiveness, and build on the recognition

already gained under the first Five-Year Plan, the communications program

developed for this Five-Year Public Education Plan will continue to use the

overarching approach developed in 1996. The overarching approach provides a

campaign identity, a personalized feel and applicable "how to" information about

how to solve the stormwater pollution problem. The approach is defined for the

Education Plan as a whole and remains consistent throughout the life of the Plan;

PAGE 2
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

however, the components within the phases that roll-out over the next four years
will be fluid to reflect the evolving message for each targeted audience.

Research supports the value of a "problem/solution"-oriented approach with

strong, impactful visuals and an identifying "signature." The common elements of

the overarching approach include: (1) an identified problem caused by stormwater

pollution; (2) an identified solution(s) to the particular problem; (3) the campaign

theme tagline; (4) 1-888-CLEAN-LA hotline number and 888CleanLA.com website

if applicable; and (5) Project Pollution Prevention identifying signature.

General Public/Residents

Past research shows 83% of the County’s population can be reached through an
integrated, multi-faceted communications campaign which focuses on a desire to "do the
right thing" and provides how to information about alternative, anti-polluting behaviors.
This population group also will be impacted by credible messages that imply that a change
in their behavior will help protect children, and preserve the environment for the future.
An additional 9% -- a harder-to-reach, but high polluting population -- needs a more
highly-focused campaign and is not likely to be motivated by doing the right thing,
or preserving the environment. However, they will listen to messages that involve
protecting children and the beach or other watersport areas.

Mass media has proven to be the key source of pollution prevention information

for the general public. Other General Public/Residents communications tools -- media
relations, public service announcements (PSAs), instructional materials, corporate and

entertainment industry tie-ins, community events, and the 1-888-CLEAN-LA hotline and

website -- are planned to work in-concert with the advertising.

Businesses

The Businesses portion of the Five-Year Public Education Plan will be updated

significantly based on the results of the research conducted in Summer 2001. Past efforts

can be evaluated for effectiveness and a new approach will be developed based on the

need for education and the requirements of the new NPDES permit.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

School Education

Given the existence of current and successful school education programs in Los
Angeles County, an alliance with one or more of these programs is the most effective and
cost-efficient method of communicating with school children. For the 886,000 K-6
children, the County’s school program and youth events will provide the vehicle to teach
children to reduce, reuse and recycle, thereby eliminating pollution. For the County’s
more than 621,000 middle- and high-school children, the County-sponsored Secondary
Student Environmental Education Program presented by TreePeople will create a higher
understanding of environmental issues and motivate teenagers to take action.

Measure of Effectiveness

To assess the overall effectiveness of the Five-Year Public Education Plan, research
will be conducted after large-scale media campaigns, whenever feasible for additional efforts at

public outreach, and at the conclusion of the plan. This research will encompass quantitative

studies in the General Public/Residents and Businesses audiences. It will include a component

to assess why and how the program is working so that the research will continue to help in the

refinement and improvement of the program over the life of the Plan. Additionally, other
anecdotal, qualitative and quantitative measurements will be implemented periodically to

assess the effectiveness of the program among specific audiences or in different media

channels.

Evaluation data will be collected through a telephone survey of men and women, 16+

years old, who have been residents of Los Angeles County for at least six months. Focus

groups or other survey methods may be used as well. Analysis of the data will include
correlating the information gathered against the benchmark established in the pre-campaign

segmentation study.

Format of the Five-Year Public Education Plan

This preliminary draft of the Five-Year Public Education Plan contains two sections:

1. Overview

2. Implementation by Target Audience
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Within Section 2, Implementation by Target Audience, the audience subsections detail

the situation analysis for each respective audience, goals and overall communications approach,

and an idea of the activities to be implemented.

PAGE 5
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FiVE-YEAR PUBLIC EDUCATION PLAN OVERVIEW

¯ SITUATION ANALYSIS ¯

Urban Runoff and Its Impact on the County’s Resources

On a daily basis, millions of gallons of untreated water flush into regional lakes, rivers

and the Pacific Ocean. On rainy days, it can jump to six billion gallons. These polluted flows

cause public health and safety concerns at the beaches, and leave behind hundreds of tons of

solid waste to be cleaned up, costing millions of dollars annually.

Even after a generation of fighting water pollution, studies show the danger of illness to

people swimming in waters near urban storm drain outfalls. The urban runoff that drains into the

County’s storm channels first litters and contaminates neighborhood streets and walks. Litter,

fenilizers, pesticides, automobile soot and oil drippings, pet waste, and deteriorating leaves and

plant debris not only make our communities unattractive, but also are swept untreated down the

storm drains into our waterways.

In total, the impacts of stormwater/urban runoff pollution encompass:

¯ losses to the County’s $2 billion a year tourism economy
# health risks associated with swimming in areas near storm drain outfalls
¯ loss of recreational resources
¯ dramatic cost increases for cleaning up contaminated sediments

¯ ¯ impaired function and vitality of our natural resources
¯ losses to Southern California’s commercial and sportfishing industry
¯ contamination of marine life

Opportunities for the Five-Year Public Education Plan

In developing and implementing this Five-Year Public Education Plan, Los Angeles
County hasan important opportunity to meet the basic requirements outlined in the NPDES
Permit (Immediate Outreach, Industrial/Commercial Education Program, Five-Year Public
Education Strategy) using methods that are cost-efficient and that effectively change behavior.
Through a unified and coordinated effort, the plan can:

¯ change the mind-set of a large, diverse population and educate target audiences about
solutions to stormwater pollution;

¯ create a broad-based model with a long-term vision for pollution prevention in large
geographic areas;
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FIVE-YEAR PUBLIC EDUCATION PLAN OVERVIEW

# create synergy by unifying multiple pollution prevention efforts (such as recycling and
household hazardous waste) rather than conducting individual, splinter programs;

¯ build bridges and forge partnerships that integrate city and jurisdictional programs, combine
educational outreach with technical understanding, and leverage resources; and,

¯ document whether the education outreach effort resulted in ~ behavior change that
substantially reduced pollution.

This program will continue to be research-based. It will draw from the experiences and
best programs of existing local, state and national programs, as well as create original
qualitative and quantitative research to support the development of a comprehensive public
education plan. A united effort is the most viable and cost-effective way to achieve success.

Additionally, the County and the Co-permittees are in general agreement about the

concept of a campaign overarching approach, "look" and tone that clearly and concisely

identifies the program, breaks through the information clutter and, at the same time, allows

tailoring by Co-permittees for specific needs.

Additionally, and of equal importance, the overarching approach should not be exclusive

to stormwater pollution. Rather, multipie pollution prevention efforts -- solid waste recycling

and disposal, household hazardous waste and used oil recycling -- should be coordinated

within the overarching approach in their respective efforts and messages.

Our Greatest Challenges

Research served as part of the Plan development process, and on-going monitoring will

allow for program adjustments throughout the five years. Overall challenges are:

¯ discovering exactly what motivates or influences behavior change in each target audience;

¯ deciding who to target within each audience segment; prioritizing audiences to maximize the
budget;

¯ addressing the vast ethnic, cultural, geographical and socioeconomic diversity of the County;
and,

¯ demonstrating whether the education effort has indeed helped to reduce stormwater/urban
runoff pollution.
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FIVE-YEAR PUBLIC EDUCATION PLAN OVERVIEW

Maximizing Public Education Budgets

The estimated budget for the Los Angeles County Department of Public Works Five-Year

Stormwater/Urban Runoff Public Education Program is $7.5 million, with the Co-permittees

having individual budgets for local education efforts. While $7.5 million over five years appears

to be a large sum of money, there are almost l0 million people in Los Angeles County to reach

with stormwater pollution prevention messages. With an audience of this size, the funds
available to the overall effort -- even combined with the Co-permittees’ funds -- must be

allocated carefully and effectively so that each dollar is directed towards changes in behaviors.

Therefore, targeted audiences, and the communications programs aimed at each of these

audiences, must be prioritize.d according to their relative impact on pollution and their
willingness to try new behaviors that will reduce the greatest amount of pollutants entering the

storm drain system.

The Five-Year Public Education Plan -- In A Nutshell

¯ Founded on research

¯ Broad-based with an overarching approach

¯ Flexible, adaptable, cost-effective

¯ Provide simple, everyday actions that will make a difference

¯ Integrated and coordinated

¯ Results-oriented

¯ OVERALL GOALS ¯

Reduce the amount of stormwater/urban runoff pollution in Los Angeles County.

Integrate County, city and jurisdictional programs, appropriately mix educational
outreach with technical understanding, and leverage resources.

¯ Improve general understanding of stormwater/urban runoff pollution prevention methods.

¯ Incorporate stormwater activities into other County environmental education programs.
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FIVE-YEAR PUBLIC EDUCATION PLAN OVERVIEW

~ OVERARCHING APPROACH 4~

The overarching approach was defined for the 1996 Five-Year Public Education Plan and

remains consistent. However, the components that roll-out over the next five years will be

fluid to reflect the evolving messages for each targeted audience. The overarching approach

will provide a campaign identity, a personalized feel and applicable "how to" information on
solving the stormwater pollution problem.

Benefits of the Overarching Approach -- Los Angeles County

¯ Builds a distinct and distinguishing identity that is visually impactful

¯ Sends clear, concise and applicable message to the target audiences

¯ Sets a consistent tone and feel for the entire communications program

¯ Provides specific information in a personal manner making it more identifiable to the
recipient

¯ Creates unity between all pollution prevention programs (e.g., recycling, household
hazardous waste, water pollution)

¯ Tailorable to and flexible for specific programs, localities, topics and messages

Benefits of the Overarching Approach -- Co-permittees

# Increases efficiencies in cost and production

¯ Enables Co-permittees to tie-in to the County’s program without feeling they are losing their
own identity to a county or geographical name

¯ Raises the synergy and broadens the reach and impact of local campaigns through multiple
communications contacts on a variety of levels -- community to countywide -- and through a
variety of communications tools

Common Elements of the Overarching Approach

¯ An identified problem caused by stormwater pollution

¯ An identified solution(s) to the particular problem

¯ Campaign theme tagline

¯ An appeal for personal responsibility to do the right thing
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FIVE-YEAR PUBLIC EDUCATION PLAN OVERVIEW

¯ 1-888-CLEAN-LA hotline number and website (local reformation can be added for Co-perrmttee

tailoring)

¯ Pro|e,.’t Pollution Prevention identifying signature (city logo/name can be included for Co-

perrmrtee tailoring)

Campaign Signature

The 5-Year Plan will continue to use the "signature" developed for advertising, collateral

materials, media relations and other campaign components to identify a united alliance in

preventing pollution in all communities around Los Angeles County.

Potential adaptations/usage in advertising and collateral materials include:

County signature: County of Los Angeles (seal optional)
Project Pollution Prevention

P R 0 J E C
~

T

P__lSll lut o Co-permittee signature: City of Long Beach (w~logo, optional,
P R E V E N T I O N       (example only)           Project Pollution Prevention

STOPP signature: East Los Angeles
Project Pollution Prevention
"Clean Communities for Economic Growth"
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FIVE-YEAR PUBLIC EDUCATION PLAN OVERVIEW

4~ GENERAL PUBLIC/RESIDENTS 4~

Situation Analysis Overview

The cities of Los Angeles County and the unincorporated area encompass nearly 10 million

people whose socioeconomic levels vary from great wealth to welfare, and who collectively speak

more than 90 languages/dialects. It is important that the education program makes an impression on

as many of these people as possible and that they understand the actions of each individual will make

a difference.

Unfortunately, there is no simple solution, no single action, no easy "fix" that will singularly

prevent stormwater pollution. A combination of efforts - education, technology, partnerships with

business and industry - will be necessary to meet our goals.

The problem is complex from both an action and result standpoint. Stormwater carries nonpoint
source pollutants from different and sometimes unidentified sources and flow rates can fluctuate
from thousands to billions of gallons in a short time. The education program and prevention
solutions must take into account the impact of these many sources of pollution.

From Awareness to Behavior Change

The ongoing stormwater public education programs in Los Angeles County have heightened
awareness of the problem among media, influential business and government leaders, and certain

segments of the general public. These programs have laid a foundation to make the transition from

basic education to a call-to-action that motivates and allows for behavior changes. As outlined in the

first section, one of the greatest challenges to the program will be to measure behavior changes that

actually reduce stormwater pollution. Without the benefit of scientific data that can tell us

specifically which pollutants have decreased and in what geographic locale this decrease was found,
we are relying on individuals to report on themselves and their neighbors.

PAGE 11
R0000377



Regional Considerations

With many issues within the 4,070-square miles of Los Angeles County being regional in

nature, the Permit defines six Watershed Management Areas (WMAs) and calls for the cities within

these WMAs to work collaboratively to address education and outreach efforts countywide as well

as in their watershed. Cun:ently, many cities have widelydiffermggoals and resources and it is a

challenge to forge the cooperative partnerships necessary for Co-permittees to work collaboratively
beyond their jurisdictions for the benefit of the entire watershed, and the entire County.

The term "watershed management area" is not part of the general public vocabulary and

research has indicated that educating the public about simple everyday actions to enable behavior
changes is a more efficient use of funds than educating them on WMAs. This is even more true for

Los Angeles County which must address six different WMAs -- many of which are concrete

channels not bucolic creeks or rivers.

Given the need to change specific behaviors in order to improve water quality, materials will
not address watersheds per se. However, this might be an option for a Co-permittee with messages
targeted to address specific waterbody pollution concerns and actions within a specific WMA.

What the General Public Knows or Believes

Although quantitative studies have shown that general awareness of storm drain issues is

increasing, previous focus groupst indicate that the public has minimal knowledge regarding specific

activities that contribute to stormwater/urban runoffpollution (with the notable exception of used

motor oil dumping). Research on the effectiveness of the 1996 Five-Year Plan will be available for
evaluation in Summer 2001 and will be used to develop the 2001 Five-Year Plan.

t. Residents and Industry Stormwater Awareness, Practices and Communications Report, -- Focus Groups, Los Angeles
County Department of Public Works, conducted by Pelegrm Research Group, November 1996.
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Substances not perceived as environmentally dangerous, such as car washing detergents,

garden fertilizers and pesticides, are used freely with no thought to storm drains or urban runoff.
With respect to litter in neighborhoods, most residents claim that they, themselves are not at fault.

Instead they blame others for the unsightly mess.

There is a low level of knowledge about the connection between storm drains and the ocean;

that pollutants placed into the storm drain flow directly to an open waterbody without being first

treated in some manner. Finally, the level of basic knowledge between English-speaking and
Spanish-speaking residents is very similar; however, understanding the difference between the storm

drain system and household drains is more confusing for the Spanish-speaking population since the
word "alcantarilla" refers to both systems.

Issues of Importance to the General Public

Residents are concemed about the aesthetics associated with storm drains including unsightly

garbage, unpleasant smells and the resulting attraction of undesirable animals. Pollutants that offend

the senses are universally disliked. Cigarette butts are in this category, not only as a pollutant, but
because they are perceived as a sign of uncleanliness. Garbage in the gutter is seen as both offensive

to the eyes and nose as well as a great threat to the environment.

Toxicity and health are also important issues with residents. However, national research,: as

well as local focus groups,3 confirm there is a lack of understanding about how certain substances

people consider to be harmless actually hurt the environment. In the research and in the focus

groups, people thought of dog droppings as "fertilizer" and not connected to bacteria found in
stormwater. Leaves and yard trimmings are "natural" and not understood as causing an imbalance in

the supply of oxygen in the water needed by marine plants and animals. Pesticides and fertilizers are

associated with the wholesome activity of home gardening -- and the philosophy of "more is better"
unfortunately prevails.4 Lastly, sediment actually smothers aquatic plants, but the public typically

thinks of it in terms of being soil -- a basic component of raising food.5

: National Geographic, "Our Polluted Runoff," February 1996.

~ Residents and Industry Stormwater Awareness, Practices and Communications Report, -- Focus Groups, Los Angeles
County Department of Public Works, conducted by Pelegrm Research Group, November 1996.

4 Panel discussion on pollutants, State of Sacramento River Conference, September 1996.

~ Residents and Industry Stormwater Awareness, Practices and Communicatio~ Report -- Focus Groups. Ibid.
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Many residents fear gutters because of health reasons ... "all the diseases down there."
Avoidance of floods was discussed in focus groups as another reason to keep storm drains clean;

however, the segmentation study research indicated that only 27% of the general population are very

concerned about flooding. And while runoff from sprinklers was considered wasteful, it was not

seen as a potential career of pollutants. A few residents, however, made the connection between

water runoff and dissolved chemicals that can seep from lawn fertilizing and be carried in flowing

water to the storm drain.

Themes and Messages Targeted to the General Public/Residents

During previous focus groups, participants were exposed to a series of test themelines and

asked to choose the ones they found most compelling. Because general public/residents were less

educated about stormwater pollution prevention than the commercial/industry sector participants,

they were more attracted to broader themelines (e.g., "You’re the solution. Prevent pollution.").
Abstract themelines (e.g., "Gone, but not for long." "Can it. Don’t dump it.") were seen as

confusing and meaningless to residents.

Based on focus group feedback, the final program theme should:

# incorporate personal responsibility and individual empowerment
¯ be simple and straightforward
¯ validate and lend importance to individual actions

The focus groups revealed common threads that can be of assistance in designing the Five-Year
Public Education Program. In addition, segmentation research provided some additional information

about what would motivate key targets to change their behavior. These recommendations are

summarized:

¯ Give action-oriented, specific messages. Short, specific "do’s and don’ts" are favored by many

because they are unambiguous, implementable and point to tangible practices that can be adopted or

changed.

Emphasizepersonal responsibility and empowerment. Messages that indicate that the

individual can make a difference are generally motivating and well received. This type of message

is uplifting and diminishes the feeling of powerlessness or despair tied to the perception of a rapidly
deteriorating environment.
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¯ Build on existing aesthetic concerns for the immediate neighborhood. Since the general
public is concerned with the offensive effects of urban pollution within their immediate surroundings
and neighborhoods, messages that address such concerns have a wide appeal. The well-being of the
ocean and beaches, while theoretically important, is not as compelling, especially for those who live
away from the coastline.

¯ Build on concerns for children’s future and welfare. The need to protect children from dirt

and disease within their immediate surroundings is a powerful incentive to maintain storm drains

that are clean and free of pollutants.

¯ Build on existing knowledge or existingpositivepractices. Messages that amplify and connect

to existing positive practices are well received. Messages that connect recycling with urban runoff
have the potential to build on an existing momentum as well as of increasing awareness of specific

pollutants. The well-established fear of motor oil can be expanded to other pollutants by

establishing a similarity.

¯ Build on guilt or shock. Messages based on guilt or shock are appealing to those who give

pollution a low priority or to those who are cynical about the willingness of others to change

behaviors.

¯ Minimize differences by adopting an overarching approach. Since there are significant

differences in the degree of knowledge and compliance with good practices within the general public

audience and between audiences, an overarching message accompanied by different sub-messages
can specifically address such differences and be tailored by audiences.

¯ Make information easily accessible for those who want it. Ease and convenience are keys in
getting people to change behaviors. Those individuals who express an initial interest in pollution
prevention practices should be able to obtain additional information in an easily accessible manner.
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Communications Approach

There is little disagreement that the general public, as a whole, is concerned about the

environment and that most people want to "do the right thing." Research6 supports this belief and

further concludes that "doing the right thing" messages would be well received by some target

audiences. The residents in these groups also will be motivated by credible messages related to

protecting children and would be inclined to act upon basic information about alternative behaviors.

Other general public/residents communications tools -- media relations, public service

announcements (PSAs), instructional materials, corporate and entertainment industry tie-ins,
community events, and the 1-888-CLEAN-LA hotline and website -- will be planned to work in-

concert with the advertising campaign. A single communications tool should not function as a stand-

alone component. Working alone, a single component cannot have the impact that a group of well-

timed and integrated activities will have on the target audiences. Messages must be heard repeatedly

through a variety of tools and applications in order to make an impression and change behavior.

Snapshot of Activities

1. Advertising

2. Media Relations

3. Public Service Announcements (radio, cable television, print)

¯ 4. Instructional Materials Distributed in a Targeted and Activity-Related Manner

5. Corporate/Entertainment Industry Tie-Ins

6. 1-888-CLEAN-LA and 888CleartLA.com

7. Events Targeted to Specific Activities and Population Sub-Groups

Los Angeles County Stormwater Segmentation Study, Resident Population. Ibid.
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Activity | Advertising

Description -- Overview

The advertising campaign will be "probtem/solution"-oriented and designed to communicate
using an overarching approach with strong visuals and "how to" messages throughout all media
components. Messages will emphasize each person’s ability to prevent storm drain pollution through
simple behavior changes, and potential consequences if behaviors are not changed. All advertising
campaigns will include the 1-888-CLEAN-LA hotline and website, the theme tagline and the signature
Project Pollution Prevention.

Advertising buys will be planned on an annual basis, and in conjunction with the buy, free
media time and space will always be negotiated to maximize reach and dollars spent. Co-permit-tees
can help expand the reach of the campaign by contributing to this annual buy to purchase the most
media for the money. They can also play zn important role in securing local public service
announcements and free media opportunities.

County Responsibilities -- Activity !

, Concept and production of advertising campaign

, Adapt advertising to other languages as needed

, Provide artwork on disk or photostat to Co-permittees for local tailoring and placement; provide hard

copy or tape of radio advertising with a spot for local identification; provide video PSAs in VHS or
beta format.

¯ Create a countywide media plan; initiate coun .tywide media buy and negotiate PSA placements

¯ Provide counsel and information to Co-permit-tees for localizing and placing advertising messages

within individual cities

Co-permittee Responsibilities -- Activity I

¯ Write endorsement/encouragement letters to local radio stations and newspapers supporting and
encouraging them to extend or increase usage of PSAs
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Activity 2 Media Relations

Description

A successful education and outreach program will require the support of print and electronic media

to report on the activities of the program and communicate "how to" messages to residents.

Components of a comprehensive media relations program that will ensure the media receives
accurate, timely information include:

¯ media kit

¯ media releases and advisories

¯ fact sheets, issue papers, update reports, feature articles, case studies

¯ editorial board meetings and press briefings

¯ community/public affairs talk shows

¯ on-line reporting

Many of the collateral materials developed for the General Public/Residents, Businesses and

Public Agency Employees audiences will be included in media information kits along with specific,

localized information from the Co-permittees.

Reporters will be approached with relevant stories timed to coincide with the advertising
campaign, seasonal activities and other events planned within the Five-Year Public Education

Campaign. For example, media releases and advisories update the media on new information, specific
program elements, upcoming meetings and activities, and are normally followed by a telephone call to

pitch the story. Issue papers will be used to highlight and analyze a specific aspect or topic, provide an

expert opinion, and/or propose solutional measures. Update reports are results, successes and/or

failures of certain programs, pollution monitoring, regulatory measures enacted; in essence, the "State

of Stormwater."
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Description -- "Guide to Local Media Relations"

Each Co-permit’tee will receive a "Guide to Local Media Relations" that will provide the

following "how to" information for working with media in their individual communities:

¯ tips for working with local print and electronic media

¯ tips for communicating!pitching stories and the types of stories/opportunities to be on the lookout for

¯ format and examples of media releases, advisories, fact sheets

¯ distribution practices/policies

¯ protocol for media interviews

¯ how to place public service announcements

County Responsibilities -- Activity 2

¯ Create and produce overarching media kit cover and enclosure information. Media kit cover
available for Co-permit-tee purchase through "group printing" system

¯ Create and update regularly a countywide media contact/outlet database

¯ Provide media lists, information, case studies; main source of countywide media information

¯ Develop and implement annual countywide media relations plan

¯ Develop and distribute "Guide to Local Media Relations"

¯ Produce appropriate artwork photostats

Co-permittee Responsibilities -- Activity 2

¯ Provide local media contacts/outlets for database

¯ Use the "Guide to Local Media Relations" to implement local media relations
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Activity 3 Public Service Announcements

Description

A Public Service Announcement (PSA) is defined by its message, not whether it is free or paid.

In reality, a PSA can be either a paid spot or a free spot, and its definition is reflective of the fact that

the message is not based on a product sale, but is a service or information provided in the public interest

or safety.

While the ultimate goal of a PSA is to have it placed pr6 bono (free), it is sometimes necessary

to pay for the spot, possibly at a reduced rate, to ensure a strong air time or specific newspaper section

targeted to the primary audiences. Advertising mediums negotiated for PSAs will be based on the

results of the research and supported by budgetary parameters.

County Responsibilities -- Activity 3

¯ Development and production of PSAs

¯ Distribute PSA templates, copy, tape to Co-permit-tees for local placement

¯ Negotiate countywide PSA time and placement

¯ Track and evaluate PSA placement

Co-permittee Responsibilities -- Activity 3

¯ Play broadcast PSA on city news outlets or cable station and place print PSA in city newsletter

Optional

¯ Negotiate PSA time and space in the local market
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Activity 4 "How To" Instructional Materials Distributed in a Targeted and
Activity- Related Manner

Description

In the focus groups, general information brochures were rated very low by the general public,
mainly due to the time it takes to read them. However, in keeping with the "problem/solution"
communications approach, "how to" instructional materials can prove valuable if the information is
simple -- stating the problem and a personal, easy solution -- and is distributed in a manner that makes
the material meaningful and increases the probability that the recipient will actually read the piece.

Similar to the non-traditional advertising components, "how to" instructional materials should

be produced to correspond with the advertising campaign and seasonal activities. For example, during

the Spring and Summer, lawncare tip cards can be distributed through nursery/garden stores, garden

and horticultural clubs, botanical gardens, lawncare services and homeowners associations.

The basis of the information for the tip cards will be provided by the BMP fact sheets and the

many excellent brochures that already exist, having been prepared by the County program or by

individual Co-permirtees. Technical information and other educational materials will be adapted for

general public understanding and relevance.

County Responsibilities --Activity 4

¯ Determine "how to" materials to be developed and develop format of each

¯ Write copy for materials and obtain technical and information approvals

¯ Design and produce materials. Ensure availability of materials to Co-permit-tees through "group
printing" system

¯ Develop and implement countywide distribution plan
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Co-permittee Responsibilities -- Activity 4

¯ Obtain materials through the "group printing" system and distribute through local channels

¯ .Provide input on "how to" materials needed, preferred formats, or distribution methods.
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Activity 5 Corporate, Community Association, Environmental Organization and

Entertainment Industw Tie-ins

Description

Partnerships with corporations and businesses, environmenta! organizations and the

entertainment industry are essential to reach audiences on a variety of levels. In many cases, messages
tied-in to these types of organizations have more credibility and therefore more potential to be effective.

Relationships and partnerships with corporations, environmental organizations and the entertainment

industry can expand the message distribution avenues and activities, and supplement program budgets

through the following:

¯ Personal and business endorsements

¯ Cooperative traditional and non-traditional advertising in the consumer marketplace

¯ Information distribution through POP displays, product neck-hangers, mailings, tip cards

¯ Sponsorship of community events and special activities

¯ Celebrity spokespersons to media and at events

¯ Special messages on established product packages (e.g., Northern California Coca-Cola and Sprite
cans carrying a stormwater awareness message and a 1-800 information number, Spring/Summer
1997)

County Responsibilities -- Activity 5

¯ Identify countywide corporations, environmental and entertainment industry organizations. Develop
and maintain database

¯ Solicit and implement countywide partnerships

¯ Provide materials (i.e., advertising, POP display materials, tips cards) as needed for mailings,
information counters, ad placement, etc.

¯ Develop specific materials co-sponsored with corporations and organizations
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Co-permittee Responsibilities o- Activity 5

Identify and pursue any appropriate local partnerships with corporations, and community and
environmental organizations to assist in distribution of stormwater education materials. Templates
for local tailoring or materials for purchase are available through the County’s "group printing"
system (This activity can be combined with Activity 4 in the upcoming Businesses audience
section)

Utilize the "Guide to Local Partnerships"

Support the countywide efforts with a local "thank you" to stores/partners in the local community.
Have a telephone conversation with and send a letter to the participating store manager/partner
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Activity 6 1-888-CLEAN-LA and 888CleanLA.com

Description

The County of Los Angeles currently advertises and operates 1-888-CLEAN-LA and several of

the larger Co-permittees have their own hotline telephone numbers. The County’s 24-hour hotline
number allows callers to find out about household hazardous waste roundups and used oil recycling, as

well as to report clogged catch basin inlets and dumping and illicit discharge violations. The County

already has placed this phone number in all appropriate County telephone directories.

The County infrastructure capability and capacity of the 1-888-CLEAN-LA phone number

makes it able to handle thousands of calls per day. Coordination between the County and the Co-

permit-tees with individual hotlines numbers is important for dissemination of cohesive information and

call handling. Many cities uses the 888 number and website to provide information for their residents.

County Responsibilities -- Activity 6

¯ Operate effectively and continue to expand the information provided by the 1-888-CLEAN-LA
hotline and website

¯ Promote 1-888-CLEAN-LA through as many vehicles as possible

Co-permittee Responsibilities -- Activity 6

¯ If a Co-permittee hotline already is in operation, it should be reviewed and updated once annually to
ensure that it is easy for the public to use
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Activity 7 Events Targeted to Specific Activities and Population Sub-Groups

Description

Events can serve as focal points for the diverse communities of Los Angeles and they bring

added dimension to the Five-Year Public Education Plan when incorporated with other communications
components. Events provide an opportunity for people with similar interests and a positive inclination

to do the right thing to gather and gain "how to" information about preventing stormwateriurban runoff

pollution.

Samples of potential events include:

Event Pre-Qualified Population

¯ Already-scheduled County and local Attending residents are already doing the right
household hazardous waste round-ups thing by recycling I-I~IW, and most are likely

to take another step in pollution prevention if
handed simple "how to" information as they
drive through the round-up.

¯ Cleanup/beautification campaigns (i.e. Residents are already demonstrating their
Coastal Cleanup, neighborhood cleanups,willingness to do the right thing by
tree-planting) volunteering to make a community beautiful.

¯ If given information in conjunction with this
type of event about simple things to do at home
or work, these people are most likely to take
another step in pollution prevention.

¯ Community fairs and festivals             Fairs and festivals targeted in neighborhoods in
which the two primary audiences reside.

¯ Large events (e.g., Earth Day Celebrations,These types of events normally attract people
Eco Expo, LA Times Festival of Books, who either are already participating in some
LA County Fair) form of pollution prevention/recycling

activities or belong to one of the two primary
target audiences.

¯ Ethnic Events (i.e., Cinco de Mayo, Fiesta Hispanic events are a potential means of
Broadway)                             reaching the Neat Neighbors, Fix It Foul-Ups

and particularly the Rubbish Rebels, who are
an important audience due to the amount of
pollution they create but need a separate
message and theme to reach them.
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County Responsibilities -- Activity 7

¯ Determine the most cost-effective countywide events to participate in

¯ Distribute potential event information to Co-permittees on a regular basis

¯ Collaborate with Co-Permittees on event attendance whenever-possible

¯ Distribute Co-Permittee materials at events attended whenever possible

Co-permittee Responsibilities -- Activity 7

¯ Provide local event input to countywide database

¯ Provide staffing support, if possible, to events

¯ Target local events and participate on a city-level

R0000393
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¯ BUSINESSES ¯

Situation Analysis Overview

For the business communities, many of the salient points of the general public apply. The focus

groups conducted by the County in November 1996 revealed that the individual people working within

this audience have a moderate to well-informed base of general information about stormwater/urban
runoff pollution. This is likely due to the previous outreach efforts targeted to members of the general

public. However, with few exceptions, the Businesses audience as a whole needs more information and

better knowledge of good, anti-polluting business practices. BMP manuals and training programs should

not only provide basic education, but also provide specific industry-related information and "how to"

activities that are meaningful and motivate businesses to change behavior.

The Fall 1996 focus groups were conducted with managers and employees of restaurants, auto

repair shops and construction companies to gain insight related to the current practices, concerns and

motivations for these businesses that were specifically identified in the NPDES Permit. In addition,

baseline awareness surveys were conducted for the same business groups in Spring 1997. The following

sections include many of the findings of the focus groups and awareness surveys. They provide an
overview of some of the barriers and issues that make BMP compliance challenging for both the

environmental regulator and the businesses being regulated. These barriers and issues must be kept in

mind as the Public Education Plans are developed and implemented. The research conducted in Summer
2001 will be used to evaluate the effectiveness of the effort under the first Five-Year Plan and design the

2001 Five-Year Plan.

Target Audiences

Outreach and education to businesses in Los Angeles County will support the Model Programs

which target the following groups of facilities or businesses:

. Phase 1 facilities

¯ Specific businesses identified in the Permit: motor vehicle repair and body shops, automotive
parts/accessories facilities and restaurants

¯ Construction and new development

¯ Any additional industrial]commercial facilities that are identified by the Watershed Management
Committee as having high pollution generating activities with widespread impact on the County
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Regulations and Conflicting Regulatory Solutions

While many owners and workers feel burdened by regulations, they also realize they are

necessary. Penalties and fines are still the most powerful incentives for compliance; however, many

high-risk industrial businesses also want to feel that they are part of the solution, not part of the

problem. Beyond pollution prevention, avoidance of work accidents and disposal of waste in a safe
manner are strong motivators.

In some cases, businesses report that solving one problem through regulation or practice creates

another. For example, it is against food handling regulations to wash non-food materials (i.e., floor
mats) in sinks where food is handled; however, these materials invariably are then carried outside to

be cleaned where the water and debris wash into the storm drains.

Additionally, related businesses can impact each other’s BMP compliance. For example, if a
business contracts with a waste disposal company to provide roll-off containers to collect waste, and

the container leaks, BMP compliance has been negatively impacted by a force outside their control

and becomes another problem to be addressed.

Compliance Can Be As Easy As "Good Housekeeping"

In many instances, implementing BMPs is a simple matter of good housekeeping. However, the
degree of thoroughness and completion is impacted by time, convenience and equipment. Also
impacting BMP compliance is training the appropriate personnel -- management as opposed to the
workers who are most responsible for basic housekeeping jobs such as cleaning, disposal of waste,
tidying areas and putting things in proper places. The high rate of turnover in many industries and the
consequent need for ongoing training can be a burden to businesses.

Community Reputation

A company’s or business’s desire to continue to enhance its good reputation within the

community can provide a strong motivator in complying with BMPs -- particularly if the company can

tap into a customer base that shows a preference for doing business with an environmentally fi’iendly

enterprise. In order to take advantage of this motivator, appropriate publicity for compliant businesses
should be part of the plan.
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Size of Operation Counts

Focus groups brought out that compliance with BMPs varies according to the size of the

operation. Typically, larger companies/businesses already have some form of BMP program in

place." Infractions are more prevalent in the small, owner-operated businesses where cost impacts can

be greater than in larger businesses, especially if specialized equipment or time-consuming

procedures are needed. Small companies use BMPs if they: (1) help them comply with regulations;

(2) are easy; and, (3) don’t cost (or even save) money.

Threats to Compliance

While some BMPs are as easy as good housekeeping, others can be more difficult to implement.

There can be increased costs of doing business with some BMP implementation, especially when a

business lacks the specialized equipment or the facility set-up, and can’t afford the cost of obtaining

this equipment. Costs of compliance would be passed on to the customer in higher charges or higher

bid prices for proposed jobs. These can decrease a business’ competitiveness. The cost of doing

business in an already tenuous business climate can be impacted when new or expanding companies

feel they are burdened with BMP implementation costs. The challenge is compounded when

established businesses that have always done business a certain way are now expected to implement
changes that cost money.

Reasons for Adherence to BMPs

According to focus group findings, individuals in the business sectors follow waste disposal

rules for a variety of reasons:

¯ personal safety
¯ fear of fines and penalties
¯ fear of exposure to carcinogenic materials
¯ customers’ expectations

7 Residents and Industry Stormwater Awareness, Practices and Communications Report, Ibid. And, conftrrned by
inspectors of the Los Angeles County Department of Public Works, November 1996.
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Barriers to BMP Compliance

Barriers to BMP compliance were discussed in the focus groups and include the following:

¯ lack of financial incentive and/or financial disincentives
¯ scarcity of recycling centers

¯ difficulty in teaching workers

¯ lack of information

¯ lack of proper equipment

¯ lack of personal empowerment

Messages and Practices

The business/industry focus groups indicate that much of the themeline and message discussion
in the General Public/Residents section (pages 37 and 38) holds true for the Businesses audience. In
addition to comments in this earlier discussion, the business/industry focus group found it especially
important that messages and activities positively reinforce exemplary practices. Additionally,
consideration must be given to some business programs and activities that may need to be modified to
address cultural and business sensitivities within certain ethnic communities.
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BUSINESSES

Communications Approach

The business outreach component of the Five-Year Public Education Plan is intended to be

practical, efficient, and good for businesses as well as the environment in Los Angeles County. The
activities described in this section will meet the requirements of the NPDES Permit and work within

the parameters of the Model Programs.

The communications activities for business audiences also will take into account that many
Los Angeles County enterprises are trying to do the right thing, but have achieved limited success
because of the lack of finances and/or a misunderstanding of their own potential to pollute.
Education activities implemented in the General Public/Residents Audience will have a spillover
effect on the individuals working in the targeted businesses and industries, and education activities
within Businesses will have application to many sub-segments of Public Agency Employees.
Strategies will be employed to provide resource assistance information (including information about
financial assistance) and broad-based education on sound alternatives (BMPs) to prohibited,
polluting activities.

Snapshot o! Activities

1. "How To" Printed Materials for Broad Range of Businesses
2. Other Educational Printed Materials (Posters, Signage)

3. BMP Workshops for Phase I and II Businesses; Forums and Educational Partnerships
4. Partnerships with Chambers of Commerce, Trade/Business Associations; "Hard-to-

Reach" Businesses Outreach
5. Targeted Trade and Business Media Relations

6. Targeted Small Space Print Trade and Business Advertising
7. Advanced Technology and Telecommumcations
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Activity | Production of Printed Materials for Use in Business Outreach
Efforts

Description

The County will continue to develop modular BMP "how to" materials: (1) an overview
BMP handbook and (2) specific BMP fact sheets-by-industry (for restaurants, automotive businesses,

construction companies and related businesses) and by-activity (for Phase I facilities) based on

information provided by the Model Program.

The overview handbook will be updated and improved as the foundation of the
business/industry information and education package. It will provide a summary of stormwater
management in Los Angeles County as well as a good housekeeping philosophy and practices that
are applicable to all businesses.

The handbook contains modular and specific industry BMP fact sheets, checklists and
applicable posters/flyers that can specifically targeted to the business(es) being educated.

The BMP fact sheets and checklists will:

# be developed with the IndustrialYCommercial, New Development/Construction and Educational Site
Visit Model Programs;8

¯ encompass a broad range and variety of Phase I and other specified businesses and industries;

¯ provide practical, "how-to" information presented in a user-friendly manner;

¯ have countywide application; and,
¯ be printed under a "group printing’’9 system for cost-effective procurement by Co-permit-tees (as will

the overall handbook)

Other educational information that can be inserted in the overview handbook includes:

¯ posters already developed by the County for the food and restaurant industry, auto repair, gas stations.
Procurement of these posters is available under the "group printing" system

s Please see Appendices for a complete listing of BMPs developed through the Model Programs.

9 "Group printing" is a large quantity print run of a single item that provides a lower per umt cost than small quantity

runs. This lower cost not only will reduce the printing costs for the Co-permit’tees, it also will reduce the man-hours m
design, copywntmg and pre-production work.
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� Blueprint for a Clean Ocean already developed by the County. Procurement available under "group
printing" system

, posters/flyers/brochures developed by individual Co-permittees

¯ personal communications from individual Co-permittees to specific businesses

¯ health, safety and product information sheets

¯ references and resources for further information

Distribution -- Activity 1

¯ Through County and City’s permitting process

¯ 1-888-CLEAN-LA and 888CleanLA.com

¯ Public information counters

In addition, these BMP materials will be appropriate for use by public employees who work in the

fields of construction, including plan checking, permit review and inspections; educational site visits; food

preparation; fleet services/vehicle maintenance; grounds/park maintenance; materials purchasing and

storage; environmental education; and waste management. (See Public Agency Employees, page 113)

County Responsibilities -- Activity 1

¯ Continue to refine BMP materials packages (overall handbook and fact sheets) including industry-

and activity-specific, concise "how to" materials

¯ Provide translation/interpretation to appropriate languages as needed

Co-permittee Responsibilities -- Activity !

¯ Purchase materials through the County’s "group printing" system of BMP materials and distribute
them at City public counters, in appropriate workshops, during educational site visits and other

business outreach opportunities

� Optional." Add City-produced materials to packets, as appropriate
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Activity 2 Other Educational Printed Materials

Description

The purpose of posters, flyers, signage and other similar printed materials is to relay relevant

information about stormwater/urban runoff BMPs in a graphic format that is space-effective and that

can be understood at a glance. These materials are typically displayed in high-traffic areas of

businesses, so information can be viewed by employees repetitively, reinforcing the messages.

Factors to consider when selecting or developing BMP posters, flyers and signage are:

¯ Illustrations that are striking and show BMPs so well that only a short caption or written explanation
is required

¯ Information that is fundamental, rather than in-depth or detailed

¯ Information that is reflective and supportive of the BMPs developed by the Model Programs

¯ Size of the material should take into account the potential of limited available space

¯ Production of the materials should take into account interior or exterior (weather-proof) posting and
should be easily movable if the job is progressive

¯ Languages -- the most frequently used languages are English, Spanish and Chinese

Signage is particularly suited to help general contractors overcome worker-related challenges,
such as training employees and subcontractors, including those who do not speak English. In addition,

construction is allowed to progress only by passing permit inspection milestones; control of stormwater

runoff is a permit requirement. Having highly visible and durable signage will help reinforce
awareness of and cooperation with implementation of BMPs.
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Distribution -- Activity 2

¯ Inside the modular overview handbook

¯ By County and City inspectors during site visits

¯ Through County and City’s permitting process

¯ 1-888-CLEAN-LA and 888CleanLA.com

¯ Public information counters

In addition, these BMP materials will be appropriate for individual merchants who wash

sidewalks and for use by public employees who work in the fields of construction, including plan

checking, permit review, and inspections; educational site visits; food preparation; fleet services/vehicle

maintenance; grounds/park maintenance; materials purchasing and storage; environmental education;

and waste management.

County Responsibilities -- Activity 2

¯ Make existing posters (food and restaurant industry, auto repair, gas station) available to Co-

permittees through the "group printing" system

¯ Develop additional posters for high-priority business activities identified by the Model Programs and

through the Baseline Business Survey

¯ Provide appropriate language translation/interpretation as needed

¯ Distribute materials through County distribution channels -- site visits, permit process,

1-888-CLEAN-LA phone number, website, workshops, conferences

¯ Produce a flyer on sidewalk washing for individual businesses

Co-permittee Responsibilities -- Activity 2

¯ Purchase and distribute existing posters (food and restaurant industry, auto repair, gas station) and
any new posters (e.g., sidewalk washing) made available by the County through its "group printing"

system. Co-permit-tee distribution avenues: site visits, permit process, local hotline/help phone

number, workshops, conferences
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Activity 3 BMP Workshops for High-Risk Businesses in Conjunction With Model
Programs. Forums and Educational Partnerships Targeting Polluting
Activities Common to a Broad Range of Businesses.

Description

For businesses and/or activities that are identified as high-priority -- those in large numbers

and/or have a greater potential to pollute -- workshops will be developed and produced by the County.
Specific businesses targeted for workshops include: auto repair shops, restaurants and new

development/construction.

Workshops targeting Phase I businesses will focus on specific activities found to be of high
priority in the Industrial/Commercial Model Program, such as manufacturers dealing with safe storage
and handling of chemicals and other hazardous materials. It should also be noted that the Model
Programs and Baseline survey may identify additional businesses that would benefit fi’om BMP
workshops.

The purpose of these workshops is to create a training opportunity to educate owners, managers

and supervisors about stormwater/urban runoffBMPs related to their professions and the simple,
relevant techniques and operations that can be used. In addition to educating these professions about

stormwater pollution management, training should reinforce the incentives for businesses to implement

BMPs -- achieve cost savings (when applicable), promote a safe working environment, protect

employee health, comply with local, state and federal regulations and provide customer satisfaction.

Additionally, invitations will be extended to public agency employees (Public Agency

Employee Activity 3) who hold municipal jobs in the professions and business practices presented in

the business/industry annual workshops and partnerships’ outreach.
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Workshop Targets Forum/Partnership Targets

¯ Auto repair shop owners/managers * Professional Trade Schools
¯ Restaurant owners/managers ~’ Trade Assn. Local Chapters
¯ New Development/Construction managers/supervisors* General Contractors Licensing
¯ Phase I Business owners/managers " Vocational Programs
¯ Other specific businesses indicated by Model Programs¯ Continuing Education
¯ Municipal employees engaged in any of above activities¯ Trade Shows and Conferences

¯ Chambers of Commerce
¯ Public Agency Employees

Materials Utilized -- Activity 3

¯ Overview BMP handbool~ and appropriate BMP inserts/check lists (See Activity I)

¯ Other printed materials (See Activity 2)

¯ For construction and municipal activities workshops, the Public Employee’s Trainer’s Manual~°
produced by the County includes slides, videos and handouts that can be used

¯ Materials and procedures identified in reports on the pilot business outreach program -- Southeastern
Targeted Opportunities for Pollution Prevention (STOPP) t~

¯ Database of Phase I and other specific businesses being created for Model Programs (for notification
purposes)

County Responsibilities -- Activity 3

¯ Develop and produce annual workshops. Once the initial format is set (agenda, publicity, materials),
it should be utilized for each workshop to avoid duplication and provide maximum cost- and time-
effectiveness

¯ Research, develop and implement countywide business partnerships (chambers of commerce,
trade/business associations) and programs for collaborative forums, conferences, trade shows,
speakers bureau oppommities and expanded message distribution

¯ Determine effectiveness of the workshops as an educational tool early in the Five-Year Public
Education Plan and adjust the approach if participation is low compared to the amount of effort
required to produce the events

¯ As Principal Permittee, the County is responsible for assembling and maintaining a database of
industrial/commercial facilities for use in the education site visit program. Note: This database will

~o Municipal Activities- Volume 1 and Construction- Volume 2, Public Employee Trainer Manual produced by Larry

Walker Associates, with Hams & Company and Rogers & Associates. February 1997. One free set was distributed to
each Co-perrmttee m March 1997.

t~ For a copy of the final r.eport of the STOPP pilot program please contact the County of Los Angeles Department of
Public Works Enviroamental Programs Division or the State of California Department of Toxic Substances Control m
Long Beach.
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be an important tool to be used to invite businesses to appropriate workshops. The County’s
responsibility for creating the database is being recognized -- but not repeated -- in this activity of
the Five-Year Public Education Plan

Co-permittee Responsibilities -- Activity 3

¯ Assist in publicizing the workshops, encouraging participation among local business owners/
managers and appropriate public agency employees, providing expert speakers, if needed

¯ Support the County in its countywide partnerships through business/industry and public agency
employee attendance, local publicity, and providing expert speakers and case studies, if needed
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Activity 4 Partnerships with Business Associations, Chambers of Commerce, andI

Other Business-Oriented Organizations. Coordination with Local
Business Development Programs for Outreach to "Hard-to-Reach"
Businesses.

Description

Partnerships with business organizations are essential for the business outreach component for

three major reasons: (1) The Permit requires (page 59, subsection dd) Co-permittees to promote public

participation through cooperative outreach such as "adopt-a" programs. A more effective alternative to

"adopt-a" programs is developing local business partnerships, which are not only cooperative, but also

target audiences that have been prioritized. (2) Business organizations serve as credible messengers for

the business owners, managers, and employees who are members. Therefore, educational programs

that are co-sponsored with these organizations have the potential to be more effective than similar

programs sponsored by the governments of the County and Co-Permittees alone. (3) The business
community has little free time -- by partnering with their business organizations and communicating

through their existing meetings and newsletters, an opportunity has been created to deliver targeted

stormwater messages in a relevant and time-saving manner.

Relationships and partnerships with mid- to large-size business/trade organizations can expand

the message distribution avenues and activities, and supplement program costs through the following:

¯ Educational forums and/or seminars to communicate BMP "how to" information and provide
posters, signage and other materials for use in the work place (Activities 1, 2, 3)

¯ Targeted small-space advertising in trade publications and association newsletters (Activity 6)

¯ News articles, case studies and other educational media relations in trade publications and
association newsletters (Activity 5)

¯ Targeted direct mail to managers of specific industries (within this Activity)

¯ Distribution of materials at meetings, membership drives and information counters (Activities 1, 2)
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Independently-owned and community-based businesses typically do not affiliate with the mid-

to large-sized business/trade organizations, yet they represent a vast number of stormwater polluters

and potential polluters. Reaching these "mom and pop" businesses will involve working with local
business development offices, community-based programs and organizations and vendors. Motivating

factors for adopting stormwater pollution prevention practices focus on cost, value and regulatory

compliance. Many of the activities listed above are applicable to this business/industry sub-set, but will
have to be adjusted for a more grassroots, one-on-one effort.

County Responsibilities

¯ Identify countywide professional associations with whom to develop the most effective partnerships,

based upon target audiences, membership and level of activity of the organization. Develop and
maintain a contact database

¯ Identify countywide pollution prevention organizations and other environmental education programs

that target similar segments of the business community and develop effective partnerships to

coordinate and share outreach. Develop and maintain a contact database

¯ Solicit cotmtywide alliances with Chambers of Commerce and other business-oriented organizations

to expand message distribution, enhance credibility of messages and activities, and to supplement

program costs

¯ Provide printed BMP materials as needed for mailings, information counters, etc.

¯ Develop trade associations’ publications list for news bureau and provide news articles for trade

association newsletters

¯ Incorporate business/industry activity-specific information into news bureau

¯ Develop educational materials co-sponsored with business associations

¯ Prepare news articles for trade publications and association newsletters

¯ Develop targeted direct mail to managers of specific industries
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County Responsibilities, cont.:

¯ Develop presentation/exhibit materials for participation in business/industry events

¯ Develop a "Guide to Local Partnerships" manual as a resource and reference for Co-permittees

working on the local level

Co-permittee Responsibilities:

¯ Identify business/trade organizations with which to partner for programs and information

distribution

¯ Identify appropriate local business events in which to participate

¯ Support local and countywide business/trade association events with personnel and local information

¯ Provide media list of local business/trade organizations’ newsletters and publications

¯ Utilize the "Guide to Local Partnerships" to create business/industry grassroots outreach

opportunities

Note to Co-permittees:

The range of ways for Co-permittees to satisfy this requirement is quite wide -- from minimal to
highly participatory. Examples include: (1) have a telephone conversation with, and send a letter to the
manager of the local Chamber of Commerce to inform him/her of County-sponsored workshops that
will be available to businesses in the community. The manager of the Chamber would then be able to
pass along important information about the workshops to members. (2) Provide BMP materials to local
businesses for distribution to the public at the check-out counters or information centers. (3) Enlist
financial and "in-kind" support from major businesses or organizations to co-sponsor local stormwater
education events, such as providing meeting room space at no charge, contributing money to cover a
portion of the costs of the event, or providing expert speakers, refreshments or free samples.
(4) Participate in a local event as a speaker or provide materials to attendees.
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Activity 5 Targeted Trade and Business Media Relation~

Description

Business people get substantial information related to their professions from a variety of

periodicals -- such as trade association newsletters/publications (discussed in Activity 4), professional

periodicals, the business section of daily and weekly newspapers, and business-oriented radio and

television.

The basic components of a business/industry media relations campaign will be incorporated into

the overarching General Public/Residents media relations program discussed in the previous section

(Activity 3).

Specifically these components include:

¯ Overarching media information kit including modular countywide and city-specific
business/industry information

¯ Media releases reporting on or announcing business/industry events, issues and activities around the
County

¯ Media advisories announcing business/industry events or specific happenings

¯ Editorial placements in trade publications, business reporters of newspapers, radio and television

¯ Meetings with editorial boards to encourage coverage and support of business stormwater pollution
prevention

¯ Public service announcements

County Responsibilities -- Activity 5

¯ Develop a business publications list including association and organizational newsletters

¯ Supplement the News Bureau discussed in General Public/Residents Activity 3 with business-related
case studies, resources, references

¯ Develop a "Guide to Local Business Media Relations" manual to serve as a reference and resource
for Co-permittees’ local media relations efforts

¯ Drat~ and distribute media releases reporting on or announcing countywide activities, events and
issues. Provide "template" releases to the Co-permittees in advance of the release date for localized
use
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¯ Develop and place countywide business stories

Co-permittee Responsibilities -- Activity 5

¯ Utilize the "Guide to Local Media Relations" manual to implement media relations activities within
the community -- press releases, story placement and PSAs

Optional.

¯ Provide the countywide News Bureau with local case studies, media outlet lists, resources and
references
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Activity 6 Targeted Small-Space Print Trade and Business Advertising

Description

The advertising campaign within this audience will be limited to small-space print

advertisements that are placed in specific and targeted business and industry publications. The

message(s) will be focused on educating business readers about particular clean business practices in

the industry that is the subject of the publication. General awareness ads that speak to a broad range of
businesses as a group are not part of this program. In addition to media buys in trade and business

publications, print advertising space will be purchased in appropriate local community and ethnic

newspapers to reach the small, mid-size and "mom and pop" businesses.

A series of small-space template "good practice" ads for each of the high-risk businesses will be
developed along with ads for other potentially high-polluting businesses as determined and directed

through the Model Programs. These ads will incorporate and follow the overarching approach

discussed in Chapter III, Five-Year Public Education Plan Overview. These templates will be available

to the Co-permittees as photostats or on computer disk for placement in their community newspapers as
part of their local media plan and in appropriate City agency and departmental newsletters.

Ifa Co-permittee has a business recognition program, it can use the "good practice" ad

templates and add the business logo(s) to acknowledge the specific businesses that are doing a good job

while educating other businesses about the practices they implement in their operations.
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Targeted Publications -- Activity 6

¯ Trade and business monthly publications for the high-risk businesses (many of these are glossy
national publications and will have reach outside the Southern Califomia area)

¯ Local trade and business publications published by local organizations such as unions, trade
associations, chambers of commerce, small business organizations, ethnic business associations and
vendor newsletters

¯ Community-based and ethnic newspapers

¯ Public agency, City and departmental newsletters

¯ Business websites as appropriate

County Responsibilities -- Activity 6

¯ Develop series of small-space print advertising templates and make these available to Co-permittees
as photostats or on disk

¯ Provide language interpretation of print ad series, as needed

¯ Develop a countywide media buy in business periodicals and publications produced by unions, trade
associations, chambers of commerce

¯ Provide information/ideas for localizing advertising messages for Co-permittee use

¯ Negotiate, as available, PSA space in these publications

Co-permittee Responsibilities -- Activity 6

¯ Supplement County media buys by funding additional buys in the local market

Optional:

¯ Negotiate PSA space in the local market
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Activity 7 Advanced Technology and Telecommunications

Description -- 1-888-CLEAN-LA and 888CleanLA.com

The County of Los Angeles currently advertises and operates 1-888-CLEAN-LA and
888CleanLA.com. The County’s 24-hour hotline number allows callers to find out about household
hazardous waste roundups and used oil recycling as well as to report clogged catch basin inlets, and
dumping and illicit discharge violations. The website offers this information online as well as
additional information that cannot be accommodated by a telephone system.

The County infrastructure capability and capacity of the 1-888-CLEAN-LA phone number
makes it able to handle thousands of calls per day.

Coordination between the County and the Co-permit’tees with individual hotline numbers is
important for dissemination of cohesive information and call handling.

County Responsibilities -- Activity 7

¯ Include these resource websites in the County News Bureau

¯ In the event a County of Los Angeles website is developed, include the stormwater BMP
information as provided by the Model Programs and link all appropriate and related websites to
its design

¯ Operate effectively and continue to expand the information provided by the 1-888-CLEAN-LA
hotline number

¯ Provide a guide manual to Co-permittees with individual 1-800 hotlines that provides an
information and call handling resources link allowing cohesive dissemination of pollution
prevention practices

¯ Promote 1-888-CLEAN-LA and 888CleanLA.com through as many vehicles as possible (media
relations, flyers, posters, advertising, etc.)

Co-permittee Responsibilities -- Activity 7

¯ Provide addresses for new websites to the County News Bureau as they come on-line

¯ Promote the addresses of existing websites through appropriate channels (e.g., newsletters,
publications, media releases)

¯ In the event a Co-permittee has a City website or develops a City website, include the
stormwater BMP information as pro.vided by the Model Programs
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¯ If a Co-permittee 1-800 hotline number already is in operation, it should be reviewed and
updated, if necessary, with an infrastructure that will effectively disseminate information about
pollution prevention practices in a consumer-friendly manner

¯ Work with the County and utilize the provided guide manual to coordinate information and call
handling between the County and the Co-permittees so the system appears to be seamless
throughout the County

¯ Promote both the 1-888-CLEAN-LA and local number through as many vehicles as possible
(media relations, flyers, posters, advertising, etc.)
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SCHOOL EDUCATION    ¯

Situation Analysis Overview

While there is little existing statistical information on children and their polluting and

pollution prevention behaviors, it is generally accepted that children are commonly the trend setters or
"influencers," the people who break ground for the widespread changes of the future. For example,

children have been the critical players in the education/action process for the recycling movement.

Recycling activities that are conducted in the classroom and schoolwide, either curriculum projects or as

fund-raisers, almost always translate into direct or indirect parental involvement. Either the parent has to

collect glass, aluminum or plastic for their children to take to school, or they are reminded by their
children during the course of normal family life to recycle that glass, aluminum or plastic bottle.

While children have been very successful home messengers for recycling; in reality, they don’t

naturally segment environmental issues into individual topics like recycling, used oil or water pollution.
Teachers and other adults tend to do that and present them as specific topics -- sometimes in a related

context and sometimes as separate subjects presented throughout the year. Pollution prevention should

be taught to children as a single overarching topic and reinforced as such throughout the year.

Curriculum Challenges

The challenge faced by Los Angeles County and its Co-permittees -- the same challenge

found with the General Public/Residents audience -- is to rise above the clutter and become known

for materials that are teacher-useful and student-helpful. This means the materials must be:

* be linked to State Standards for education;

¯ fun and enjoyable;

¯ flexible with supportive resources;

¯ appropriate for specific grade levels;

¯ do-able within potentially limited classroom budgets, resources, and time;

* expandable beyond the curriculum and the classroom; and,

¯ contain practical and usable information that can be interwoven into science, math, art and other
curriculum subjects for greater reach and re-enforcement.

The effectiveness of the school education program will be reinforced by the materials, activities,
the "messenger," and its ability to carry beyond the classroom. This is particularly true when
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activities can be developed that require family involvement and that tie back into and support

programs within the General PublicSResidents.

Youthful Motivation

Information from teachers indicates that children in the K-3 grades have the most natural

curiosity and are the most motivated and enthusiastic to carry messages home, and to share activities

with their parents or guardians. As children get older -- 4th through 7th grades -- they more often

share ideas and activities with their peers than with their parents, and curriculum activities should

reflect this inclination. Activities have been designed for teams or groups of youth so they are part

not only of the implementation process, but also in decision making and have some form of control
over the final result. These children also can become team peer teachers, presenting their projects

and accomplishments to the children in the lower grades. High school students require a different

focus. While most are more concerned about themselves and their future, this self-interest can be
translated into environmental "lessons" through career exploration programs.

The Los Angeles County School System

The 1,650 public schools, 1,320 private schools and 2 percent home-taught student

population in Los Angeles County make the diversity of this population as daunting as the general
population. Added to this challenge are the restrictive budgetary parameters that prevent schools

from doing many of the basic educational activities they would like to do. This situation is

complicated by the bureaucratic approval process to implement new programs even when funding

is supplied.

Existing Programs

There are a large number of existing environmental education programs available in Los Angeles

County including:

¯ the County’s current elementary school program which covers the spectrum ofenvironmental topics

from recycling to stormwater pollution and includes outreach beyond the classroom through
community-based youth events

¯ the County’s secondary environmental education school program which covers the full range of

environmental issues through the subject of solid waste management
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* the County’s annual sponsorship of the "Plan-It-Earth" program and competition for grades 6-9 in
conj unction with Times in Education. The complete teachers’ package includes project management
guidelines, a poster timeline and teacher orientations providing step-by-step directions

¯ the City of Los Angeles’ K-6 assembly-style program which covers the full range of environmental

subjects including recycling, water and air pollution, composting, etc.

¯ "Think Earth" Environmental Education Foundation’s curriculum program for children in K-6. An

instructional unit is provided for each grade level and each unit interrelates all elements of the

environment -- air, land, water and energy -- while emphasizing a specific theme. Each Think Earth

unit contains: a teacher guide, two to three full-color posters, story cards, resource/product/trash

cards, reproducible worksheet!activity masters and a video

¯ California Integrated Waste Management Board’s "Closing the Loop," a curriculum-based, activity

program for school and home designed for teachers and students, K-12
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SCHOOL EDUCATION -- GOALS    ¯

, Introduce and initiate an anti-pollution ethic at an early age that should carry through to
adulthood and to future generations.

# Develop (or integrate) this ethic into an umbrella pollution program that can be implemented
with various grades of school children.

¯ Provide information to school districts once per year on environmental/stormwater education
resources.

*Note: The focus of these messages are specified in the NPDES Perrmt for school children: educate about the
difference between sanitary sewers and storm drams; the trnportance of preventing stormwater pollution; illicit
discharge reporting procedures; source minimization and general pollution prevention.

Communications Approach

Given the existence of current and successful school education programs in Los Angeles

County, an alliance with one or more of these programs is the most efficient and cost-effective

method of communicating with school children.

More than 886,000 elementary school children are enrolled in Los Angeles County schools.

For these K-6 children, the County’s school program and coordinating youth events will provide

the vehicles to teach pollution prevention activities. For the County’s more than 621,000 middle-

and high school children, the Secondary Student Environmental Education Program (SSEEP) will
create a higher understanding of environmental issues and motivate teenagers to take action.

Both of these programs encompass a variety of environmental subjects, including
stormwater pollution. The subject content is in keeping with the findings of the focus group
research and segmentation study which concluded that the education emphasis should be on
providing practical, "how to" information rather than an analysis of the storm drain system.

County Responsibilities -- School Education

¯ Examine all existing, comprehensive school programs and develop an alliance with the
programs best suited to meet the Five-Year Public Education Plan and NPDES goals and
objectives:
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integrates multiple environmental messages (e.g., recycling, water pollution, solid waste)

expandable beyond the curriculum and classroom

utilizes program activities/format that already has been approved by the schools and teachers

do-able within potentially limited classroom and County budgets, resources and time

Co-permittee Responsibilities -- School Education

¯ Encourage local school districts/systems to take advantage of selected Countywide programs

.Vote.

Co-permit-tees will not be responsible for distribution of materials to public or private schools

within their respective jurisdictions.
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Executive Summary

ES.1 OVERVIEW
On July 15, 1996, the Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board (Regional Board)
issued a municipal stormwater National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES)

permit (Permit) to the County of Los Angeles and 85 cities (Permittees). This Permit contains a

requirement for Permit-tees to develop and implement within their jurisdiction a Storm Water
Management Program (SWMP). The Countywide Storm Water Management Plan (CSWMP) is
the unified plan consisting of model programs developed under the Storm Water Management

1 Program requirements as established by the Permit. These model programs are aimed to reduce
pollutant discharges to the maximum extent practicable for attaining water quality objectives and
protecting beneficial uses of receiving waters in Los Angeles County.

In the 2001 NPDES permit, the CSWMP has been renamed to the Stormwater Quality
Management Plan (SQMP). For the remainder of this document, the acronym SQMP is used.

The Permit required the Permit-tees to develop a model program to address each of the following:

¯ Illicit Connections and Illicit Discharges,

¯ Development Planning,

¯ Development Construction,

_ ¯ Public Agency Activities, and

¯ Public Information and Participation

Each model program is a "stand-alone" document that describes one of these five elements of the

SQMP. Record-keeping and reporting requirements are also associated with each model

program. This Executive Summary describes the primary requirements of each of the model
programs comprising the SQMP. The remainder of this document is the SQMP element referred
to as the Development Construction Program, which was approved by the Regional Board in

February. 1999.

ES.2 MODEL ILLICIT CONNECTIONS / ILLICIT DISCHARGE ELIMINATION
PROGRAM

Part 2.II of the Permit contains requirements specifically for the identification and elimination of

illicit connections and illicit discharges to the municipal separate storm sewer system (MS4),
generally referred to in this document as "storm drain system." The Permit requirements include
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five components for the elimination of illicit connections and illicit discharges. Those five

components are:

¯ Illicit connection elimination,

¯ Illicit discharge elimination,

¯ Best management practices (BMPs) program for designated non-stormwater discharges,

¯ Public reporting of illicit discharge and disposal practices, and

¯ Hazardous waste reporting program.

Illicit Connection Elimination

The goal of this component is to detect and eliminate illicit connections in order to reduce
pollutants discharged through such connections to the maximum extent practical. The objectives

are to:

¯ Conduct storm drain system field screening for illicit connections during scheduled
infrastructure maintenance by maintenance personnel.

¯ Determine the source and nature of suspected illicit discharges by investigating
connections to the storm drain system.

The model program also describes a methodology that Pemittees may use in prioritizing areas of
their jurisdiction for investigation. Once the illicit connection/discharge has been investigated,
one of the following actions must occur:

¯ If the discharge is determined to consist only of exempted non-stormwater, the
connection will be allowed to remain and will no longer be considered an illicit
connection. Permit’tees may elect to issue a permit for the connection or allow the
connection to remain if information on the connection is documented; or

¯ The discharger will be required to obtain an NPDES permit; or

¯ The connection will be terminated through voluntary action or enforcement proceedings.

Permit-tees may prioritize potential problem areas for detection and investigation efforts under

this program component, using the methodology defined in this model program.
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Illicit Discharge Elimination

Ihe goal of this component is to detect and eliminate illicit discharges from entering the storm
drain system to reduce pollutants from such discharge to the maximum extent practicable. The
objectives are to:

¯ Investigate, contain, and clean up incidental spills reported by the public, other agencies
or observed by Permit-tee field staff during the course of their normal daily activities,

¯ Eliminate through voluntary termination or enforcement action prohibitednon-
stormwater discharges to the storm drain system, and

¯ Investigate to determine the nature and source of the discharge and eliminate through
voluntary termination or enforcement action suspected prohibited non-storm discharges in
the storm drain system.

BMPs for Designated Non-Stormwater Discharges
| The Permit required the City of Los Angeles to conduct a study on pollutants entering storm

drains from street and sidewalk washing operation to:

(i.) Characterize discharges from mumcipal street washing and sidewalk washing

(ii.) Assess the impacts of such activities and

¯ ~ (iii.) Recommend appropriate BMPs to control any adverse impacts.

The City of Los Angeles completed the study and prepared a report entitled, "A Study of
Pollutants Entering Storm Drains from Street and Sidewalk Washing Operations in Los Angeles,
California." The Regional Board approved recommended BMPs for street and sidewalk washing
activities.

-J Public Reporting
The goal of this component is to promote, publicize and facilitate public reporting of illicit
discharges and illicit disposal practices. Permittees must implement a system for complainant
documentation and a follow up response for calls received from the public regarding potential

illicit discharges and illicit disposal practices.

Reporting Hazardous Substances Entering the Storm Drain System
The goal of this component is to facilitate appropriate reporting of hazardous substances entering

the storm drain system as a result of an illicit discharge. The Permittees must implement a
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reporting program to document quantities of hazardous substances entenng the storm drain
system.

ES.3    MODEL DEVELOPMENT PLANNING PROGRAM
"’Development" Projects encompass those projects that are subject to a planning and permitting
review process by a Permittee. A "’Development" Project may be new development.
redevelopment, renovation, remodeling, rehabilitation, infill, or other terms that may be used in a
Permittee’s ordinances and/or building code. The planning and design of public facilities have
similar requirements described in the Model Public Agency Activities Program, another
component of the Countywide Storm Water Management Plan.

The fundamental concept of this program component is to identify development that may
significantly impact stormwater quality and to then to include permanent BMPs in the project’s
design. Development projects that may significantly impact stormwater quality are Planning
"Priority" Projects. Other projects are deemed "Exempt" from these program requirements.

Each Permittee will implement a development-planning program that includes the following
components:

¯ System for determining the appropriate category, (Priority or Exempt) for a Development
Project;

¯ Recommended list of BMPs to be considered, and as appropriate, implemented for
Development Projects;

¯ Process to ensure that Planning Priority Projects incorporate the Standard Urban Storm
Water Mitigation Plans using the recommended list of BMPs;

¯ Guidelines for California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) compliance;
¯ Guidelines for the revision of General Plan elements to include watershed and stormwater

quality management considerations, when General Plan elements are being significantly
rewritten; and

¯ Developer information program that provides general guidance on the Permittee’s
development planning program, and specific guidance on BMP selection and the
Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plans.

A checklist and flowchart are included in the Model Development Planning Program to assist
Permittees in determining whether a project is Priority or Exempt.



Executive Summary

ES.4 MODEL DEVELOPMENT CONSTRUCTION PROGRAM
¯ Permit-tees must also implement a program to manage storrnwater and urban runoff associated

with construction activities within their jurisdictions. The Model Development Construction
Program addresses:

¯ Development and implementation of construction site BMPs:

¯ Implementation of procedures to verify Notice of Intent (NOI) filing with the State Water
Resources Control Board and completion of stormwater pollution prevention plan
(SWPPP) for projects subject to the California General Construction Permit, and

¯ Implementation of a construction inspection program.

Construction Site BMPs

A Development Construction Project is defined as projects for which site activities such as

clearing, grading, excavation, road construction, structure construction, or sm~cture demolition
results in the disturbance of soil.

In certain situations, where impact to stormwater quality is a greater threat, Development
Construction Projects should be given greater scrutiny to ensure that minimum requirements are

met. These projects which present a greater threat to water quality, but are not subject to the
California General Permit for Storm Water Discharges Associated with Construction Activity1

are called Construction Priority Projects.

Unless specifically exempted, all Development Construction Projects will be required to

implement BMPs to meet minimum water quality protection requirements. As a condition for
issuing a grading or building permit, applicants for covered Development Construction Projects
shall be required to certify that they understand and will comply with the minimum BMPs
requirements related to construction site runoff.

Projects Subject to the General Construction Permit

Developers of construction sites subject to the General Construction Permit are required to
prepare and implement a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (state SWPPP). Before issuing

building or grading permits, Permittees will require applicants to demonstrate that a Notice of

Intent (NOI) has been filed with the State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB), and that a
state SWPPP has been prepared for projects subject to the General Construction Permit.

A project is subject to the Genera~ Construction Permit if it disturbs 5 acres or more of soil, or the project results in the
disturbance of less than 5 acres but is part of a larger common plan of development or sale that exceeds 5 acres.
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Requirements for Construction Priority Projects
Prior to receiving a building or grading permit, applicants for Construction Priori~’ Projects must

prepare a local stormwater pollution prevention plan (local SWPPP) covenng construction
materials and waste management control, and must certify that they will implement the local

SWPPP year-round. Applicants for Construction Priority projects must also prepare and
implement a Wet Weather Erosion Control Plan (WWECP) if the project will leave soil
disturbed during the rainy season (November 1 through April !5).

Site Inspection and Enforcement

Each Permit-tee will implement site inspection procedures to assess whether the minimum
requirements for Development Construction Projects are being achieved and appropriate BMPs
are being implemented. Site inspections will also determine if local SWPPPs are being

implemented at projects where they apply. Developers and/or contractors will also be required to
conduct and document self-inspections of their construction site. Each Permit-tee will also

develop and implement enforcement procedures to require that corrective actions be undertaken

when the requirements are not met.

ES.5    MODEL PUBLIC AGENCY ACTIVITIES PROGRAM
Part IV.C of the Permit contains requirements specifically for public agency activities and
facilities. Components of the Public Agency Activities Model Program describe measures to be
taken by Permirtees to reduce stormwater impacts from public agency activities and facilities

such as sanitary sewer systems, public construction activities, vehicle maintenance and material
storage facilities, recreation facilities, stormwater drainage systems, streets and roads, etc.

Sewage Systems Operations
This program component is applicable to all Permittees who own and operate a sewage collection
system. Although sewage systems themselves are not a regular source of stormwater pollution,
raw sewage contains pollutants that can pose a serious threat to both human health and the
quality, of receiving waters if they enter the storm drain system through incidents such as spills,

leaks, or overflows. The goal of this program is to reduce the impact of Permit’tee-owned sewage
system operations on stormwater quality.

The objectives of this program component are to:

¯ Keep any sewage overflows or leaks from entering the storm drain system or receiving
waters.

T \ 1995L~54P24~TASK3-3C~ 200~.~ Ooc~ ES-6

R0000429



Executive Summary

¯ Identify and repair sewage system blockages, exfiltrations, overflows and implement
.                 procedures for investigating the causes.

¯ Notify public health authorities in cases where threats to public health exist.

Public Construction Activities Management

This program component is applicable to all Permittees who construct or contract to construct
public facilities, including infrastructure. The program component requires the use of temporary

best management practices (BMPs) to reduce the discharge of pollutants from public
construction sites. In addition, public agency facilities with the potential for having a significant
effect on stormwater quality when completed by virtue of their size, nature of on-site activities,
or other factors must incorporate permanent BMPs in the planning and design of the project.

The objectives of this program component are to:

* Select and incorporate appropriate construction control measures for stormwater quality
management from construction sites.

¯ Conduct and inspection program, including enforcement procedures as necessary, to
verify, that the construction control measures are implemented and performed effectively
throughout the construction period.

Vehicle Maintenance / Material Storage Facilities Management

This program component is applicable to all Permittees who own and operate vehicle

maintenance or materials storage facilities. Activities at these facilities may generate waste,
spills and leaks that could potentially reach the storm drain system and receiving waters. The
goal of this program is to make stormwater quality a consideration when conducting activities at
municipal facilities.

The objectives of this program component are to:

¯ Identify and evaluate sources of pollutants from public vehicle maintenance/material
storage facilities that may affect the quality of stormwater discharge from the facility.

¯ Identify and implement site-specific best management practices to reduce or prevent
pollutants in stormwater discharges.

Landscape and Recreational Facilities Management

This program component is applicable to all Permittees who own and operate recreational
facilities. Maintenance practices at parks and recreation facilities generally include fertilizer and
pesticide applications, vegetation maintenance and disposal, swimming pool chemical
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maintenance and draining, and trash and debris management. All of these activities have the

potential to contribute pollutants to the storm drain system. If improperly managed, potential
pollutants can be transported in runoff (stormwater and non-stormwater discharges) to the storm

drain system and subsequently to receiving waters. The goat of the program for landscape and
recreational facilities management is to make the stormwater qualiu a consideration when
conducting operation and maintenance activities.

The objectives of this program component are to:

¯ Minimize the discharge of pesticides, herbicides and fertilizers to the storm drain system
and receiving waters.

¯ Prevent the disposal of landscape waste into the storm drain system.

¯ Minimize the trash, debris and other pollutants from entering Permitee-owned
recreational water bodies.

¯ Discharge municipal swimming pool water in a manner that will not contribute pollutants
to receiving waters.

Storm Drain Operation and Management
The storm drain system functions primarily to collect and convey surface runoff to receiving
waters during storms in order to prevent flooding. A common municipal activity, includes the
maintenance of the storm drain system to maintain hydraulic function as intended during storms.
The goal of this program is to reduce the impact of storm drain operation and maintenance
activities on stormwater quality.

The objectives of this program component are to:

¯ Inspect and clean catch basins annually and keep appropriate records.

¯ Remove trash and debris annually from open channels and properly dispose of these
materials to prevent them from being washed to receiving waters.

¯ Report prohibited non-stormwater discharges observed during the course of normal daily
activities so they can be investigated, contained and cleaned up, or eliminated.

¯ Review maintenance activities to verif)’ that they minimize the amount of pollutants
discharged to receiving waters.

Streets and Roads Maintenance

Streets and roads may collect litter and debris from nearby activities, as well as from vehicular
traffic. During the course of routine-maintenance waste materials are often generated. The goat
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of this component is to reduce the impact of Permittee street and road operations and

maintenance on stormwater quality.

The objectives of this program component are to:

¯ Sweep curbed streets to reduce the discharge of pollutants associated with activities
occurring in street and road rights-of-way.

¯ Minimize the discharge of pollutants associated with the maintenance of streets and
roads.

Parking Facilities Manage,rnent

Permittees who own parking lots with more than 25 parking spaces located in areas with
potential exposure to stormwater must have a parking facilities management plan. ~ae goal of

this component is to reduce the impact of these parking facilities on the quality of stormwater
discharges and receiving waters. The objective of this program component is to remove debris

from parking facilities to reduce the amount of material that comes into contact with stormwater.

Public Industrial Activities

Industrial activities, whether private or public, have the potential to discharge pollutants to the
storm drain system. Many industrial facilities are subject to the California General Industrial

Activities Storm Water Permit (General Industrial Permit) for control of stormwater pollution.
The goal of the General Industrial Permit is to reduce the impact of industrial facilities on
stormwater quality. This provision of the Permit may procedurally simplify and reduce the cost
of Permittees’ compliance for their industrial facilities (Phase 1) by providing the option to
obtain coverage under the Permit in lieu of the General Industrial Permit. The objective of this

program component is to comply with all requirements and conditions contained in the General
Industrial Permit.

Emergency Procedures

Each Permittee must consider the impact of discharges to the storm drain system during

emergency repairs of essential public services and infrastructure, and response to natural
disasters. The goal is to reduce the impact of emergency response activities on receiving waters,
to the extent possible, without compromising public health and safety.

The objectives of this program component are to:

Recognize that public health and safety are the highest priority when conducting
emergency response activities.
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1-he objectives of this program component are to:

¯ ¯ Recognize that public health and safety are the highest priority when conducting
emergency response activities.

¯ Protect surface water quality by incorporating appropriate BMPs into emergency
response activities to the extent possible.

ES.6 MODEL PUBLIC INFORMATION AND PARTICIPATION PROGRAM
The purpose of the Public Information and Participation Program (Five-Year Public Education
Plan) is to provide the framework for a comprehensive educational stormwater and urban runoff
outreach approach that will reach as many Los Angeles County residents as possible. The Five-

Year Public Education Plan is research-based, broad-based with overarching themes, flexible.
adaptable, and simplistic in order to produce behavior change.

Groups of residents differ significantly in terms of the amount of pollution they contribute, their

demographics and lifestyle, attitudes related to stormwater pollution, and probability of changing
their behaviors. By better understanding the general County resident population, resources may

be directed to those segments of the population that pose the greatest threat to stormwater quality

and who represent the greatest oppommity to respond to a public education campaign.

Some key strategies developed for successful implementation of the education model include:

¯ Creating Overarching Approach - A unified overall public education approach sets a
"’tone" for the program and once established helps target audiences identify, the program
with its pollution prevention message.

¯ Building Partnerships - Integrate County and city programs, cooperate with
environmental groups, co-Permittees, and other public and business groups to
disseminate public education program materials and special events information.

¯ Unify Pollution Prevention Efforts - Link all pollution prevention efforts (such as
recycling, used oil and household waste) under a single agenda rather than under multiple
prevention splinter programs.

¯ Develop "How To" Instructions - Provide specific guidelines supported by simple easy
to remember tasks and concise "’how to" instructions for pollution prevention actions that
residents and business may incorporate into their everyday routines.

¯ Monitoring and Evaluation System - Establish an evaluation system to measure program
effectiveness by assessing the number of people who show increased, awareness, intent
an~or actions in reducing stormwater pollution. Re-evaluate and enhance program
components on continually based on program effectiveness.
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¯ Multiple Audience Impact - Develop program materials and activities that may be
implemented and have impact on more than one audience at a time.

The Model Public Information and Participation Program also includes reporting requirements
for Permittees to support the Annual Program Report to the Regional Board. These reporting
requirements include the documentation of information such as:

¯ Number of media outlets contacted to run public service announcements (PSAs),

¯ Dollar value and number of media buys,

¯ Audience of the media PSAs,

¯ List of local businesses enlisted to place non-traditional advertising (point-of-purchase
displays, product neck hangers, etc.)

¯ Numbers and types of stormwater pollution prevention materials distributed, and

¯ Whether there is an increase in the number of illicit discharge reports to the Permittee.

~ ,~o~..,~.,,~= ~, ES- 11
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SECTIONO E Introduction

o;                1.1      BACKGROUND
The municipal storm water National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit
(Permitl issued to Los Angeles County and 85 cities by the Los Angeles Regional Water Quality

Control Board (Regional Board) on July 15, 1996 requires for Permittees to develop and
implement a Model Development Construction Program (Model Program). This Model Program
describes the actions that Permit-tees should take to meet the requirements for this provision of

the Permit.

More generally, development construction activities identified by the Permit are summarized in

Table 1-1. Permit requirements are fully enforceable and may only be changed through action by

the Regional Board. The Model Program is to be approved by the Regional Board staff

(Executive Officer) and may be changed only by approval of the Executive Officer. The

applicable portion of the Permit that covers development construction is included as Appendix A

to this Model Program.

Table 1-1
Permit Requirements - Development Construction

Permit Section Requirement Compliance Date

Ill.B.2.a Develop and implement a program of 6 months after commencement of next fiscal
-i construction control measures. Address year following Executive Officer approval of

minimum requirements and recommended model program, but no later than 7/30/99.II!
., BMPs.

III.B.2.b Implement a procedure to require grading 1/31/97
permit applicants covered by the California
General Permit for Storm Water Discharges
Associated with Construction Activity to show
NOI filed and SWPPP prepared.

!ll.B.3,b Implement a construction inspection 6 months after commencement of next fiscal
program, year following Executive Officer approval of

-[ model program, but no later than 7/30/99J11

(1) Provided that suc~ approval is issued not later than 90 clays pnor to the commencement of the Pen~tee’s fiscal year.

1.2 OVERVIEW OF PROJECTS SUBJECT TO THE MODEL PROGRAM

Construction Projects

A Development Construction Project is a site where activities such as clearing, grading,

excavation, road construction, structure construction, or structure demolition results in the
disturbance of soil.
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Unless otherwise designated as a Construction Priority Project or an Exempt Project. all
¯ ,~ Development Construction Projects are required to meet the minimum water quality protection

requirements for construction permits discussed in Section 2.1.

Construction Priority Project

In certain situations, where impact to storm water quality is a greater threat, Development
Construction Projects should be given greater scrutiny to ensure that minimum requirements are

. !
met. These situations are:

Projects where a greater threat to water quality, exists, but which are not subject to the
California General Permit for Storm Water Discharges Associated with Construction
Activity are called Construction Priority Projects. Three conditions determine a

Construction Priority Project:

1) the project is in or adjacent to an environmentally sensitive area, or

2) the project will disturb greater than two acres, or

3) the project is located in a hillside area (as defined by the local jurisdiction) where soil
disturbance occurs during the rainy season.

Projects Subject to the General Construction Permit

A project is subject to the California General Permit for Storm Water Discharges Associated with

Construction Activity (hereinafter referred to as the General Construction Permit) if it disturbs 5
acres or more of soil, or the project results in the disturbance of less than 5 acres but is part of a
larger common plan of development or sale that exceeds 5 acres.

Exempt Projects

Permittees may exempt certain .types of Development Construction Projects that pose minimum
risk of storm water pollution as defined in Section 2.4.

A process flow chart for the application of this Model Program is shown in Figure 1 - 1.
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Figure 1-1. Construction Control Measures
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SECTIONT Construction Control Measures

.,, 2.1 MINIMUM WATER QUALITY PROTECTION REQUIREMENTS FOR
DEVELOPMENT CONSTRUCTION PROJECTS

Unless specifically exempted, all Development Construction Projects will be required to
implement best management practices (BMPs) necessary to reduce pollutants to the Maximum
Extent Practicable2 (MEP) to meet the minimum water quality, protection requirements as defined

in Table 2-1. Development Construction Projects covered under this program include any action
proposed by a propert? owner/developer which requires the issuance of a building or grading
permit and includes construction activities, except projects determined to be exempt (as
discussed in Section 2.4). Construction activities include activities such as clearing, grading.

excavation, road construciion, structure construction, or structure demolition that result in soil
disturbance.

As a condition for issuing a grading or building permit, applicants for covered Development

Construction Projects shall be required to certify that they understand and will comply with

the minimum requirements defined in Table 2-1. Appendix B provides an example
certification s~atement regarding compliance with these minimum standards that project

applicants may use.

Table 2-1
Minimum Water Quality Protection Requirements for Development Construction Projects

-I Subject to Storm Water Construction Controls

Category Minimum Requirements BMPs(1)

1. Erosion and Sediments from areas disturbed by construction shall be retained on    Sediment
Sediment Control site, using structural drainage controls to the maximum extent Controls

practicable, and stockpiles of soil shall be propedy contained to
minimize sediment transport from the site to streets, drainage facilities
or adjacent properties via runoff, vehicle tracking, or wind.

2. Construction Construction-related matenals, wastes, spills or residues shall be Site Managementl

-r
Materials Control retained on site to minimize transport from the site to streets, drainage Material and

facilities or adjoining properties by wind or runoff. Waste
Runoff from equipment and vehicle washing shall be contained at Management
construction sites unless treated to remove sediments and pollutants.

(1) BMPs that may be used to meet the m~n~murn requ=rements are descnbeO =n Section 2.5

Maximum Extent Practicable (MEP) is the standard for implementation of storm water management programs to
reduce pollutants in storm water. MEP refers to storm water management programs taken as a whole. It is the
maximum extent possible taking into account equitable consideration and competing facts, including, but not
limited to: the gravity of the problem, public health risk, societal concern, environmental benefits, pollutant
removal effectiveness, regulatory compliance, public acceptance, implementability, cost and technical feasibility..
Section 402(p)(3)(B)(iii) of the Clean Water Act requires that municipal permits "...shall require controls to
reduce the discharge of pollutants to the maximum extent practicable, including management practices, control
techniques and systemp, design and engineering methods, and such other provisions as the Administrator or the
State determines appropriate for the control of such pollutants."

T \1995L,95.4P245~TASK3-3C~)~==m~ 2000~0~-~’g~ 0o~
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2.2 CONSTRUCTION PRIORITY PROJECTS

2.2.1 Criteria for Construction Priority Projects

Construction Priority Projects are projects that have the potential to significantly affect storm
water qualit-y during construction but which do not meet the criteria (i.e., acreage3) to be subject

to the state General Construction Permit. Construction Priority Projects will be identified
through a grading or building permit application, using the following criteria:

¯ The project is not exempt from this Model Program and not subject to the General
Construction Permit; and

¯ The project will result in soil disturbance of more than 2 acres of land; or

¯ "l’he project is in or adjacent to an environmentally sensitive area4; or

¯ The project is located in a designated hillside area and soil disturbance will occur at the
project site in the rainy season.

Determination of whether a project is a Construction Priority Project will be made by the

applicant and then evaluated and approved by the Permittee according to these criteria listed

above.

2.2.2 Developer Requirements for Construction Priority Projects

Prior to receiving a building or grading permit, applicants for Construction Priority, Projects must
prepare a local storm water pollution prevention plan (Local SWPPP) covering construction
materials and waste management control, and must certify that they will implement the Local
SWPPP year-round. The Local SWPPP shall include:

¯ The name, location, period of construction, and a brief description of the project;

¯ Contact information for the owner and contractor;

¯ Name, location, and description of any environmentally sensitive areas located in or
adjacent to the project;

¯ A list of major construction materials, wastes, and activities at the project site;

A construction project of 5 acres or more or that which is less than 5 acres but is part of a larger common plan of
development or sale. This acreage criteria may be revised downward by the USEPA under Phase II storm water
regulations.
Since the Permit does not define "designated environmentally sensitive area," Permit’tees will designate areas
within their jurisdiction as "environmentally sensitive" utilizing criteria such as, but not limited to, the presence of
the following: endangered, threatened, or rare species or their habitats; locally designated species (e.g., heritage
trees); locally designated natural communities (e.g., oak forest, coastal habitat, etc.); and wildlife dislK’r~al or
migration corridors.
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¯ A list of best management practices to be used to control pollutant discharges from major
construction materials, wastes, and activities;

¯ A site plan (construction plans may be used) indicating the selection of BMPs and their
location ~here appropriate: and

A developer’s certification statement that all required and selected BMPs will be
effectively implemented.

A copy of the developer’s certification statement (Appendix B) must be submitted prior to
issuance of a building or grading permit. A copy of the Local SWPPP must be kept on the
project site at all times after the start of construction.

Developers are required to complete an inspection checklist (see Appendix C) to document site
observations associated with rain events as follows:

¯ Before every rainfall event that is predicted to produce observable runoffand after every
rainfall event that produces observable runoff, and

¯ At 24-hour intervals during extended rainfall events (excepting weekends or holidays
when there is no ongoing site activity, on those days).

Applicants for Construction Priority Projects must also prepare and implement a Wet Weather
Erosion Control Plan (WWECP) if the project will leave soil disturbed during the rainy season,
defined as November 1 through April 15. The WWECP must be prepared, for projects that have
already broken ground, not later than 30 days prior to the beginning of each rainy season (i.e., by

October 1) during which soil will be disturbed, and implemented throughout the entire rainy
season. For projects that will begin construction during the rainy season, the WWECP must be
available 30 days before construction commences. The WWECP shall include the following
information:

- * The name, location, period of construction, and a brief description of the project

¯ Contact information for the owner and contractor

¯ A site map (construction plans may be used) showing the location of erosion control and
sediment control BMPs that will be implemented for the rainy season

¯ A certification statement that all required and selected BMPs will be effectively
implemented (see Appendix B).

A copy of the WWECP must be kept on the project site at all times beginning 30 days prior to
the start of the rainy season through the end of the rainy season (October 1 - April 15).

Guidance and example forms for preparation of Local SWPPPs and WWECPs are included in
Appendix D.



SECTION   Construction Cont]l)l Measures

2.3 PROJECTS SUBJECT TO THE GENERAL CONSTRUCTION PERMIT

2.3.1 Developer Requirements for Projects Subject to General Construction Permit

Developers of construction sites subject to the General Construction Permit are required to

prepare and implement a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan. A storm water pollution
prevention plan prepared for projects subject to and in conformance with the requirements of the
General Construction Permit is referred to herein as a "state SWPPP". The state SWPPP will
address all categories of control measures, and has specific documentation requirements. The

General Construction Permit can be viewed or downloaded from the State Water Resources

Control Board’s web page: www.swrcb.ca.gov/stormwtr/construction.htm.5 It is the obligation
of the developer to determine whether a project is subject to the General Construction Permit.

2.3.2 Permittee Requirements for Projects Subject to the General Construction Permit

Before issuing building or grading permits, Permittees will require applicants to demonstrate that

a Notice of Intent (NOI) has been filed with the State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB),
and that a state SWPPP has been prepared for projects subject to the General Construction

Permit. An example certification forrn is included in Appendix E that may be used for this
purpose. Permittees may require that the SWRCB’s letter of filing confirmation be attached to
the certification form prior to issuance of building or grading permits.

2.4 EXEMPT PROJECTS
Permittees may exempt certain types of Development Construction Projects from the program
that pose a minimum risk of storm water pollution. These projects are exempt from any storm

water construction control measures including the minimum BMP requirements. A specific
listing of exempt projects is included in this section. Additional exemptions may be determined

by the local building official (or equivalent municipal authority) and shall be provided to the
Regional Board with a justification for their designation (for purposes of notification).

A list of specific types of Development Construction Projects that are deemed to be exempt
include:

¯ Routine maintenance to maintain original line and grade, hydraulic capacity, or original
purpose of facility (Permit definition);

A copy of the General Construction Permit can also be obtained from the Los Angeles Regional Board at
320 W. 4a’ Street, Suite 200, Los Angeles, CA 90013; telephone 213.576.6600.
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¯ Emergency construction activities required to immediately protect public health and
¯ safety;

¯ Interior remodeling with no outside exposure of construction materials or construction
~aste to storm water;

¯ Mechanical permit work:

¯ Electrical permit work: and

¯ Sign permit work.

Other .types of Development Construction Projects may be designated as except if all three of the

following criteria are met:

¯ No significant soil disturbing activity;

¯ No outside storage or exposure to storm water of construction materials or construction
wastes (unless adequate controls are provided): and

¯ The activity poses a minimal risk of storm water pollution.

2.5 BEST MANAGEMENT PRACTICES
Best Management Practices (BMPs) are the specific storm water management techniques that are

applied to manage construction site runoff. A listing of specific BMPs appropriate for
construction activities are summarized in Table 2-2 and have been organized into four major
categories:

¯ Sediment Control. Feasible methods of trapping eroded sediments so as to prevent a
net increase in sediment load in storm water discharges from the site.

¯ Erosion Control. Measures that prevent erosion and keep soil particles from entering

_ storm water, lessening the eroded sediment that must be trapped, both during and at
the completion of construction.

¯ Site Management. Methods to manage the construction site and constamction
activities in a manner that prevents pollutants from entering storm water, drainage

systems or receiving waters.

¯ Materials and Waste Management. Methods to manage construction materials and
wastes that prevent their entry into storm water, drainage systems, or receiving waters.

These BMPs address multiple construction activity-related pollutants and focus on erosion and
sediment control practices, source minimization, education, good housekeeping, good waste
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management, and good site planning. Under this Model Program, additional BMPs are applied

~:hen the potential for adverse environmental effects from storm water runoff increases. For

example, non-priorit)- project developers/contractors may use any combination of BMPs to meet
the minimum requirements. However, Construction Priority Projects developers should consider
all listed BMPs and, at a minimum, must prepare a Local SWPPP and a WWECP that include

the following BMPs:

¯ Sediment Control - At site perimeters, below significant slopes (as defined by the

local authority but at a minimum applied to grades of 1:5 V:H or greater), and at other
similar locations, the use of at least one type of BMP such as silt fence, straw bale, or
sand bag barrier’to minimize the transport of sediment. At interior storm drain inlets
the use of at least one type of inlet protection BMP to minimize the transport of

sediment off-site.

¯ Erosion Control - On completed disturbed surfaces, the use of at least one type of
erosion control (soil stabilization) BMP during the rainy season.

¯ General Site Management and Materials and Waste Management - All BMPs

applicable to specific construction operations, if such consmaction operations will
occur at the site.

Since avoiding construction activities and/or disturbing soil daring the. rainy season is the most
effective approach to minimize water quality impacts, developers should be advised of this

concern and encouraged to minimize such impacts. SWPPP/WWECPs and/or BMPs may be
submitted in the form of plan sheets.

2.5.1 Permittee BMP-Related Requirements

Guidance material about the BMPs that may be implemented to meet minimum requirements
will be provided by the Permittees to developers/contractors when requested. Permittes will
inform developers/contractors that this guidance material is available. Similar guidance material
will be provided to site inspectors for use in assisting contractors to meet the minimum

requirements. Three forms of guidance material are included in this Model Program:

* A BMP selection matrix in Table 2-2 provides guidance for selecting BMPs for different
types of construction activities. The columns on Table 2-2 list the types of construction
activities that pose a risk of causing storm water pollution. Each "x" within a column
indicates a BMP that should be considered for this type of construction activity.

* BMP selection guidance is provided in Appendix F.
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¯ BMP fact sheets describing each BMP are provided in Appendix G.

2.5.2 Principal Permittee BMP-Related Requirements

The Principal Permit-tee will develop and provide informational materials to Permittees to
provide to developers/contractors through the Developer Information Program conducted under
Part 2.IlI.A of the Permit. These materials will also be developed and made available through the

Five-Year Storm Water Public Education Strategy, under Part 2.V.C. of the Permit.
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Table 2-2. Stormwater Pollution Controls for Construction Activities

Calegories of Activilies
Site Conslruclion of Construction of Construclion of Walerways Planting & Landscap~n~

Preparation/ Underground Above Ground Roadways,
Earthmoving Structures Shuclures Walkways

& Pa[kin~ Lots
Stormwater Best BMP No.

Management Practices ") c ~ c ~ c_

General Site Management

Conslruction Praclices

Dewale~ing Operalions CA01 X X X X X X X X X X
Paving Operations CA02 X X X X X X
Structure C~struction & Painting CA03 X X X X X X X X X

Vehicle & Equipment Management

Vehicle & Equipment Cleaning CA30 X X X X X X X X X X
Vehicle & Equipment Fueling CA31 X X X X X X X X X X
Vehicle & Equipmenl CA32 X X X X X X X X X X
Mainlenance

Conlractor Training

Em~oyee/Su~ontractor Training CA40 X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X
Construction Msterlals & Waste Management (~

~lerial M~gement

Material Delivew & Storage CA10 X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X
Malerial Use CA11 X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X
Spill P~evenlion & Control CA 12 X X X

Wasle Management

S~id W~le Management CA20 X X X X X X X X X X x x X
Haza~us Waste Management CA21 X X X X
C~laminal~ S~I Management CA22 X X X X X X X X
C~ele Wasle Managemenl CA23 X X X X X X X X X
S~ila~/S~lic Wasle CA24 X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X
~g~enl
(1) Num~rs reler to California Besl Management Practices Hand~k (See Appendix H)

(2) S~e praclices are also covef~ under other regulalow programs See BMP lacl sheels =n Appendix H lot delails
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Each Permittee will seek to achieve compliance by developers with minimum water quality
protection requirements (Table 2-1) and applicable BMPs through site inspections, review of
self-audits by developers/contractors, enforcement procedures, and other means as described in

this section.

3.1      PERMITTEE SITE INSPECTION RESPONSIBILITIES
Each Permittee will adopt site inspection procedures, as necessary, to assess whether the

minimum requirements for Development Construction Projects are being achieved and
applicable BMPs are being implemented. Site inspections will also determine if Local
SWPPPs/WWECPs are being implemented at projects where they apply. Each Permit-tee will

also develop and implement enforcement procedures to require that corrective actions be
undertaken when the requirements are not met.The program will include the following

elements:

¯ Permit-tee Inspections;

¯ Developer/Contractor Self-Inspections; and

¯ Enforcement Procedures

3.2 INSPECTION PROCEDURES
Development Construction Projects are routinely checked by municipal inspectors to verify that

the construction work is being performed in accordance with the project plans, building and
grading permits, and applicable municipal codes. When a project is in violation of these permits

or codes, inspectors have the authority to enforce respective permit conditions by issuing, verbal
warnings, written notices, or stop work orders. Additional administrative actions may be taken,
including revoking the building or grading permit or issuing fines. Inspections may be conducted

for various reasons, and at various times and include Permittee site inspections currently
performed in ongoing programs, as well as routine owner/contractor self-inspections. At their
sole discretion, and when warranted, the Permittee may implement SWPPP/WWECPs and take
other measures deemed necessary to protect public health, safety, and welfare with their own
resources or by contract.

3.2.1 Permittee Inspections
Permit’tees or their designated agents must conduct at least one inspection of all Construction
Priority Projects and all projects subject to the state General Construction Permit active during
the rainy season. If the inspected site is not meeting minimum water quality protection
requirements, Permittee inspectors must follow-up within a reasonable time frame to assure that
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the minimum requirements are implemented. When conducting an inspection, the Permittee’s
¯ inspector shall observe the site for compliance with the minimum water quality protection

requirements. Permit-tee inspections shall include observations of storm water management
practices.

The primary, mechanism Permittee inspectors will use to determine if minimum water quality
protection requirements and BMPs for development construction are being met will be to assess
the site against the narrative requirements in Table 2-1. These narrative requirements are
intended to be easy to interpret field observations that allow an assessment of site conditions
during both dry and wet conditions. Inspection training will focus on how to recognize whether
minimum water quality protection requirements are being achieved at any time during the year.

Each Permittee must be able to demonstrate the existence of a site inspection and enforcement
program to achieve compliance with minimum BMP requirements. Appendix H provides a
model checklist that is particularly suited for more detailed inspections if it is determined that
minimum water quality protection requirements are not being achieved and corrective actions
need to be documented.

Additional inspections should be conducted at the discretion of the Permittee to verify
compliance with storm water pollution prevention measures, particularly when grading activities
are being conducted during the rainy season. The need for such inspections may vary depending
upon several factors including:

¯ Site conditions;
¯ Previous violations;
¯ History of developer or contractor performance; and

¯ Weather patterns.

3.2.2 DeveloperlContractor Self-Inspection Requirements

Construction is a dynamic operation where changes are expected. BMPs for construction sites
are usually temporary measures that require frequent maintenance to maintain their effectiveness
and may require relocation and re-installation, particularly as project grading progresses.
Therefore, developer/construction self-inspections are required, particularly during the rainy
season.

"r \~ 995~54P 245\TASK3-3C~ 2000~�~-Ixgm @oc~ 3 "2

R0000448



SECTIONTH %E E Site inspection and Enforcement

There are two prima,,’). purposes of the self-inspections conducted by developers and contractors:

¯ To ensure that BMPs are properly implemented and functioning effectively, and

¯ To identify maintenance (e.g.. sediment removal) and repair needs.

An example form is provided in Appendix C that may be provided to developers and contractors

by the Permittee for use in recording self-inspection results. When requested, self-inspection
forms are to be made available to Perrnittee inspectors for their review.

Developers and!or contractors of projects subject to the General Construction Permit are required

to perform self-inspections. In addition, self-inspections are required for Construction Priority
Projects. At a minimum, a developer self-inspection checklist, noting date, time. conditions and
inspection date. must be kept on-site and made available for inspection, if requested. Self-

inspections must be performed according to the following schedule:

¯ Before ever)’ rainfall event that is predicted to produce observable runoff and after every
rainfall event that produces observable runoff, and

¯ At 24-hour intervals during extended rainfall events (except weekends or holidays when
there is no ongoing site activity on those days).

More frequent inspections to ensure that developers are maintaining BMPs in good condition
would be of benefit and Permittees may elect to require additional inspections by developers.
For example, weekly self-inspections could be conducted during the wet season.

3.3 INSPECTION CRITERIA

3.3.1 Criteria for All Development Construction Projects

Whenconducting permittee inspections, the most important element of the inspection is to

ensurethat appropriate controls are in place that reduce pollutants from entering the storm

drainage system. One element of which is to determine that the minimum requirements for
Development Construction Projects are being achieved. If the inspector cannot affirmatively find
that the minimum requirements are being achieved, the inspector shall require the developer to
conform with those requirements.

The inspector may utilize the following framework when conducting an inspection:

1 ) Determine what BMPs are necessary to meet the minimum requirements;

2) Determine if BMPs are being used;

3) Determine whether BMPs are being implemented properly; and

T ~l~,~,P245~T,s~-ac~=,~,= 2ooo~=~-=~,~ o=* 3-3

R0000449



SECTIONTH Site inspection and Enforcement

4) Revie~ developer’s self-inspection checklist to determine whether minimum self-

inspections have been performed.

An example checklist for documenting deficiencies and identi~ing corrective actions when
conducting Permittee inspections is provided in Appendix H. If BMPs are either lacking or
being implemented improperly, Section 3.4 provides a discussion of appropriate enforcement

actions.

3.3.2 Criteria for Construction Priority Projects

Permittees must conduct at least one inspection of all active Construction Priority Projects during
the rainy season. If the inspected site is not meeting minimum water quality protection

requirements, Permittee inspectors must immediately direct compliance with these requirements
and conduct a follow-up inspection to confirm that compliance is attained.

When conducting the initial Permittee inspection of Construction Priority Projects, the inspector
will use the inspection checklist (or an equivalent) to evaluate conformance with minimum

requirements and required BMPs and to document deficiencies and corrective actions. If BMPs

are either lacking or improperly implemented, refer to Section 3.4 for a discussion of appropriate
enforcement actions. Appendix H provides an example checklist for site inspections.

3.3.3 Criteria for Development Construction Projects Subject to General Construction
Permit

The Regional Board is responsible for verifying and enforcing requirements of the General
Construction Permit. When Permittee inspections are conducted at sites covered by the General
Construction Permit, the inspector will document observations of potential violations using a

checklist similar to the example provided in Appendix H. If violations are observed during the
inspection, the Permittee must notify the Regional Board of the possible violation and the
location of the construction site via facsimile or telephone within the next 2 business days.

3.4 PROCEDURES FOR CORRECTIVE AND ENFORCEMENT ACTIONS
Enforcement of storm water pollution prevention requirements for Development Construction

Projects will be conducted by the Permittee’s inspectors and/or other Permittee staff with
enforcement authority. Violations observed will be documented by the inspectors in accordance
with the Permittee’s existing procedures for recording violations. Depending on the severity of
the violation, enforcement can range from a verbal warning, to a written notice, stop work order,
having the work performed by the Permittee’s own staff or by a contractor secured by the
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Perrnit~ee. or prosecution. Violations of the minimum requirements listed in Section 2.1 are to

be treated with the same seriousness as violations of code provisions of similar importance.

Permirtee inspectors will conduct a follow-up inspection to determine if corrective actions have
been taken in accordance with minimum requirements. Escalating enforcement steps, leading up

to the issuance of stop work orders and providing flexibility for the inspector to establish
appropriate compliance time frames on a case-by-case basis, are to be used as needed to ensure
compliance. Existing inspection/enforcement procedures should be used to achieve this result. [f

a significant and:or immediate threat to water quali~, is observed by a Permittees inspector,
action should be taken to require the developer/contractor to immediately cease the discharge,
The threat to water quality shall be assessed by the inspector considering if runoff from a
construction site will not be reasonably controlled by the protective measures in place or if a
failure of BMPs is resulting in the release of sediments or other pollutants to a degree that may be

substantially degrading water quality. The typical progressive enforcement steps that each
Permit-tee should apply to the inspection enforcement program are:

1) Verbal warnings;

2) Written warnings; and

3) Stop work oraers.

A discussion of these measures is provided below. While the provisions are not binding, the
elements of these provisions should be incorporated in the Permirtee’s enforcement approach to
the maximum extent practicable. Each Permittee’s program should be consistent with existing
enforcement mechanisms while generally conforming to the elements described in Sections 3.4.1
through 3.4.4.

3.4.1 Verbal Warnings

A common initial method of requesting corrective action and enforcing compliance is a verbal
warning from the Permittee’s inspector to the private contractor. Verbal warnings are often
sufficient to achieve correction of the violation, often while the inspector is present at the
construction site. The inspector will notify the developer/contractor’s project supervisor of the

violation, and document the violation and the notification to the project supervisor in the
inspection file. A specific time frame for correcting the problem and a follow-up inspection date
should be documented by the inspector. In judging the degree of severity,, the Permit’tee inspector
may also take into account any history of similar or repeated violations by the same developer or
contractor at this or other sites.
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3.4.2 Written Warnings

If the deficiency noted in the verbal warning is not corrected by the next inspection, a written

notice of violation shall be issued describing the infraction that is to be corrected and the time
frame for correction and for a follow-up inspection. A co~y of the notice is to be given to the

contractor’s project supervisor and placed in the active inspection file. If the violation has been
corrected to the satisfaction of the inspector, the inspector will document compliance in the
inspection file. ,An example of a notice of violation form and a notice of correction form are
provided in Appendix I. [Note that use of the specific forms provided as examples in Appendix I

is not required.]

3.4.3 Stop Work Orders

If a notice of violation has not been addressed by the next inspection, or if the developer has not
complied with their permit requirements, or if a significant threat to water qualiO; is observed

(such as a failure of BMPs resulting in a significant release of sediment or other pollutants off

site), a stop work order may be issued by the appropriate municipal official. Stop work orders
prohibit further construction activity until the problem is resolved and provide a time frame for

correcting the problem. The stop work order will describe the infraction and specify what
corrective action must be taken. A copy of the stop work order will be given to the private
contractor’s project supervisor and placed in the active inspection file. To restart work once a
stop work order has been issued, the private contractor’s project supervisor must request the

inspector to re-inspect the project and verify that the deficiencies have been satisfactorily
corrected. If the inspector is satisfied with the corrections, the inspector may sign off on that
phase of the project, and work may proceed. A copy of a sample stop work order form is
provided in Appendix I. In severe cases, the building or grading permit may be revoked.

3.4.4 Fines

A fine may also be issued if the Permittee has the authority to do so.

3.5      SITE INSPECTION AND ENFORCEMENT EMPLOYEE TRAINING
Each Permittee will implement a training program for staff involved with development
construction activities. The minimum requirements are:

¯ Training must promote a clear understanding of the potential for construction activities to
pollute storm water; and

¯ Training must cover the identification of violations of minimum water quality protection
requirements for developer construction and implementation of corrective BMPs.
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All existing construction inspection staff and other staff directly involved in development
construction activities should receive formal training at least once after implementation of the
Pennittee’s development construction program, and new staff should receive formal training

after assignment to Permittee’s development construction staff.Refresher training will be

conducted periodically as necessa~’.

Training should cover the following areas:

¯ Minimum BMP requirements for Development Construction Projects;

¯ Description and contents of Local SWPPPs and WWECPs;

¯ Appropriate BMP al~plications and implementation;

¯ Inspection and enforcement procedures; and

¯ Use of inspection checklists.

Additional guidance for training employees involved in development construction activities is

contained in Appendix J.

Relevant materials should be distributed to staff as appropriate. These may include checklists,
guidance documents, materials included as appendices to this document, or other documentation
that may be used later as reference information. The training program for construction inspection
staff developed by Los Angeles County has been distributed to all Permittees and may b¢ utilized

to conduct formal training.

Informal training will be conducted periodically in conjunction with routine staff meetings, site
inspections, or other opportunities as appropriate. Informal training is encouraged to include

discussion of "lessons learned" in the field, introduction of new information, and periodic review
of normal storm water inspection procedures.
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The appendices of this Model Program (excluding Appendix A) are advisor?.’ only unless
specifically identified in this Model Program as a requirement.
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Los Angeles County Municipal Storm Water Permit
°’ Order No. 96-054 CAS614001

b. Maximu~ation of pervious aree~ an~sto~n water infiltration (where
geology and topography permit); and

c. Cost effective storm water pollution control measures.

The program shall provide specific guidance on selecting BMPs to reduce
pollutants in storm water discharges from urbanized areas, and include
appropnate BMPs, educational materials, and handbooks and guidelines
described in Part 2. III.A.3.

Each Permittee shall implement a developer information program
consistent with the model program not later than six months after
commencement of its next fiscal year following approval of the model by
the Executive Officer, provided, however, that such approval is issued not
later than 90 days prior to the commencement of the Permittee’s fiscal
year. If such approval is given within 90 days of the commencement of a

~                                  Permittee’s fiscal year, such program shall be implemented in the second
fiscal year following approval but in no event shall implementation be later
than July 30, 1999. Each Permittee’s program shall include information
about its legal authorities. Perm~ees are encouraged to engage in joint
efforts in implementing the program.

B. ~)evelooment Construction

Table 4 on the following page shows the summary of requirements and
corresponding compliance dates under this section.

This space ~s left intentionally blank.

37 Ju~/15, 1996
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Los Angeles Count~ Municipal Storm Water Permit
Order No. 96-054 CAS614001

Table 4
Development Construction Requirements and Compliance Dates

Reclu=rement Permit Prtncq:)al Perm~ees Months from EffeclJve For Approval
Section Perm~ee Date of Order By

(Compkance Date)

Develop minimum III.B.1 / 14 (September 30, Regional
requirements, 1998) Board
recommended BMPs,
and design checklists
for construction

Develop and III.B.2.a v" ~ 36 months (July 30, N/A
implement a program 1999)
for construction control
measures

Require applicants to IIt.B.2.b ,/ 6 (Januer~ 31, 1997) N/A
demonstrate coverage
under State
Construction General
Permit pnor to
issuance of grading
permits

Develop a model III.B.3.a / 14 (September 30, Executive
construction =nspection 1997) O~cer
program

Implement a III.B.3.b / < 36 months (July 30, NIA
construction inspection 1999)
program

1. Countywide Development Construction Guidance

The Principal Permittee, in consultation with the Permittees and appropnate
stakeholder organizations, shall develop not later than September 30,
1998, the following development construction guidance materials for all
development project construction activities: minimum recommended
requirements, BMPs appropriate for venous activities, and checklists for
use in design and inspection. The Countywide minimum requirements and
recommended BMPs shall:

a. Include erosion and sediment control practices;

b. Address multiple construction activity-related pollutants;

38 July 15, 1996
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Los Ang~l~s County Munic=pal Storm Water Permit
Order No. 96-054 CAS614001

c. Focus on BMPs such as source minimization, education, good
housekeeping, good waste management, and goocl site planing;

d. Target construction areas and activities w~th the potential to 9enerate
significant pollutant loads;

e. Require retention on the site, to the maximum extent practicable, of
sediment, construction waste, and other pollutants from construction
activity;

f. Require, to the maximum extent practicable, management of
excavated soil on site to minim~.e the amount of sediment that
escapes to streets, drainage facilities, or adjoining properties:

g. Require, to the maximum extent practicable, use of structural
drainage controls to minimize the escape of sediment and other
pollutants from the site.

h. Require, to the maximum extent practicable, containment of runoff
from equipment and vehicle washing at construction sites, unless
treated to remove sediments and pollutants.

The lists of BMPs shall be submitted to the Regional Board for approval.

2. Construction Control Measures

a. Each Permittee shall develop a regulatory program for construction
activities as defined in Part 2.111.A. 1 .a. consistent with the Countywide
Development Construction Guidance not later than six months after
commencement of its next fiscal year following approval of the
minimum recommended requirements and BMPs in Part 2.111.B.1. by
the Regional Board, provided, however, that such approval is issued
not later than 90 days prior to the commencement of the Permittee’s
fiscal year. If such approval is given within 90 days of the
commencement of a Permittee’s fiscal year, such program shall be
implemented in the second fiscal year following approval but in no
event shall implementation be later than July 30, 1999.

The Program shall require, prior to the issuance of any building or
grading permit, preparation of appropriate wet weather erosion control
and storm water pollution prevention plans which include, by detail or
reference, all appropriate construction BMPs developed under Part
2.111.B.1.
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Excerpts From Permit

Los Angeles County Municipal Storm Water Permit
Order No. 96-054 CAS614001

Priority Project plans must include a narrative discussion of the
reasons used for selecting or rejecting BMPs. In lieu of a narrative,
the project architect or engineer of record may sign a statement on
the plan to the effect: "As the architect/engineer of record, I have
selected appropriate BMPs to effectively minimize the negative
impacts of this project’s construction activities on storm water quality.
The project owner and contractor are aware that the selected BMPs
must be installed, monitored, and maintained to ensure their
effectiveness. The BMPs not selected for implementation are
redundant or deemed not applicable to the proposed construction
activities."

b. Each Permittee shall implement a procedure not later than January
31, 1997, whereby the Permittee shall not issue a grading permit for
developments with disturbed areas of five acres or greater unless the
applicant can show that (i) a Notice of Intent (NOI) to comply with the
State Construction Activity Storm Water Permit has been filed and (ii)
a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) has been
prepared.

3. Site Inspection

a. The Principal Permittee, in consultation with the Permittees, shall
develop a model construction activity inspection program, which
includes checklists, not later than September 30, 19C7 The model
program shall include but not be limited to:

i. Procedures for construction site inspections:

ii. Procedures to require corrective action be undertaken by
contractors at noncomplying sites:

iii. Procedures for enforcement action against noncomplying
- construction activity; and

iv. Approl~riate training for program staff.

b. Each Permittee shall implement a construction activities inspection
program based on the model program not later than six months after
commencement of its next fiscal year following approval of the model
program by the Executive Officer, provided, however, that such
approval is issued not later than 90 days pnor to the commencement
of the Permittee’s fiscal year. If such approval is given within 90
days of the commencement of a Permittee’s fiscal year, such

40 July 1,5, 1996
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¯ Los Angeles County Municipal Storm Water Permit
Order No. 96-054 CAS614001

program shall be implemented in the second fiscal year fc~lowing
approval but in no event shall implementation be later than July 30,
1999. The program may be integrated with the Permittees regular
program of construction inspection for maximum efficiency

This space is left intentionally blank.

41 July 15, 1996
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Appendix B
Owner’s Certmcatlon Statement for Minimum Requirements

National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) is the portion of the Clean Water Act

that applies to protection of receiving waters. Under permits from the Los Angeles Regional

~ater Quality. Control Board (RWQCB), certain activities are subject to RWQCB enforcement.

To meet the requirements of the Los Angeles County Municipal Storm water Permit

(CAS614001), the City. (County) of has adopted minimum requirements for storm

water runoff management from development construction activities. These include requirements

for sediment control, erosion control and construction activities control to be implemented on

each project site.

Site Address or Tract No: Building/Grading Permit No:

O~,aaer: Contractor:

have read and understand the requirements indicated above.

Owner or Authorized Representative Date

In compliance with the above requirements, I certify that I understand and will comply with the

minimum requirements noted above.

Owner or Authorized Representative Date
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DeveloperlContractor Self-inspection Form

CONSTRUCTION SITE INSPECTION CHECKLIST

Inspected By:

Project:

Contractor:

Date:

Check "Yes" or "No" or "N/A" if not applicable.

YES NO N/A

1. Has there been rain at the site since the last inspection?

_ I 2. Are all sediment barriers (e.g., sandbags, straw bales, and
silt fences) in place in accordance with the Plan and are
they functioning properly?

3. If present, are all exposed slopes protected from
erosion through the implementation of acceptable
soil stabilization practices?

-! 4. If present, are all sediment traps/basins installed and
. functioning properly?

5. Are all material handling and storage areas reasonably
clean and flee of spills, leaks, or other deleterious
materials?

6. Are all equipment storage and maintenance areas
_-[ reasonably clean and free of spills, leaks, or any other

deleterious materials?

7. Are all materials and equipment properly covered?

8. Are all external discharge points (i.e., ouffaiis) reasonably
free of any noticeable pollutant discharges?

9. Are all internal discharge points (i.e., storm drain inlets)
provided with inlet protection?

I
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Check "Yes" or "No" or "N/A" if not applicable.

YES     NO      N/A
10    Are all external discharge points reasonably free of any

significant erosion or sediment transport?

1 I. Are all BMPs identified on the Plan installed in the
proper locations and according to the specifications
for the Plan?

12. Are all structural control practices in good repair and
maintained in functional order?

13. Are all on-site traffic routes, parking, and storage of
equipment and supplies restricted to areas designated
in the Plan for those uses?

!4. Are all locations of temporary soil stockpiles or
construction materials in approved areas and properly
contained?

15. Are all seeded or landscaped areas properly maintained?

16. Are sediment controls in place at discharge points from
the site?

17. Are slopes free of significant erosion?

18 Are all points of ingress and egress from the site
provided with stabilized construction entrances?

19. Is sediment, debris, or mud being cleaned from public
roads at intersections with site access roads?

20. Does the Plan reflect current site conditions?

If you answered "no" to any of the above questions (except Number 1), describe any corrective action(s)
that must be taken to remedy the problem and when the corrective action is to be completed:

Checklist Item Corrective Action(s) Needed Date to be Completed
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INSPECTION LOG

The site shall be inspected before and after storm events with 0.25 inches or greater predicted or
actual precipitation, and documented on the Construction Site Inspection Checklist Form.
Incidents of noncompliance must be reported to the Engineer. A log of all inspections, as shown
below, shall be kept current.

Type of Inspection                Observations
Date Inspector Routine    Pre-Storm Post-Storm (If post-storm inspection, note size

of storm in inches)
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Appendix D
Guidance for Local SWPPP/WWECP

Section 2.2.1 of this Model Program provides cr, teria for identifying Construction Priority

ProJects if the project is in or adjacent to an environmentally sensitive area, in a designated

hillside area, or if the project disturbs more than 2 acres of soil. and describes the additional

documentation requirements for these projects. Construction Priority Projects require the project

ova-her to prepare a:

¯ Local Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP); and a

¯ Wet Weather Erosion Control Plan (WWECP) if the soil for a priorib’ project will be
disturbed during the rainy season.

The Local SWPPP must be prepared before the project owner, developer, or contractor receives a

grading or building permit and must be implemented year-round throughout construction. A

WWECP must be prepared prior to each rainy season, and must be implemented throughout that

rainy season. This appendix provides guidance for preparing these plans, including sample forms

that permittees may provide to the project owner, developer, and/or contractor.

If a Local SWPPP or WWECP is required, it may be prepared by the owner, the construction

contractor or a consultant. Permittees may elect to determine who must prepare the Local

SWPPP/WWECP for specific project types. When developing a Local SWPPP or WWECP, the

_ preparer should assess site conditions, identify construction activities with the potential to cause
storm water pollution, and then identify the BMPs that will best suit the construction activities.

¯ A well developed plan will provide sufficient detail to properly implement and maintain the
BMPs, yet be sufficiently flexible to allow for minor field modifications without making formal

plan amendments.

The Local SWPPP/WWECP must include a site map of the project (a copy of the grading or

drainage plan may be used) showing:

¯ The project boundary and/or limits of grading. (Permittees may elect to require site
limit maps to extend 50 feet beyond property line and/or grading limits.)

¯ The footprint of existing facilities and facilities that will be built during construction.

¯ Specific locations where construction materials, vehicles, and equipment will be
stored, handled, used, maintained, and disposed, along with locations of structural
measures that will be used to contain these materials on site.

¯ The existing and final grades of the site, along with any intermediate grades during
construction that will significantly affect site drainage patterns.
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¯ . The location(s) where runoff from the site may enter storm drain(s), channel(s).
and/or receiving water(s).

¯ Specific locations where erosion and sediment control measures will be installed for
each permanent or temporary site drainage pattern that will occur before, during and
after construction.

The plan must provide:

¯ Information about the project location, owner, and contractor;

¯ A brief narrative description on the nature of the construction activity and special site
conditions; and.

¯ A list of BMPs for managing targeted construction activities.

The plan must also include a BMP checklist with a discussion of the reasons for selecting or

rejecting BMPs such as shown in the attached example, and must contain a signed certification
statement.

Suggested formats for a Local SWPPP and WWECP follow.
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Section 1 - Project Description and Information

"l’he name of the project:

2. The address or location of the project:

i
3. The building permit number for the project:

4. The grading permit number for the project (if applicable):

_|

5. The owner/developer’s name, address, phone number and contact person:

-I 6. Contractor’s name, address, phone number and contact person:

~| 7. What are the major features that the project will provide? (e.g., low density residential,
commercial development, etc.)



Appendix D
Guidance for Local SWPPP/WWECP

Section 1 - Project Description and Information (cont’d)

8. What are the estimated construction start and finish dates?

Project Start Date:

Project Finish Date:

9. What are the estimated dates during which soil will be disturbed?

Start Grading:

Finish Grading:

l0 Are there any unique features relating to adjacent water bodies (i.e., in or around a
wetland, river, stream, or estuary)?
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Section 2 - Best Management Practices

Use the following tables to indicate the BMPs that will be used to control storm water pollution.
Attach additional written documentation if necessary.

2.1 General Site Management

Will BMP Be If Yes, Explain How
Used?

BMP Description Yes
! No

If No, State Reason

Site Planning Considerations

Scheduling (ESC01 )

Preservation of Existing Vegetation (ESC02)

Construction Practices

Dewatering Operations (CAO1)

Paving Operations (CA02)

Smacture Construction & Painting (CA03)

Dust Control (ESC21)

¯               Vehicle & Equipment Management

Vehicle & Equipment Cleaning (CA30)

Vehicle & Equipment Fueling (CA31)

Vehicle & Equipment Maintenance (CA32)

Tracking Control

Stabilized Construction Entrance (ESC24)

Contractor Training

Employee/Subcontractor Training (CA40)
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2.2 Construction Materials and Waste Management

Will Bt~PBe If Yes,~ Explain How
Used?

BMP Description Yes No If No, State Reason

Material Management

Material Delivery and Storage (CA 10)

Material Use (CA11)

Spill Prevention and Control (CA 12)

Waste Management

Solid Waste Management (CA20)

Hazardous Waste Management (CA21)

Contaminated Soil Management (CA22)

Concrete Waste Management (CA23)

Sanitary/Septic Waste Management (CA24)

-I
Section 3 - Site Map Checklist

The project boundary and/or limits of grading. (Option. 50feet beyond property line or
grading limits)

The footprint of existing facilities and facilities that will be built during construction.

[ The existing and final grades of the site, along with any intermediate grades during
construction that will significantly affect site drainage patterns.

The location(s) where runoff from the site may enter storm drain(s), channel(s), and/or
receiving water(s).

Specific locations where construction materials, vehicles, and equipment will be stored,
handled, used, maintained, and disposed, along with locations of structural measures that
will be used to contain these materials on site.
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Section 4 - Certification

As the project owner, I certify that appropriate BMPs will be implemented to effectively
minimize the negative impacts of this project’s construction activities on storm water quality.
The project contractor is aware that the selected BMPs must be installed, monitored, and
maintained to ensure their effectiveness. The BMPs not selected for implementation are
redundant or deemed not applicable to the proposed construction activities.

Signed:

Title:

Date:

-I
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Section 1 - Project Description and Information

l. The name of the project:

2. The address or location of the project:

3. The building permit number for the project:

4. The grading permit number for the project (if applicable):

5. The owner/developer’s name, address, phone number and contact person:

, 6. Contractor’s name, address, phone number and contact person:

7. What are the major features that the project will provide? (e.g., low density residential,
commercial development, etc.)
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Guidance for Local SWPPP/WWECP

° ~ Section 1 - Project Description and Information (cont’d)

8. What are the estimated construction start and finish dates?

Project Start Date:

Project Finish Date:

- ] 9. What are the estimated dates during which more than 1 acre or 50,000 ft3 of soil will be
disturbed?

Start Grading:

Finish Grading:

10 Are there any unique features relating to adjacent water bodies (i.e., in or around a
wetland, river, stream, or estuary)?
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Guidance for Local SWPPP/WWECP

Section 2 - Best Management Practices

Use the following checklists to indicate the BMPs that will be used to control wet weather
erosion and off site sedimentation. Attach additional written documentation if necessary.

2.1 Erosion Control Practices

Will BMP Be If Yes, Explain How
Used?

BMP Description Yes
I No

If No, State Reason

Site Planning Considerations

Scheduling (ESC01 )

Preservation of Existing Vegetation (ESC02)

Vegetative Stabilization

Seeding & Planting (ESC10)

Mulching (ESC11)

Physical Stabilization

_ Geotextiles & Mats(ESC20)

Dust Control (ESC21 )

Temporary Stream Crossing (ESC22)

Construction Road Stabilization (ESC23)

Diversion of Runoff

_ Earth Dike (ESC30)

Temporary Drains & Swales (ESC31)

Slope Drain (ESC32)

Velocity Reduction

Outlet Protection (ESC40)

Check Dams (ESC41 )

Slope Roughening/Terracing (ESC42)
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2.2 Sediment Control Practices

Will BMP Be tf Yes, Explain How
Used?

BMP Description Yes No If No, State Reason

Sediment Control

Silt Fence (ESC50)

Straw Bale Barrier (ESC51 )

Sand Bag Barrier (ESC52)

Brush or Rock Filter (ESC53)

Storm Drain Inlet Protection (ESC54)

Sediment Trap (ESC55)

Sediment Basin (ESC56)

Section 3 - Site Map Checklist

-! The project boundary and/or limits of grading. (Option. 50feet beyond property line or
grading limits)

The footprint of existing facilities and facilities that will be built during construction.

The existing and final grades of the site, along with any intermediate grades during
consmaction that will significantly affect site drainage patterns.

_-1 The location(s) where runoff from the site may enter storm drain(s), channel(s), and/or
receiving water(s).

Specific locations where erosion and sediment control measures will be installed for each
permanent or temporary site drainage pattern that will occur before, during and after
construction.
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Section 4 - Certification

As the project owner, I certify that appropriate BMPs will be implemented to effectively
minimize the negative impacts of this project’s construction activities on storm water quality.
The project contractor is aware that the selected BMPs must be installed, monitored, and
maintained to ensure their effectiveness. The BMPs not selected for implementation are
redundant or deemed not applicable to the proposed construction activities for the reasons cited
above.

Signed:

Title:

Date:



Appendix E
Owner’s NOI/SWPPP Certification Form
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Appendix E
Owner’s NOIISWPPP Certmcatlon Form

National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) is the portion of the Clean Water Act
that applies to protection of receiving waters. Construction activi~ that will disturb a ground
surface area of 5 acres or more (about 220.000 square feet or 2.02 hectares), or if the project results
in the disturbance of less than 5 acres of soil but is part of a larger common plan of development or
site that exceeds 5 acres, is subject to requirements of the California General Permit for Storm
water Discharges Associated with Construction Activity (Permit No. CAS000002) under the
NPDES Program. A Notice of Intent (NOI) is required to be filed with the SWRCB and a Storm
Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) is required to be prepared, implemented and available at
the job site for review and verification at all times for such projects.

Site Address or Tract No: Permit No:

Owner: Contractor:

I have read and understand the requirements indicated above.

" Owner or Authorized Representative Date

In compliance with the above requirements. I certi~ that a Notice of Intent has been filed with the
State Water Resources Control Board and that a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan has been
prepared.

Owner or Authorized Representative Date
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BMP Selection Process for Construction Projects

In planning a construction project, the developer/contractor must answer three key questions with

respect to storm water quality control: (1) what kind of water quality controls are needed?:

(2) where should the controls be implemented?: and (3) how much control is enough? In order to

answer these questions, the developer/contractor should use a documentable, defensible process

to identify’ potential water quality, problems, develop design objectives, formulate and evaluate

alternatives, select the most appropriate alternatives, and design the plan. A suggested BMP

selection process particularly applicable to Construction Priority Projects and projects subject to

the California General Permit for Storm Water Discharges Associated with Construction Activity.

is described herein.

F.1 DEVELOP GOALS AND OBJECTIVES
Site specific conditions of Development Construction Projects determine which BMPs are most

applicable for a site. The BMPs selected for a site should fulfill the following goals and

objectives:

¯ Be appropriate for the given site constraints

¯ Have a beneficial or neutral impact on the environment

¯ Provide moderate to high pollutant source control and/or removal capability

¯ Meet regulatory requirements

¯ Minimize changes in hydrological conditions

¯ Be cost effective.

F.2 BMP SELECTION CRITERIA
In order to fulfill the above goals and objectives, BMPs should be selected by using appropriate

selection criteria that serve to identify the capabilities and limitations of each BMP. Criteria to

be considered in screening and selecting BMPs for the construction stage are:

¯ Site factors (e.g., slope, high water table, soils, potential risks below or downstream
of site, etc.)

¯ Project Characteristics (e.g. type, size, and duration of project)

¯ Pollutant avoidance (source control) or removal capability (effectiveness)

¯ Cost of implementation

¯ Environmentalcompatibility R0000483
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These criteria may be given equal weight during the BMP selection process, or they may be

weighted differentially, depending on the relative importance of each factor for the particular

project.

Several general principals that should be considered in selecting erosion and sediment control

BMPs include:

¯ Prevention of pollutant release is superior to pollutant capture later. Select source
control BMPs as a first step.

¯ Selection of BMPs must depend on site characteristics and the construction plan.

¯ ]’he proper first step is a site drainage analysis. Determine where runoff will enter.
cross and exit the site.

¯ Divert runoff from exposed areas wherever possible.

¯ Existing vegetation is the most effective erosion control.

¯ Limit and phase clearing.

¯ Incorporate natural drainage features whenever possible, using adequate buffers and
protecting areas where flow enters the drainage system.

¯ Minimize slope length and steepness.

¯ Keep runoff velocities low.

¯ Reduce the tracking of sediment off-site.

¯ Select and install controls that can be maintained.

F.3 NOMINATE AND EVALUATE ALTERNATIVES
A number of BMPs applicable to Development Construction Projects have been identified in

Section 2.5 of this Model Program. The BMPs were nominated from the California Storm Water

Best Management Practices Handbooks. Other BMPs from other manuals and sources were also

considered.

F.4 SELECT BEST ALTERNATIVES
Based on the list of recommended BMPs for Development Construction Projects provided in this

Model Program, the developer/contractor should use the selection criteria described above to

select the best alternatives for the project conditions, characteristics, and concerns. This may be

done numerically, by weighting the selection criteria, rating each BMP against each criteria, and

summing up a weighted rating for each BMP, which then becomes a relative ranking. Or the

r \ 1 ~a,~..~r~sK3-30~:~m~ ~-l~m a~ F-2
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BMP Selection Process for Construction Projects

selection process may be done in a more subjective, non-numerical way using experience and
¯ professional judgment to select the best alternative BMPs. Either way, the developer/contractor

should document the selection process and provide support for the selected system of controls.

F.5 DESIGN, IMPLEMENT, AND MAINTAIN THE BMPs
After the appropriate BMPs are selected for a given project, the developer/contractor should
document those selected on the standard checklist and show the selected BMPs on the plans, as
discussed in Section 3 of this document. It is important that the control measures be properly
installed and maintained. Improper installation and poor maintenance are the most common
reasons for storm water controls to not function as designed. Therefore, it is incumbent on the
designer to provide sufficient information in the project plans and specifications for their proper
installation, and to provide adequate guidance on their proper maintenance so that the installation
and maintenance procedures may be incorporated into the state SWPPP, Local SWPPP, or
WWECP.
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ACTIVITY: DE’WATERING OPERATIONS

DKS~ON
Targeted Pollutants

P~vent or n:duce the disc, barge Of poLlu~am3 to Sii3ml ~ from dewall=’inI ope~abons ¯ Sediment
by using sediment conu’ois and by ,.cs~ng I:be g~undwa~r for pollu~iou. ~ Nutri~nt~

APPROACH ~ Toxic
There a~ t~,o genera/classes of poilulams that may t~/t frmn dewa~-ing ol~-~ious~O Oil &
sec~en~, and m~cs and pem31enm pmduc1~. A l~h sed;tment �on~-nt m dewa~mg 0 Fkmmbl~
discharges is common because of the nam~ of ~he operazion. On the otbe~ hand, toxics
and pem~leum pnMuc~s are not comnu~y found t, dc, wam~g discharges unle~ the site    O O~h~r ¢on~mc~ion

hiswry of g~undwa~r c~n~mi~fion. The following S~pS ~ help reduc~ storm wa~r
tx~tlunon f~3m clewaz~mg ~es: ¯ Lik~y m

Un/m~n
¯ Use seclimeat commls to t~mov¢ se~limcnt f~m ~ geam’a~gl by ~am~mg ($e~

SecLiment Trap L’ESC 55) and Sediment Basra (’ESC .%) m C’bap~er ~). Implementation
¯ Us~ filwaaou m remove sediment f~:)m a sediment wap or basra. F’dwatiou can be Requirements

ar.bteved with: ~ Capital Comte
Sump pit and a pcrfera~d or slit s~andpipe w~tb boles and wrapped in filter
fabric. The standpipe is surrounded by stones which fil~s the water as it ~ O,tM Costa

coLiec~ in the pit before being pumped out.Wrapping the standpipe in fil~ ~ Maintenance
fabric may rcqui~ an mcn:ased stumon inlet a~a to avoid clogging a~l unac. ~ Training
¢~mble pump opesa~ion.
Floazmg sucl~oa bose to allow cleane~ surface waler to be pumped out. 0 Suitabilily for

Stop~ >$%

¯ In az~s suspec~d of having gn~mdwa~ ponution, sample the gn~m~ near
excavaoon si~ and have the water ~ for known or suspecu~ poDmams at a
ce~fied labot-~m7. Check with the l~gional Wa~ Quality Coum31 Beard and the
local wastewa~cr m~a~nent plant for their V~luirements for dewatermg, addidonal ¯ High 0 LOW
wa~cr quatity ~ and ~ options.

grotmdwa~r and discharge it to the municipal was~wat~ trealment plant via the

¯ For a quick ~fe~nce on disposal alm~h~.~ves for specific wasu~ see Table 42,
CA40, ~mployeeYS uix~nn-~mr Training.

Management
Practicel%.~

ConsU’uction l~ndbook                        4.3                              March, 1993
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ACTIVITY: PAVING OPERATIONS Objectives

Gr’a4~�: Nmm ~ Texas COG. 1~3 ~ee~ng Pmc/f~

Stlbigz~ DL~turbed ~

Protect SlopetJC~nneis

Control Site Perinwter

Control lntetr~l EJ’o.tion

DESCRIPTION Targeted Pollutants
Prevent or redu= the dis:barge of IX)g== from paving opentions, sing m=asures to
prevent runon and runoff pOllUtiOn, property disposing of wastes, and IraJning employees ~ Sediment
and subconlractors. (~ Nutrient=

APPROACH ~ Toxic

¯ Avoid paving during wet weather. ~ Oil & Grease
¯ Smz~ ~ away from drainage courses to I~n:vent storm water runon (se� CAt0 (~ Flosmbie Materials

Materia] ]~elivery and Storag�). (~ Other Construction¯ Promct drainage coupes, pamcuJady in areas with a grade, by employing BMPs m Wa.~te
diver~ runo~ or ~ap/t’d~ sediment (see Chapter 5).

¯ L~aks and spills from paving equipment can contain toxic t,-vets of heavy met.sis and ¯ Likely to H~ve
oil and grease. Plaee drip pans or absorbent ~ under paving equipment when Significant Impact
not m use. Clean up spLUs with absorbent ~ rather dzan burying. See CA32 (~ ~,~bab~ Low
(’Vehicle and Equipment Maintenance) and CAt2 (Spill Prevention and Conm31) in Unknown

¯ Cover catch basins a~d manholes when applying seal coat, ~ coal slurry sea/, fog Implementation
s~. e~:. Requirements

¯ Shovel or vacuum saw-<:ut slun’y and remove from sue. Cover or barricade storm(~ Capital Co~ts
d,’-aJns during saw cumng to contain slurry.

¯ It" paving involves pOrtland c=ment concrete, see CA23 (Concrete Waste Manage- (~ O&M

merit) m ~Us ch~pmr. ~ Maintenance
¯ It" paving involves asphahic concrete., follow these steps:

~ Training
Do no[ a/low sand or gravrJ placed over new asphalt to wash into storm drains,

(~ Suitability forstreets, or cry:ks by sweeping. Properly dispose of thig was~ by referring to
SlopesCA2.0 (Solid Waste Manage=tent) in this chapter.

O!d ~phaJt mu.~t be disposed of properly. Colk~c~ and remove xIl broken asphalt
from ~he SV," and recycle wbeneve~ possible.
It" paving involves on-site mixing plant, follow the storm water permhting
r~uu~menzs for mdusmal ac~vitles.

¯ Tram employees and subconlx-ac~)~. ~ High (~ Low

¯ ¢o.~ (Capitol.

InspeCt employees and sul:x:xmtractors w ensu~ that measth-~s are I:~ing foUowed.
K¢~p ample supplies of drip pans or absorbent materiais on-site.

Be
LIMITATIONS Manaoemenf)
¯ The~ am no major limita=ion~ to this best management prac~_�~ Practlces~..~

Com~’uetion Handbook 4 - $ March, 1993
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ACTIVITY: S’mUCTU E CONSTRUCTION AND PAINTING Obj~¢tiw,

Control Site Perimeter

Control internal Erosion

DESCRfPTIOH
Targeted Pollutants

Prevent or reduce the discharge of poilut~Ls to s[orm wasef f~om sLnJclz~ COILSITaC~O[I (~ .Sediment
and pamung by ¢nclosing or cove.,~g or bczmiag bufld~g mare_no1 s~mag¢ ~ ~siag (~) Nutrients
good housekeeping pr~:tice~ using saie~ almmaziv¢ p~’oduc~ a~d ~-a~mg ¢mployees aad
subcontractors. ~ Toxic M~teriai~

APPROACH 0 Fioemble M~eriai#¯ Keep ~e work si~e clean and orderly. Remove debris in a timely ~ashiO~L Sweep the
area.

° ~ Other Construztion
Waste¯ Use soil erosion control zec~niqu~ if ba~ ground is exposed (Se~ Chapter 5).

¯ Buy recycled or le~ baza~us products r~ the maximum exu:m p~-tic~ble.
¯ Co~u¢~ painting opem~ons cousismnt with local a~" quality and OSHA regula~iom.
¯ Properly store pamas and solvents. See CAIO (MateJ~ Delivery and Swtag¢) in

ctmpter. Unlmo~m
¯ Properly sto~ and dicpos¢ wa.s~ ~ genem~d from U2� activity. Se¢ the wast~

managemem BMPs (CA.20 to CA24) in this cl~pter. Implementation
¯ Recycie r~idual paints, solvents, lumber, and orJ~r mam-iab ~o the maximum extentRequirements

p~acucable.
¯ Make sure rJmt nearby storm drains are well marked to minimize tt~e chance or" (~)

inadvertent disposal or" residu~d paints and other Liquids.
¯ Cle~ ~e storm d~n system in the uztmvdiam construc~on area ai~r consu’uc~on is(~) Maintenence

completed. ~ Training¯ Educ:~e employees who are doing the wodL
¯ Inform subconu-actors of comp~zy policy on ~¢s¢ matJ~s and includ~ appropr~ 0 Suitability for

provisions zn melt conzz’acz zo maim cez’mm pz-op~- housekeeping md disposal Slopes >$%

pr’~uces ~’� zmptemenmd.
, For a qu~= ~=~~-z~-~c= oa ~ispos,~J :~.’~z’n,~Jves for sp¢~ w~.~, ~e T~_ble

CA40. EmpioyePJSubconu’a~J~r Tz-~mng.

Cons~uction Baadbook ’ 4.7 R0000491 Martin, 1993



ACTIVITY: s~ucTu~B CONSTRUCtiON AND PAINTING (Continue)



ACTIVITY: .A~’~, DELIVERY AND STORAGE
ObjectJvee
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ACTIVITY: M~Ta~UU. Da.~R~ ~U~ S~RAGE (Continue)

CAIO

R0000494
~
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ACTIVITY: MATERUU. USE
Gra~K:: Na~ C~elr~ T~ COG, 1~3

Minimize Disturbed

Com~cCion Handb<~d~                       4. I1                            Mare.h, 1993
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ACTIVITY: MATERIAL USE (Continue)

C~11
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ACTiViTY: SP,.L )’REVS ON )aD tON’toOL

Vehi~te ~nd ~mnmem Fuelin~
¯ I!" fueling must occur on-site, use designamd areas, loca~d away from drainage course, to prevent the runon of

storm wau:r and ~e runoff of spilh.
¯ Discourage "wpping-oLe" of fuel lanks. ’: .:
¯ Always use secondary comammem, such as a drain pan, when fueling to ca~eh spills/leaks. ’"

REQtY[REMENTS
¯ Cosa (Capital O&M)

Prevention of leak~ and spills is mexpeusive. Treatment and/or disposal of conr,~mma~ed.soil or water can be
quite expensive.

¯

K~ep ampl~" supplies of spill ¢ontro! a~d ¢le,~up mamrials on=sire,

UIx~ your spill privation a~d control pla~ a~d
cl~mic:~Ls on-sire.

LIMITATIONS
¯ If necessary, use a pnvam spill cleanup company,

REFERENCES
Bluepnnt for a Clean Bay-Coustruc~ou-R~bw.d Industries: Best Management Practices for Storm Wa~ PoUution
Prevention: Santa Clara Valley Norrpomt Somc¢ Pollution Control Program, 1992; Santa Clam Valley Nonpoint Soun:e
Polluuon Conm:)l l~gr’am. 1992.

Storm Wamr Management for C~n Ac~vities, Developing PuUution l~ven0on Plans and Beg Management
Prac~ces. EPA 832-R-92005: USEPA. April 1992.

CA12

R0000498

~
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ACTIVITY: souo w, m’e ._k’ GmeN’r

¯ If a cmcaine~ does spill ~ up

¯ F’or a quick x,P.fiu’m~ on dLRx3sal a/temativ~s for specific wastes, see Table 4.Z CA40, Empioye¢/S u~~
Traming.

p,~~ .....
¯ Costs (CaptmJ.. O&M)

AZ! of the above m’e low �ost measure~

Collect site u-ash daily.

Arrange for regular waue �oUec~:~.

LIMITATIONS
¯ There axe no majcx" limim~ous to this best

~est Management Practices and Erosion Coun’ol Manual for Cousu’uc~on Sic~; P, ood Couuol Distri~ of Maricopa
County, AZ. Sep,~nbe~ 1992.

Processes. Procedure~, and Methods to Conuol Pollution Restdtmg from aJl Cousu’uc~on Ac~ivitT;, US’EPA, 430/9-73-

Storm Wam~ M~m~--,-m for Coosa’ucm~ Acdvide~
I:~actJc~s. F=~A 832=R-72005: LTS]~A, ~ 1992.

R0000500
~
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ACTIVITY: HAZARDOUS WASTE MANAGEMENT

Minimiz~ Disturbed Am~s
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ACTIVITY: HAZARDOUS WASTE MANAGEMENT (Continue)

¯ PLace a stock-pile of spill cleanup ma~-ials where it ~ be readily accessible,
¯ If a container does spill clean up immediately.

REQUI!~.EME~qTS
¯ Costs (Capitol O&J~                                                                     ..: : ..

ALl of ~te above are low cost measures,                                                           " i..~

Inspect hazardous wast~ r~:cpl~clcs and a~a regularly.
Arra~e for regular hazardous was~ col~-tion.

LI2V~ITATIONS
¯ I-L32,~ous wast~ t!2at c:mnot be reused or recycled must be disposed of by a licensed bz.zardous wast~ hauler.

REFERENCES
Bl-epnnt for a Clean Bay-Consu’uc~ion-ReL’t~d Indusu-ies: Best Management Practices for Storm Water Pollution
Prevention; Santa Clara Va/ley Nonpomt Source potlution Control Program, 1992.

Prcc~s~. Procedures, ~’~d Medx~ds to Con~-~l Pollution Resulting from aft Con.qruc~ion Activity;, USEPA. 430/9-73-
(307. 1973.

Storm Wa~r Management for Construction Activities, Developing Pollution Prevention Plans and Best Management
PracUces. EPA 832-R-92005; USEPA, Apri/1992.
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ACTIVITY: CONTAMINATED SOIL MANAGEMENT

Protect

Control Site Perirmt~r

Control Internal Erosion

DESCRIPTION Targeted Pollutants

Prcvenz or reduce the discharge Of pollutalzts to storlxl waxer ~ cootamJna~d soil and ~ Sediment
highly acidic or alkaline soiLs by conducting p~-consu~ction surveys, inspec~ng ¢xcava-

0 Nutrientsr.ions regularly, and remediating contaminat¢d soil promptly.
¯ Toxic M~teriaL~

APPROACH 0 Oil &
Contaminated soiLs may occur on your si~," for sevea’al reasons including:.
¯ Past sit= uses and activines: 0 Fioatabla MatariaL~

¯ Der~cu¢d or tmde=:ct~d spills and leaks; and (~ Other Cot~truction

¯ Acid or atkaIme solutions from exposed soil or rock formations high in acid or
~k.~Jine-formmg elements.

¯ Likely ~ H~e ’
Significant Impact

Most developers conduct pro-construction e~v,L, onmenB] assesar..enr.s as a mauP, r of (~ /=retiCle Low or
rouune. Rec=nt court rulings holding ~ liabt¢ for cleanup costs when they Unknown impact
unknowingly move coma#unated soil highlight ~he need for conmactors m confirm ~ a
sl~ :x..~..,,¢~men~ ts completed be~o~ ear~ moving begins. Implementation

Requirements
The foUowtng st~ps will help indue= storm water pollution from contaminated soil: (~ Capital Costs¯ Conduct ~orough si~ ptanning including pre-consu’ucuon geologic surveys.

~ O&M Cos==¯ Look for conm.m~nau:d soil as evidenced by dL.q:olot-atiOno odors, differences in soil
properues, abandoned underground ~ or pipe:k or bused debris. ~ Maintenance

¯ Prevent leaks and spills ~ the maximum extent practicable. Contaminated soil can be ~ Training
expe~zve to ~rcat and/or dispose of l~3pedy. However. addressing the problem

0 Suitability for
before construcuon is much less expensive than after the uructures a~ in place. Slopes >5%

¯ Test suspected soils at a c=mfied laboratory.
¯ If ~he SOil ts conu’tmmatecL work ~ me local regulate7 ag~c~�:, :e develop

for u’¢a=nent and/or disposaL
¯ For a quick reference on disposaJ alternatives for specific wastes, see Table 4.2,

CA40. EmployedSubcontractorTraining. ¯ High 0 I~w

R£Q TS¯ CA22
Pmven~on of lca~ and spills is mexp~siv¢. Tr~u~t and/or dLsposaJ of
cotltammamd soil Call be quite expel~ive, f""31_

- [nsp~:~ excava,~d az-~as da~ly for $i~zzs Of co.zamin,~l soLl.
Implement CAI2, Spill Prevention and Con~ol. to prevent leaks and spills as Be

Construction Handbook 4 - 19 R0000503 March, 1993



ACTIVITY: CONTAMINATED SOIL, MANAGEMENT (Continue)

REFERENCES
Blueprint for a Clean Bay-Con.urucfioa-l~lat~d Indasu’ies: Best Management Praczicr.s for Swrm Wamr Pollution
l~venzion; Sanza Clara Valley Noopoint Source Polluzion Control Program, 1992.

Proce.sse~ Proc~luxe.s, and Mezlxxls to Control Pollution l~sulzing fzom all Consmzczion A~ivity;, USEPA, 430/9-73-
007, 1973.

Storm Wau:r Management for Co~ Activities, Developing Pollution Prevention Plans and Best Management
PracUces, EPA 832-R-92005; USEPA, April 1992.

c,=
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ACTIVITY: CONCRETE WASTE MANAGEMENT
Objectives

Hous~ping

Minimiz~ Dis~ Ar~s

Stabilize Disturbed Ar~s

Protect

..--- ~

Control Site

Control Internal Erosion

DESC~ON Targeted Pollutants
Prevent or ~duc¢ ¢� discharge of pollutams co swrm wamr from co~crete was= by
cO~lduCl~g wa.cJloat off-si~ p~’form~ng o~-sil¢ washout in a dc~gl~ar~l ~ and w~n~g0 Sediment

employees and subc(xll~:~r~. ~ Nutrients

~ Toxic Materials
APPROACH

0 Oil & GmassThe foUowing stops will b=lp indue= storm wa~�~ pollution Lmm conc~t= wasps:
¯ Store dry a~d wet mamr~is ~der cover, away from dr~t~,e axe, as. O Fioatable MatsriaL~
¯ Avoid m~xJng excess amounts of fre~ cancel= or cement on-sit=. ~ Other Construction
¯ Perform wa~out of conc~t¢ ~uc~ off sic= or m de.sigt~md axe, as only.
¯ Do no[ wa.~ out concrete truc~ =to storm d~ilL~, open dhcbes, sin=eta, or s~,~ms.
¯ Do not aJJow excess conc~t= to be dumped on-sire, exc¢Ix m designa,,d a~eas. ¯ Llkety ~

Slgnlfl~nt Iml~t
¯ For on-st= washout: 0 /=mt~/e/~w or

]oc~ washout m’~ at least 50 feet from storm drains, open di~cb~ or wamr Unknown Im!~t
bodies. Do not a, Bow runoff from Ibis am= by co~su,Jctmg a mmporat7 pi~ or
bermcd ar~ large enough for liquid and solid wast=; Implementation

wa.~b ou~ wasms into ~he emporary pit wbcr~ the concz~m can s¢~. be brok¢n up, Requirements

and ~hcn disposed at properly. (~ Capital Costs
¯ Wl~cn w~bmg concmm to remove t’m¢ par~cies and expose Ib¢ agowegom, ovoid

cr~.~ung nmoff by droning the wa=£ to a bermed or leve! ar=L O O&M Costs

¯ Do not wash sweepings from exposed ag~c~at£ conco�t: mid IbC S~’C¢t or sl~’m ~ Maintenance
dr~a. Collect and ~oJ~ sweepings U) ag~tc~a~ ha.so sm~ pile, or dispose in/be ~ Training
tr~h.

0 Suitabili~/ for¯ T~ain employees ~nd subconl~-acw~ in proper contact= wasm m.a~geme,L SIopss >$%
¯ For a qmck ~e[e~.-~ce o~ dispo~ =dm.ma~v¢~- for specific wa.sKes, s~= Table

CA40, Fmployee/SubconLmc~or Training.

REQUIREMENTS
¯ Cosr.s (Cap~r~L O&M)

¯ High 0 Low
AJI at" ~� ~v¢ ~ low cost m~s.

’ CA23~s~t su~~ m e~ ~ c~= w~ ~ ~mg pm~ly ~-

Managemen~
Pmc~ces~

ComtrucUon Ha=tdbook                       4.21                            March, 1993
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ACTIVr]’Y: CONCRETE WASTE MANAGEMENT (Continue)

lkst Mm~emem Prig:rices and Emsim Conm)i Manual for Consa’uctioe Si~ Flood Comrol Disa~ of Maricopa
July 199"2.

fro" a Clean gay-Consm~m-~ Iadusm~ lkst Mmagemem ~ for Strum Warn- PoLlution
s~m C],w~ w.~ No.tx)~ ~ poautioa Co~m)l Program. 1992.

Management for C~ Activiti~ Developing Pollution Prevention Plans and Best Managemeat
EPA 832-K-92005: USEPA. ~ 1992.
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ACTIVITY: SANITARY/SEPTiC WASTE MANAGEMENT
Objectives

Housekeeping

Min~d~ Oi~,bed

Protect S~opeslChannels

Control Site Pehmeter

Control Internal Erosion



ACTIVITY: V~H~C~ AND EQUIPMENT CLEWING

Grm~: Norm Cerm-~Texa= COG, 1~

REQ~
¯ Cos~ (Capital O&lvt3

All of the above are low cost measm~s.
¯ M~ce

~,~e ~~~ ~n~.

CA30
¯ Ev~ ph~-~, bi~~e ~ ~ve ~ ~o~ m ~ ~� ~ ~ ~f~

¯ Se~ng v~eqm~t off-si= ~o~d ~ ~e m ~njm~ ~ ~4
(S~d C~~

~~ ~na~n~
S~, ~.. 1987. S~t Bi~~o~

Conduction Hand~k 4 - 24 R0000508 M~ 1~3



ACTIVITY: VEHICLE AND EQUIPMENT FUELING
Objectives

~usekmping P~

~
Stabiliz~ Disturbed Arias

~ Protect Slopne/Chann~s

Control Site Perimeter

Control Internal F.rosion

DESCRIPTION Targeted Pollutants
Prevent fuel spiZts and lcal=, and mduc¢ mcir iag)acts m storm wamr by using off-sit=
facilities, fueling in desigoamd ax~as ouly. enclosing or covering smm, d fuel implementing (~ Sediment

spill conh’o~ and mam£~g ¢mployees and subcomzactors. (~) Nutrients

APPROACH ~ Toxic
¯ Us~ off-sit= fueling sh~ions as much as possibk. Fueling vehicles and equipment~ 0il & Grease

outdoors or in areas wber~ fuel may spilFl,~v onto paved surfaces or mm drainage(~ Fioetable
pa~ways can poUut= storm wa=~. If you fuel a large number of vehicles or pieces of (~ Other Construction
equipment, consid=" using an off-sit= fueling smdon. "l’bcs¢ businesses ar¢ better Waste
equipped to handle fuel ~nd spills propeJly. Performing dais work off-sit= can aJso b¢
economical by eliminating the need for a separate fueling area at your sit=.

¯ Likely ~ H~ve¯ It" fueling must occur on-sire, us= dr, signamd areas, located away from drainage Signiflcsnt Impact
courses, to IX~Vent )J~ mnon of storm wamz" and tl~ runoff of spills. (~ Probable I.~w

¯ Discourage "topping-off" of fuel Imdcs. Unlma~m Im~)~t

¯ :dways us~ secondary containment, such as a dram pan or drop cloth, when fueling to Implementation
c~nb spill.sAeaY.s. Requirements

¯ Pia~ a su:~kpile of spill cleanup mam~’ials wbez¢ it wiJl be re.adily acc¢ssibie.
¯ Use acLsorbcn~ mat=naJ.s on small spills razl~e~ than hosing down or burying the spill. ~ ~it,=l

Remove ~he adsorbent mam~i,~ promptly and dispo,s¢ of prope~’ly. 00&M Costs
¯ C~’y out ~ll Fed¢~ a.qd Sr~.¢ tt~qn~x~lents regaling $~onax~ above ground s~J3r~g¢ ~

~k.s. ~ Training
¯ Avoid mobile fueling of mobile coasm~c~on equipment axound the sit=; mrJ~r,

u-~spon ~he equipment m d=si~ma~l f~ting ax~as. Wi~h ~h¢ exc~uon of ~ (~) Suitsbility for

equipment such as buLidoz~ and ped~ foddiRs, most vehicles should be able to Slopes >$%

u’ave! m a ~si~mamd ~ with lJ~e lost time.
¯ Tr’a~ employe~,s and sub¢onma~z~rs in proper fueling and cl~.~’mp proc=dm=s.
¯ For a quick refer=tee o~ disposa~ =lt=,"~Uves for sp¢c~t’tc wasms, s�� Table 4.2, CA40,

EznpioyeP./S ubconmactor Tra~ng.

¯ Cos= (Capitol, O&.M)
All of the above me~ur~ = low cost. �x~’1:), for ~le ~ila~ COSL~ of above ~a/~h~ i
ground umks that meet aL! local environmental zoning, and t’tre codes.

¯ Maint=th~ce

L]MFrAT[ONS Management~¯ Sending vehicles/equipnmnt off-sit= should be done in conjunc’aoe with ESC24 Praetices~...t
(Stabilized Conslx13clion EnwanceL

Construction Handbook                       4 - 25                           March, 1993
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ACTIVITY: VEHICLE EOUIPMENT MAINTENANCE Objective,

S~d:i/u: Disturbed Ames

Contro/Site Pwimetw

Control Internal F.ros~

DESC]UI:TION Targeted Pollutants
P~veaz or reduce d:= ~scJ~g~ of potlmams ~ storm wamr from vetticl~ and
m=mr~’n~nc¢ by rua~g a "dry s~�". This involves using off-sire ~ perfonamg (~ Sediment

work m designa~d ax~as o~ly, lxovkLing cover for n~crials sued ou~kle, checking for (~) Nutr~
leaks and spiLLs, comammg and cle.anmg up spills immediacy, a~d Ixammg employees and~ Toxic
sutx:onu",~-wrs.

~ Off & Grease
~PPROACH (~ ~:/oatab/~
¯ I~¢cp v¢h~c]e.S and ¢q,-pmen~ cP.an, don" ~ a~low excr~s;v¢ ix~i-up o~ oil and g~as¢. (~) Other Construct/on
¯ Us~ o~-si~ r~pur ~ops as m,~ as possible. M,~in~g veJ~clcs a~d eqaipme,~

ou~i~ors or in areas wbe~ ve.hici¢ or equipm¢m fluids may spill or leak oaw (be
ground can pollux: smnn wa~r. Ir yoo malayan a large ,umber of vehicles or pieces ¯ Uk~, ~ Have
o~ eqmpmem, consider using an off-si-, ~r shop. These businesses are ben~ s~g~k=ent
¢quil~ped w handle ve.bicie fluids and spi~ls properly. Performing this work off-sire (~ /~ro~-~,~UnkTmwfl
can zLso be ¢co~omica~ by �~g ~h¢ need for a scpara~ main~’aance ~

¯ I~ ma~,,-na~c¢ mus~ occur on-sire., use dcsig~x~d ~ locamd away born dra~g¢ Implementation
¢our~. w preys[ ~ runon of swrm wa~r and ~h¢ runoff o~ spills. Reqt, imments

¯ ~ways ,_~ s~:oudar/conu~nmenr, su~ as a dr~ pan or drop cio~ ~o camb spills or
lca~ when r~mov~g or changing flmds. (~) Capital

¯ P~:� a swck’~¢ o~ spill cleanup mar~n-iab wh¢~ i~ ~ b¢ readily accessibl�. ~ O&M
¯ Use arisen( ma~BJs on s~ spills ~-axb~ flax] hosing dow~ or btu’y~g (be spill. (~ Maintenance

Remove Lbe adsorbcat ~ prompdy a~d dispose of lXOpcdy. ~ Training
¯ Regularly inspea on-si(� vebir.Jcs snd equ~pmea{ for ~ and repa~ immed~y.
¯ Check incoming v,.biclcs and eqmpmcnt (is:|uding delivery u’udr~, and employee and (~ Suitability for

Sk)pes >$%
subc~,:ma~-,~" ve~.!~s~ for lca~ng o, a~d fiu~.s. ~ L, ot a~w ;¢sibng ve~cie~ or
equipment

¯ Se~gau: a~d r~"ycic was~.s, such as gn:ase~ used oil or oil t’dm~s,
cleaning solur.~ amomo~ve ban=ncs, bycL,-aulic, and ~-~ns~on fluids.

¯ Tram employees ;rod subconn-acwt’s in prop=" mammnancc and spill cleanup pro~=-
[ ~ High, (~ Lowdur~.

¯ 1=Or a quk:k Rf~t~c~ oll dis[:K)sa] sitL’ll)a~ves for sp~c~J~c wastes, s~¢ Tabk: 4.~, CA40,

Employe~/S ubconmac~" Training. CA32
¯ Corn (Ca~iutt. O~u’~

ALl ~ ~ above ax~ low cost n~asu~,s.

~ az~ple supptics of spill cleanup ma~=~ats

Cons~’uction Handbook                        4.26                             March, 1993
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ACTIVITY: VEH C  AND EQUIPMENT MAINTENANCE (Continue)

LIMITATIONS
¯ Sending vehicl~eqmpmem off-sire should be done in conjunc~on wi~ ESC’24 (Stabilized Consu’ucUou Enu-~nce).

Outdoor vehicl~ or e.qttipmenz mainmn~nc~ is z potentially signi~ennZ Som~ of storm wa~r polluuon. A~vi~s ~trg
can contaminate storm wamr include engine re’pair and service., particularly changing or rcplac.emem or" fluids, and
ouuloor equipment storage and parking (dripping mgines). For further information on vehicle or equipmem servicing.
s== CA30, Vebicl~ and Equipm=m Cl=aning;-and (~A31, Vehicb, and F.quq~n=nt Fu=ling. ¯ -.

Lisw.d below is further information i~ you must perform vehicle ~ equipment mammnanc~ on-sire_

Recvcline/]D~’~ocnl
Separating wastes allows for easier recycling a~l may reduce disposal costs. Keep hazardous and non-hazardous wasps
sepaz-a~ do not m~x used oU and solvent, and keep cblorina~d solve~s (Rke 1.1,l-tricbloroetbane) sepa~a~ ~ no~-      " .:i ....
chlonna,~d solvents (like kerosene and mineral spirim). Prcmpdy uansfer used fluids m me proper wasm or recycling       " ’ ....
drums. Don" t leave full drip pans or o~her open containers lying around.

Oil filters disposed of in trash cans or.dmnps~e_,~ can leak oil and contaminate storm wamr. Place the oil filter in a funnel
over a waste okl recycling drum to drain excess oil before disposal Oil fdmrs cnn also be recycled. Ask yotw oil
supplie= or rrcycl¢r about rrcycling oll film~.

Do not dispose of cxn’a pam~s and coatings by dumping liquid onto the ground or ~u’owing it inw dumpsmrs. Allow
coanngs w dry or harden befor~ dLsposa/into covered dumpsm~s.

Stor= cracked bam~-ies in a non-leaking s~condary container. Do this with all cracked baaeries, even if you think aD the
acid has drained out. I/you (imp a bal~-y, Iz~at it as i/it is ~ Put it into ~he containment a~ea undJ yoe ar~ sur~ it
is not le~ng.

Do not bury used U~s.

Best Management Pmctic=s and Erosion Conrsol Nlnnu~! for Construction Sims; Flood Con=ol Dismct of Maricol~
Coumy, AZ. Sel~:mber 1992.
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Ti~BLE 4.2 QIJICK REFERENCE - DISPOSAL ALTERNATIVES
(Adopled from Sanla Clara Ct,mly Nonpoint Source I~tdlulion Control Program - Decem~r 1992)

All of the w~le pr~ucls Oll Ihis ch;irl are pr, diibiled f[olll dincll:ligc Io Ihe storm drai. syslem. Use Ibis mal~x to decide which ~lemaliv¢ dis~l S~legies to u~.
ALI"E~AI"IVI~ ARE I.IS’rEI) IN I’Rll)lll’l’Y ()III)I,]IL

Key: ItHW Ilousehold Itazurtlous w~slc {G-vcnm,cnl-spmsored drop-off events)
~ ~lblically Owned T[ealmenl
Reg.Bd. Regional Water Quzlily C,.llnd i]ou[d (Oakland)
"Disuse to sanitary sewer" means dispose inlo shlk, Ioilel, of clean-oul connection.sa~larysewer
"Disuse as trash" means dis~ in duutpsters ~t trash containers tbr pickup an~or eventual dis~sal in landfill.
"Dis~ as hazardous waste" fi~r busines~commercial means contract wi0~ a hazmdous wasle hauler to fe.tove a~ disuse.

DISCllA RG E/AC’I’I VITY BUSINESS/COMMERCIAL RESIDENTIAL

Disposal Priorities App.r.oval Disposal Priorille,

General Conslruclion and Painting; Slree! and Ut|l|ly Mainlenance

Excess pai,t (oil-I~tsed} i. Recycle/reuse. I. Recycle/reuse.
2. Dispose its hazardous waste. 2. T:lke to HHW drop-off.

Excess pain! (water-based) I. Recycle/reuse. I. Recycle/reum.
2. Dry resid.e i. CallS, dispose as Irash. 2. Dry residue ill caus, dispose as trash.
3. I1 vohune is too inuch to do/, 3. If volume is too Inuch to d~, lake to

dispose its hazardous wasl¢. HHW drop-off
Paiul cleanup (oil-based) Wipe pailll OUt Of brushes, Iltel|: Wipe i~lin! out of b~sh©s, then:

I. Filler & reuse IhinllerS, solve.IS. I. Filler & reuse Ihillller~ solve.is.
2. Dispose ;Is hazardous waste. 2. Take to HHW drop-off.

Paiul cle~mup (waler-based) Wil~ pailu t.II of brushes, Ihen: Wipe painl oul of brushes, then:
I. Rinse It) s;uiila~ sewer. !. Ri.se to s;utilar]� sewer.

Etnpty I~ailll Calls (dr]/) I. Remove lids, dispose as trash. I. Rct,n0ve lids, dispose as Uash.

Painl sUippin~ (wilh solveut) I. Dispose =*s hazardous wasle. I. Take Io HHW drop-off.
Buildi.g exterior cle,’uliug (high- I. Preveul e,my i.lo storm drai. ;uid
pressure water) remove oils)re

2. W;lsh OIIIO dirt area, spade in
3. Collect (e.g. mop up) and

disdtar~e to sauilar), sewer POTW

Cleanin& of building exterior~ which I. Use dry clea.ing methods
have IlkZAilDOU$ MKI’ERIkL$ (e.g. 2. Conlaill mid dispose washwaler as
mercury, lead) in pah.s hazlu’dous waste (Suggestion: dry

material first to reduce volume)



Table 4.1 (Continued)
Page 2

DISCI IA RG E/A CTI V ITY                     II US I N ESS/CO M M E RCI A I.

Disposal Priorilies
t~eneral Conslruclion and Painling; Slreel and Ulilily Mainle.ance (to.i’d)

Non-haz,’u’dous paiul scraping/ I. Dry sweep, disl~)Se as Irash
sand blasli.~ I. Dry sweep, dispose as trash

IIAZARIIOUS p;d.! ~rapi.g/sa.d hhisliug I. Dry sweep, dispose as
I. Dry sweep. I~e to HHW drop-off(e.g. m,~iue paiuls or p;d,ls co.tai.i.g h;w.;ird~)us wastelead or if,butyl

Soil from excavatio,s durittg peri~.als I. Should .or be placed i, street orwhgu stonns me [o[ec~t
OU p;Ived are;is

2. Remove tr~,n site or backfill by
cud o[ day

3. Cover with I~u’paulin or SUTTou.d
with hay hales, or use other
ruIR)I’[ Co.trols

4. Place filter ,.at over storm dmiu
Note: Th(.’oughly sweep I’ollowiug removal of
dirt i. ;Ill I’ot,r alter.at,yes.

Soil from excavatiotis placed o. paved I. Keep ,naterial out of storm couvey~uice
surfaces duriug periods wheu storms ;ire uot systems mid thoroughly remove viaf~’ecasl sweepi.g followiug removal of dirt

Clea.iug slrcels it! cottstrucliott areas I. Dry sweep mid miuimize Irackiug of
it|lid

2.Lisa silt l~.,,ds a.d/or simih’u" pollut~tl
red.clio, tcch.iques wheu flushiug

Soil eros,oil, sad,me.is I. Cover disturbed soils, use erosiou
co,ffols, block e,tlry to slonn drain.

~lalll immedialely.
Fresh Cell~�lll, grout, morh’u" I. Use/reuse excess I. Uselreuse excess2. Dispose to trash 2. Dispose as trash
Washwater from co.cretdmortar i. W;tsh ohio dirt area, spade in I. Wash outo dirt area, spade in(etc.) clea,up 2. Pulnp a.d remove to appropriate 2. Pulnp lual rclnove to appropriatedisposal Iacility

disposal facility3. Settle. ut~ater to sauitar[ sewer PO~.__..~ ~ water to sanitar~,_sewet-
Aggregate wash from drivewaylpatio I. Wash Ottlo dirt arez~, spade in

I. Wash Oltlo din area, spade inconstruction 2. Pmnp a,d remove to appropriate
2. Pmnp and remove to appropriatedisposal facility

disposal facility
-_ R0000515 3. Settle. pump water to sauit,~rv sewer PO’i3,V 3. Settle. pump water to sanitar~



Table 4.1 (Continued)
Page 3

DISCIIA RG E!ACTI VITY IIUSINESS/COM M ERCIA I. RESI DENTIAI,
I)isplislll Priorilies Approval Disposal Priorities

’
General Conslru¢lion and Painling; Street and Utility 51ainlenance (toni’d)

Rin~waler from Col~rel¢ inixing Irucks I. Rclunl Ifuck Io yard for rilisillg
inlo ~md or tlirl area

2. At COllMrllt’lii)ll silo, wash iiilo ~llld
or di~l iirea

dcl~lilimi dells 2. Dis~ as InlSll 2. Dil! i1$ ~sll

lt~dous demolidou and I. Dis~)se as li~dous wmle I. ~ nol allem~ Io ~lnov¢ you~ff.
cons~lion ~bris (e.g. ~slos)

~c removal nnd dis~al
2. Vc~ mn~l in.ills (less fllmi 5 Ibs)

may ~ d~blc-wra~d in plasl~ mid
I~en Io HHW dr~-off

Saw-Cul slu~y I. Use dry ¢ullillg I~hnique al~ sweep
up residue

2. Vacm~m slu~y alld dis~ olT-sile.
3. Bl~k slonn draitl ~ ~nn wilh low

weir ;~ ~ces~ffy Io ~low mosl solids
IO ~llle. Shovel out gullets; dis~
residue to dirl area, c~lsffuCliOll
or hu~lill.

CllSliUClili dewalerillg J. Rccycl~eu~
(N~llmbid, UllC~lliUlliilillcd ~roulidwaler) 2. Di~ll;Ir~ Io slonn drain

C~sffucliOll dewalerillg (Oilier Ih;lli I. Recyclelreu~
iI~llu~d, UllgXillliunillaled gromldw~ler) 2. Discharge Io S~il~ ~wer

3. As ap~o~ilile, Ireal pri~ Io
discllmle Io sign dniin. Reg. Bd.

Po~lble ioilel waSle I. ~iising coln~auy sli~l dis~
IO ~iiiiligy ~wer al PO~

~s frmn ~i~qge dulnpslers I. Collecl, colilaiu lei~illg innleri~.
Eliuiiuale lei~, keep cov¢r~,
reluni Io I¢i~ing ~lnpany for
iinmediale

2. If dumpsler is used for liquid
w~l¢, u~ pl~c liler

R0000516
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DISCI IA RG FJA CTI V ITY I I ! ~ I N E~;3/C()I~I I~! F. I{ CI A I, R ES! DENTI A L
l)isposal Priorities Approval Disposal Priorili~

General Construction and Painting; Street and Utility hh,int~.nance (toni’d)

~s from COIIS~uCli~l dcb~s bins I. hlsurc Ih;ll hins arc uscd fl~r dry

(~u~li~)n: F~nci~l~, covering help
prevcnl imlisuse)

Dumpslcr cle~uiillg walcr I. ~l~ol ~il ~llllllpsl~r owllcf’s I~lcilily
nlld discharge w~le Ihrough
inlcrcepl~ Io ~u~i~y ~wer

2. Cleali oil silo alld disch~egc dlrough
~rc~e i~ilerce~ Io ~nil~lry ~wer

~Mzuling driveways, paved nrens * I. Sweep nl~ disuse ns Imsh I. Sweep a,~ dis~ es ~sh (~y cl~oing(S~ci~ll F(~us = Reslnur~il ~leys Gr~e~ (Dry cleaning (rely). only).dmnpsler ~e~) 2. For vehicle I~l~s, rcsG~unul~gr~ry 2. F~ vehicle I~s, fol~w
nllcys, Ibllow Ihis 3-slop pr~ss: 3-slop ~ess:
a. Cle~l up Ic~s will rags ~ a. ~lcml up le~s widl

b. Swoop, ilSillg gnmular w~.
absor~nl Inal~rial (cal liller), b. Swoop, usillg gmnul~

c. ~op and disuse of Inopwaler IO nb~nl Innle~al (c~ liller).¯ N~�: L(~al droughl ~dil~R’cs may ~ulilary sower (or collecl rill~Waler c. ~ aod dis~ ~ m~walcr¢olilzlili nddiliollal rcs~clions alld pump Io Ihe ~lnil~ey sower). Io ~lil~y

(2c)(no s(~lp) di~h~e~cd Io slonn drain.

Slemn clc~ming of si~walks, phR~ * I. Collccl all Wal~r ~ld pump Io

2. Follow Ihis 3-slop pr~ess:
a. Cle~ul ~il leaks wilh rags or

adsor~lS
¯ N~e: L~td droughl ~dinmlccs may b. ~weep (Use tl~ nbsor~nl as needed)

.... ~ll~lin,~ddilional r~s~icliOllS c. U~ I~O so+lp, discll~� Io slonn dmi~l

Po~blc waler/line flushing I. ~;l¢’liVtll~ chlorine by
Hydnml leSd~lg maxi~nizin~ lime wAler will eavel

~fore rc~hin~

Su~r-chl~nnl~ (a~vc I ppm) walcr I. Disch~ge Io s~mila~
[~n line flushing 2. Cotnplelc deddoritultion required

~[or¢ disuh~ug¢ to storm dr~n

R0000517



Table 4.1 (Conlinued)
Page

~ DISCItA RGE/ACTI VITY IIUSINESSICOMM ERCIA I.

[

RESIDENTIAL

B. Disposal Priorilies Approval Disposal Priorilies

~ LandscapelGarden Mainlenance

,.,= Pesticides I                                                                  . Use up. I/inse cOttlainers useI. Use: up. Rinse coulaillers, use

~" rinscwalcr as pn~lucl. Dispose rinsewaler as ~slicide. Dis~
rinsed fOIII;lilIC[S i~ Irish rin~d COll~lhl~r ~ Itch.~

2. Dis~se unused ~slicidc as 2. Take unused ~slicid¢ to llltW drop-

Garden clippiugs I. Compost I. Composl
2. Take Io ~u~llill 2. Dispose as IGIsh.

Tree trimming I. Chip if necessity, ~fore I. Chip if tt¢~, ~f~ com~sting
cure.sting or recycling or rccyclin~

Swimming ~l, spa, fouutaitt water I. ~t trot use mehtl-ba~d algici~s (i.e. I. ~ not use tneU~l-b~ algici~s
(emptying) Ct~r Sullhle) C~r Sulfitle)

2. Recyclclreuse (e.g. imgalion) 2. RccyclHreu~ (e.g. i~galion)
3. ~tcnilil~ chlo~n¢ residual : 0, wail 3. ~lcnnit~ chlo~ne ~sidual : 0, wail

24 I~urs ~td then discharg� to storm draio. ~ 24 h~rs mid then di~[e to slo~ drain.

Acid or oilier ~ffsp~fount~n cleauing I. Ncutndiz¢ ;u~d di~h~ge to ~mitary
~wer

Swimzning pool, spa filler backwash I. Reu~ for irrigaliou I. Use for I~mdseape irrigation
2. Dispo~ on dirl ~u’ea 2. Dispose on dirl area

~0 3. Settle, dispose to ~’mil~u’.y sewer 3. Scllle, dispose Io s,’milar~, Sewer

o Vehlcle Wasles

~ Used molor oil I. Use seco~dary conlaimnenl while I. Pul OUl for curbside recycling pickup
"~ sh)ting, scud to recycler, where availableo0 2. Take Io Recycling Facility or auto

service [acility with recycling program
3. Take to HHW evenls acceptin~ motor oil

Antifreeze I. Use secondary containment while I. Take to Recycling Facility

~ sloring, send Io recycler.

Other vehicle Iluids ,’rod solvents I. Dispose as haz~dous W~L~te I. Take to H!IW evcut

Automobile batteries I. Settd to auto battery recycler I. Exch,’mge al relail outlet
2. Take Io Recycling Cenler 2. Take Io Recycling Facility or IIHW

where ballcries are acccpled

Motor home/co~lslruclion trailer wasle I. Use holding lauk. Dispose IO I. Use holding lank, dispose to s,mtilary
s,’utilary sewer                                            sewer.



Table 4.1 (Continued)
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DISCI! A RG E/A C°I’I Y I°I’Y I II USI N F.$S/CO M M K RCI A I, R~I D~NTIA L

I I)islmsal Priorilies ~ pproval Disposal Priorities
Vehic~ Wastes (cont’d)

Vehicle W~hi~g I. ~ccy~lc I. Tak~ Io Commcrci~ C~ Wash.
2. Disch;l~c h~ s;mila~ ~ 2. Wash over lawn or di~ m~

sewer, ~cvcr I~ slonn drain 3. If s~p is u~, u~ a ~kel for
water and di~harge ~n~ning
walcr to ~i~ ~wer.

Mobile Vehicle Washiag I. Collecl washwaler mid disch~ge to
Samlary sewer.

Rin~wnlcr [rom dusI r¢llloval al tlCW car I. Discharge Io smlil~ ~wcr
~els 2. If ri~lsing dusl [roln cxle~ su~accs

Vehicle I~s al Vehicle Rep;dr F;~ililies Follow dlis 3-slop pr~css:
I. CIc~l up Ices wilh rags or nbsor~ms
2. Sweep, nsmg gmnuh~ ab~;~nl

malcrinl (C;il lifter)
3. Mop mid dis~)sc of mopwalcr Io

~milary ~wcr.

Olher

I~bile wi~hin~ services

R~f drills I. if rtx)f is conlnminaled wilh
induslGal w;isIc pr~ucls,

di~h;e~� Io sign drain

C~ling walcr I. Rccyclclreusc

~m~d g~l~waler, infilualiold I. Rccyclchet~se (lal~scapiag, etc.) Reg. Bd.
f~ll~li~l d~,mge (conh~ninaled) 2. Treat if neces~t~; dis~t~gc to

~dmry ~wer
3. Treat mid discharge Io slonn drain Re~. Bd.

~ fighling flows If comaminalion is p~nl, Fke ~pi.
will allempl Io prcvcnl flow Io sue~n

R00005~9
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DISCIIARGE/ACTIvlT¥ BUSINESS/COMMERCIAl. I
RESIDENTIAl.

¯ Disposal Priorities Approval Disposal Priorili~

Olh~r Wasl~ (conl’d)

~ Kilchen Grease I. Rovi(Ic secondary colllahilllelll, collecl, I. Colleck ~lidify, dis~ ~ Ir~h
send to rccyler.

send Io I~W via hauler.

Resmmam cle;mmg of fl~r ma~s, I. Cle;m inside build~ng wifl~ disch;~ge
eshaus~ fil~e~s, elc. fl~rough gre;~e uap Io ~mi~ary ~wer.

2. Clem~ omside in om~amer or ~nned
;~ea wid! di~har~e to Slulil;Wy ~wer.

Cle;m-up w~cwaler IYom sewer b;~k-up I. Follow ~his pr~g’edure:
a. Bh~k slont) dr;~n, c(mlain,

m~d re~um s~lled ~n;uedal
~mi~ary ~wer.

b. Bl~k s~onn drain, riase remaiaing
malerial to collection
pmnp ~o ~mi~y ~wer. (ao rinse-
wa~er may flow IO sh~n



BMP: SCHEDULING

DESCRIPTION Targeted Pollutants
Sequencing the consn’uction project to w.Auce the amount and du.,-a~on of soil exposed to

(~ Sediment
erosion by wind, raJ~ nmoff, and velxicle trm:kmg.

(~ Nutrients

SUITABLE APPLICATIONS (~) Toxi¢ M~teti=L~
Proper sequencing of construction m:tivities w reduce erosion potential should be incorpo- (~ Oil &
t-a~d into the schedule of every consmaction project. Use of other, more cosdy yet less
effective, ¢rosicm and sedimen~d~On controls, may often be reduced through ~:noper (~) Fioatable M~te~i~i~

construction sequencing. (~ Other Construction
W~.~te

APPROACFI
¯ Project d~sign consider’at.ions: Design project to integrate into existing land conwum.    ~ L/kay, to

Significant r~grad~g of a site will r~qul~ mor~ cosily erosion and sedimentation $1gnl~zant

conu~! measures and may require that on-si~ drainage facifities be installed.(~) ~re~,t~
¯ Inccrrporate exis~ng, natm-al ar~as: Inventory and evalua~ the existing sit~ terrain and

vegetation. Disturbance of highly erosive natural at~as (e.g., steep, unstable slope Implementation
areas, watercourses) should be mmimizecL while prot~g other atlas may enhance R~quimments
site aesthetics. Construction should not disturb these a~as (see E5C2).

¯ Avoid mmy periods: Schedule major grading operations during dry months. Allow
(~) Capital C~t~

enough time before rmnfall begins to stabilize the soft with vegetation or physical (~ O&M Cost~
means (se� ESC 10 to 24) or to install tempot-m’y sediment trapping devices (se¢ F_~C (~) l~intenance
50 to 563.

¯ Pr’ac~ce erosion and sediment conm:)l year round: Erosion may be caused during ~
(~) Training

seasons by =freak" r-a~gall, wind and vchlcl¢ tracking. The~for¢, keep the site (~ Suitibility for

stabifized year-round, and retain wet ~on ~-,tlment trapping de~ices.
Slope~ >$%

¯ Minimize soil exposed at one dine: Schedule projects to disturb only small pomons
of the site at any one time. Complete g~-m~ng as soon as possible. Immediately
s~abifiz¢ the disturt~d pomon before grading the next poruon. Practice staged
seeding---rcvcgctam cut and Rll slopes as the work progresses.

¯ Trenching: Close and stabilize open trenches as soon as possible. Sequence trench- ¯ High (~ Low
ing projects so tha~ most open portions of the trench ar~ closed before new u’enching

ESC1
¯ COSt

Construction schedufing to reduce erosion may increase o~hcr construction cos~
due to r~xluced economies of scale in performing site grading. The cost-effec-
tiveness of sc.bcdufing w.c.hniques should be compared with the other, less
eff=.-av¢ erosion and sed~nen,~tion conuoLs to achieve a cost-effecUv¢ balance.      Management~

Practices’~.....~

Construction Handbook,                        S - 5          R0000521         lVlarch, 1993



SUPPLEMENTAL INFORMATION, JUNE 1998 ..... :~.~

Limit and phase clearing. By clearing only those areas immediately essential for
completing site construction, buffer zones are preserved and soil remains
undisturbed until construction begins in a particular area. Additionally, the
proposed limits of land disturbance should be physically marked off to ensure .
that no more than the required land area is cleared.                         ~

ConsU-uction EIandbook                       $ - 6                            Mm’~h, 1993
R0000522
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Additional Information --  r ervatk)n of F.x ing vegmtlan
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Additional Information -- Pr.ervation Ex tZng Vegetation

Me,hods for pro=c:~ng eumd~g vegetation and ~
¯ Stake off root sysll~ limits (drip line of lx~e). Some �ounoes limit construction within 5 feet or" (Js¢ txc¢ drip l~e.
¯ Fence off the a~a to be ixcserved or adong the Bee drip line.

¯ Tree weAl~ and relaining walls (pemutm:nO help pint.rye exisl~ng vegetation, but must be large enough to protect the
mot sys=m (see below).

¯ For the California Oak ~ no mmching or irrigatim ~ould be a/lowed within ~he driptines of the =~:. smce both
these ac~viUes am deu’m~n~al to ~he ixeserv~on of the tree. - .....

Best Managemcn~ Practices and Erosion Control Manual for Co--on Si~..s, Flood Control Dismct o£ M,mcopa
Counw, Arizona, September 1992.

County of Sacramento Tree Preserv~on Ordinanc~ - Sep~mber 198 i.

Stormwa~r Management Wa~r for the Puget Sound Basin, Washington Suue Department of Ecology, The Tec.hnica~
Manual - February 1992, Publication # 91-75.

Wa~.r Quali~y Management Plan for the Lake Tahoe Region, Volume IL Handbook of Management Pracuces, Tahoe
Regiona! Ptannmg Agency - November 1988.

SUPPLEMENTAL INFORMATION, JUNE 1998

Limit and phase clearing. By clearing only those areas immediately essential for
completing site construction, buffer zones are preserved and soil remains
undisturbed until construction begins in a particular area. Additionally, the
proposed limits of land disturbance should be physically marked off to ensure
that no. more than the required land area is cleared.

ESC2

R0000525
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BMP: SEEZ:)ING AND PLANTING

Contmt lntw’nal Erosion

GENERAL DESCRIFTION
Targeted Pollutants

Se,~i~ng of grasses and plantings of m:cs, shrubs, vin~s and ground coves pmvid~ long-¯ Sediment
~ s~b~on of soil. In some ar~a.s, wi~h su~ble climm~ g~asses can ~ planmd for~ Hutri~n,,
u:mForary su~o~a.

~ Toxic Mat~riai~

SUFI’ABLE APPLICATIONS 0 011 & Gre~e
¯ A~ f~ siu: s~b~oo bo~ during consu’uc~ion and posz-coas~uctioa. 0 F/oatable¯ A~y gz-ade~cle.ar~d ar~.as wb~ CO~S~’Uc~On ac~vir.ics h~,v= ~
¯ Op~ spa~ cut and fill ar~as. (~ Other Construction
¯ S~p slot:re.

W~ste

¯ Spoil piJes.
¯ V~g~ca~t swains. ¯ Uk~6’

¯ SITe, am brulJ~. Unknown Imp~’t

I~STALLATION/APPLICATION CRITERIA Implementation
Ty~ of v=g=~a~iou, siu: and s~d]~d pmparabou, planbag [im~. fm’~l~za~ou and wau:~ Requirements
rcqui~mcn~ should I~ con~id~e,d for each at:~9.

~ Capifal Costs

G~.~:
¯ C-~ouM pz,.-paz~,~on-" f~.LLtzc ~d mecbamcaL1y smbiz;~_ zhe soil. ~ Mainten,,nce
¯ Tolexant of short-z~-m mmperam~ cxm~znes and wa~rlog~cd soL~ con~ctons.
¯ Appropz~ soi] concLtbons: shallow soil base, good dzxtnage, slope 2:1 or flaz~. ~ Tr~Ming

¯ Deve]op well and qmckIy f~m seexls.
¯ Mowing, U’nga~g. and fcmlJzmg az~ v~zaJ for promo0ng vigorous grass gz’ow’,Jz.

Tz~cs and Shru~s:
¯ Selcc’don C,’qmna: v~gor, sp,~ics, s~ze, sh,zpe & w~ldlife food
¯ SoL1 c~ndictons: select specm,s appropr~ for soil.drainage & ac~ty.
¯ Omer Factors: wmd/e, xposuz~ t~nperamz~ e, xm:mcs, and L,-nga~on needs.

I ¯ High 0 Low

V~ncs and G~und Cove~s:

¯ Use ~ se~ding ra~s.
¯ A~ so~l conditions: dr~nage., acidity, slolx:s, r’---,
¯ Genially avoid species r~quiring irrigation.

Management 

Cons~uction F[andbook                         $ - 11)                             Mm’ch, 1993
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BMP: see m  PLANTING (Continue)

SUPPLEMENTAL INFORMATION, JUNE 1998

Limit and phase clearing. By clearing only those areas immediately essential for
completing site construction, buffer zones are preserved and soil remains
undisturbed until construction begins in a particular area. Additionally, the
proposed limits of land disturbance should be physically marked off to ensure l!        .~.-~:..
that no more than the required land area is cleared.

Stockpile topsoil and re-apply when revegetating the site. Top soil with high
organic content is a valuable resource essential to establish new vegetation and
can only be replaced-with expensive hauling from other sites, or with many years
of the natural process of soil formation.

Develop and implement nutrient management plans. Properly time applications
and work fertilizers and liming materials into the soil to depths of 4 to 6 inches.
Using soil tests to determine specific nutrient needs at the site can greatly
decrease the amount of nutrients applied.

ESCIO
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Additional Information -- s~.~,~ P=~ng

E~C~O
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Additional Information

3. ~madcast the seedings in the lain fail o� early spring. In the late fail seedings should be planm.d by mid- Sepmmber
u3 have es~blished grass by the October rainy season.

4. Initial irrigation will be requix~d of~-n for most gntsses, with follow-up imgaliOn and ferr~zauon as needed.
Mulching may be requind in dry c",~,~ or during drought years.

Tr~s & Shrubs

Vines, ground coven, and low growing planl3, that can quickly spread, come in many types, coiot~, and growth habi~
Some arc suitable only as part of a small maintained landscape ~ while some can stabilize large areas with i~e
mammnanc¢. Flowen, wbP..h provide lille long-I~.rm croton conlxol may be planu:d to add color and varietal appear.

ESCIO
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Additional Information -- s ng, 

vegenmm such as the California ~ md California bw, kwhe~ bo~ of which �omple~ poorly with
grasses (e.g., planting wiki oats is illegal in Cafifentia). In addition m smixtizing ~ soil. vines and gruund coves

1. Provide am-a~vc cover that does not need mowing.
2. Help m define u’affic ar~as and comxo! pedesman movement.

Ground cove~s ar~ plants that naturally grow v~ry close together, cansing seve~ coml~ition for spac~ nutrients and
wa~r. Soil for gruund covers shout! he well ~ The en~ azr.a should be spaded, disced, or n3m~Lled to a depth
of six to e~gbt mctr~. Two to ~ inches of organic ~ such as good ~ or peat. should be spread ov~ the

The following st=ps will help ensure good plant grow~

1. Mak: the plantings following the contotu’s of the land.
2. Dig the holes I/3 larger than the plant mot ball.
3. Know what depth to place ~e plan~.
4. Use good topsoil or soil mixna~ w~h a kx of orpmc manet.
5. F’dl hole I/3 to I/2 full shalm plants to scale soil among roo~s, then water.
6. L~ave sauc~r-sha~ c~ion aruund the plant to hold wa~r.
7. Wa~r thomugl~y and regularly.
8. S pac~ p~an~ according to the Wpe of plant and the ~t of covering de.sired.

The~ are many different specks of vines and ground cove~s fn3m which to choose, but ca~e must be taken in their
s~lection. It is essential to select planbng ~ ~ttited to both the in~nded u~ and specific si~ charactnristic~. The
plan~s ~ m this handlx~k a~ those whic~ a~ imown to be adap~.d to Cafifornia. and commonly available f~m
commerc-~ nurseries. Additional infom~tioo can be otxamed from local nurserymen, la~ architec~ and e~ten-
sion agents. An appruved low watt" use plant fist may be obu~ned f~um the Sta~ Department ofWa~ R~ot~ces or the
Soils Conservation Service.

Maintenance
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GENERAL DESCR[FFION Targeted Pollutants

Mulching is used to mmporarfly and l:~Xtna~eady smbiLiz= dcarcd or fxcshly sce.zl~t areas. ¯ Sediment
Types of mulches mclud~ organic mamrial~ smaw, wood chips, bad~ or otber wood fibe~

~ Nutrient=d~:omposed gz’am=, and graveJ.
(~ Toxic

SUITABLE APPLICATIONS (~
¯ Temporary s~abi~on of fzcshly se=ded and planB=:l areas. (~ F/oatab/e¯ Te~ s~b~m dur~g periods uasultable for growing vegeta~on.

(~ Other Co~tra,Jt~n¯ Tcmpo~’ary st;~b~on of areas tbaz cannot be s~d=d or planBxl (e.g. insuf~cient
rmn. st=cp slope).

¯ Mulches such as ~rave, l and decomposexl soils may be use~ as post-consu’uction ~ U~=~y ~
BMPs, particularly in arid r=gions.

I~STALLATION/APPLICA’FION CRITERIA Un~mo~
Mu~cb prevents erosion by pro~.cdng tb¢ soft surface and fost~mg growth of n~w
seedmgs that do not s~biliz¢ by tbemselv~. Implem~rd;ItJon
¯ May be used w~th nemng u~ supplement soil s~:~ization. Requirements

¯ Apply to planting a~as whcx¢ slopes axe 2:1 or gx~caz~. @ C~pit=l Coat=
¯ B md"rs may be r~quu-,.d for su~p areas, or if wiad and runoff is a problem. ~ O&MCo~m
¯ Type of m~ch. bmd¢~, and application rams should be rccommemdcd by rnnnufac-~turf/corm-actor.

(~ Training
Suitability foeREQD-F~!~J~S ¯ $1ope~ >$%

Must be mspec~l weekly and alum" r~n for damage or ~omtion.

source: EPA. 1992)
Straw Mulch: $’7,5(X) per ame.
Wood Rb= Mulcl= ~,500 per acre.

¯ ~i~h 0 LowJute Netting: $12.500

ESC11¯ Wood fiber mulches should be used only i~ areas wids Or= 20 mct~s annual precipi-

¯ orpmc mulches ar¢ no~ IX=’manem exosion control measures.
¯ Mulches =rid to lower the soil smfa~ =:mpcrat=~ a~! may delay ~¢nnmaaon of

¯ Pm~ament mn~hes for arid regions should include gravel and decomposed soils. Managemenf)
Practice=~..,.~
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Additional Information

Ouly a ~t of general guide.line~ i~ included for applic~ion and in~ufllalion of mulching on di~larbed lands becattse of the
various cLima~s, soft concEtious and land uses in California. Installation of mulch cousis~ of fiuni.q~g all mamnals,

by the site engine~.

Org~mic mulch w~r~-i~l~: such as slraw, wood chips, Ixwk and wood fiber, have bee~ found to be most effective wbe~
re-vegeta~on will be provided by reseeding. The choice of mulch should be based on the size of the ate& site slopes,
surface concLitious such as battJness and moisture: weed g~3v,,th and availability of mulch mamriah.

Wood Fiber Muiche~: Wood fiber mulches consist of spec~ly ~ wood fiber procesaed to contai~ no growth
gezminaaon inhibiting factors. "I~e mulch should be f3~m virp~ wood, and be manufacna’ed a~d Ixocessed so the fil~rs
will remain in uniform suspension in wmer unde~ agita~n to form a homogenous flurry. The fiber lengths should be as
long as possible to increase the effectiveness for erosion conm3L Wood fiber mulc.Mng should not be used in areas of
exn-~nely hot summer rex[ ~ f~l ~ ~ of fire c~g~’. V~ea used ~ a ~ with slraw mulch, wood
fiber mul~es at~ good for su:ep slopes and severe climates. The California Offu:e of the Soils C~ Service
recommencLs a non-e3xic mulch g~en dye be used to provide a visuaJ aid t, me,.ermg appLica~ons.

Wood Chips and Bark Chil~. Wood and bark chips ate suitable for a~plicarion in landscaped areas that will not be
closely mowed. Wood Chil~ do not require tack~g, but do requite nitrogen treatment (12 pounds/ton) to prevent nutrient

and Ixu’k chips can be very inexpemiv~. Caution must be used in areas of steep slopes, since both wood and bark chips
rand to wast~ down slopes exceeding 6 perc~t.

Straw Mulch: S~aw mulch is a good shOrto~-’m protection most commonly used with seeding. The mulch should be
bum the current seasce’s crop. A ieuer ot certifu~on from ~e supplie~ should be required to show fl~tt the swaw was
baled less than 12 mouths born the delivery date. Wheat ~ oat suaw is recommended.

Emulsified Asphail: Asphalt is used to adhe~ the mulch to the ground surface, p~ven~ng the mulch born blowing or
washing off. The type and quantity of asphalt used shouJd not result in a storm wamr pollution problem.

Binder:. Binder sbouJd ~ f~e flowing, noncorrosive powder Ixoduced fzom nanual plant gum such as those marketed
u~det M-Binder, M145 Binder, or AZ-TAC. Synthetic, spray-~n martials are not recommended since they tend to
create an imperviom stufac~ and may enter ~e smrmwam" sewer ryu~n via discharge runoff.

R0000533
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Additional Information --

Straw Mak:h: Should be ~ i= an even. un~orm mature-, e~ther by band or by mulch blowing eqtlipl:DC=L SffaW
mulches mu~ be anchoret ~ prevent I~ mulch ft~m being blown or wa.q~ off the sit~. Anctmrmg i~ achieved in two

¯ Crilllpm~: Tlie ~ is az~x~d by framing a heavy di~ with fiat. dull, serrated, �losely-spac~ blades ove~ the
mulched soil Effective crimping embeds the mulch about 2 mche~ into the soil without ccmplemly c~vermg it. The
disc shotdd be rim on~ or ~ arums the soil. About 2 I/2 runs of swaw mulch per acre ~hould be applied if the
mulch is anchm~ by crm~pm~.

¯ Tacking: Achieved mm~ a e~nutsified asphalt or binder either mdependendy or t’oIlowed by ~mpm~. If tacked,
straw mulch may be applied at a rate of I 3/4 mn per ~ a~ mc.ked with em-,~ed asphalt at a ~ of 500 ~allous

Wood Fiber Mulch: Typically ~pplied wi~h a bydmseeder g a ~ of about 1000 m 1~0 pounds por ~ or as a shin7
consisting of at least 150 poends of binder, 400 pounds of wood fiber mulch, and 200 gallons of wamr per acre.

Maintenance: Mulched ar~as r~lulre frexluent inspection for damage and dem’iorabon. R~iuirrments will vary gn:atly
based on the type of mulch used and the type of vegetation to be established. Vegelative mul~es are usually not
intended ~o be pennanenU but are extended only as a base for m-seeding or m-vegetation. Where a permanent anchor for
vegemuon is required, along smep s/opes or ar~as of higher velocity flows, then a geo~exdle mat or net is recommended
(se~ ESC20).

Best Management Prances and Ermion Conm31 Manual for Consu’uc~ion Sims, Flood Conu’ol Dismct of Maricopa
Countv, Sepmmber 1992.

Con~LLmg Ervsion of Conswdc~on Sit~s. U.S. Department of Agriculv.~., Soil Conservation Service. Agricultme
Infvt~rtauon # 347.

"l)r~t - Sedamemauon and Erosion Control, An Inventory of Current Practices", U.S.E.P.A., April, 1990.

"EnvtroP, mcnu3J Criurria Manual", City of Austin, Texas.

Guides for E.rvs~on & Sediment Con~ol in Califomm, USDA Softs Conservation Service - Jmtmry 1991.

Manual of Standards of Erosion and Sediment Control Me, astor. A,ssoci~on of Bay Ar~a Gove~-nments. Jun~ 191)I.

Pn3posed Guidance S~g Management Measm~ for Sonrc~ of Nonpomt Pollution in Coas~ Watts. Work Gnmp
Woerdng P’~er, USE?.~ April 1992.

Soil Emsio~ by Water. U.$. De1~r~ent of Agriculmrr, Soil Conservation Dismct, Agriculnn~ Information Bulletin
#513.

Smrmwater Management Wa~r for the Puget Sound Basra, Waahingme State Depm’tment of Ecology, The Ter.tmi~al
Manua~ - February 1992, Publication # 91-75.

Wamr Quafity Management Plan for the ~ Tahoe Region. Volume U, Handbook of Management Practic~ Tahoe
Regional Planning Agency - November 1988.
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BMP: GEOTEXTILES AND MATS Objectives

~
Housekeeping

Uirdndm DL~urbed

Control Site Perimeter

Control Internal F.m~n

GENERAL DESCRIPTION Targeted Pollutants
M,l~gs made of ~ or s)~rheric ~ whlc:b are tlsed to tet~por~y or penlla-

¯ Sedimentnendy stabL]Lz¢ soil.
Nutrien~

SUITABLE APPLICATIONS (~ Toxic Maferia~
TypicaJJy suited for post<:o~sm=c~o~ site s~zb~o~, but may be ~sed for temporary (~) Oil & Gr~le
stabLLizauon o/. highly erosive soils.
¯ Cballne|s alld sl:reax~:L% ¯ (~) Floatable M~tariaL~
¯ S~p slopes. (~ Other Constm,J~ion

Waste
I~STALLAT]ON/APPLICAT]ON C~
Mau.mgs may be appiled to distm’bed soRs and where ¢xLs~ng vegetation has been ¯ Likely ~ H~ve
removed. The following orgamc m,~ting mmeriab provide tempot-a.,’y prot~:tion un~ $ignifizan~ Impact
permanent vegetation is establLsl~L or when seasonal circumstances dic~,~ the need for (~) ~ro~/~ Low

Unknown~mporm’y smb~io, un~ wead~ or consmJc~on delays m’� resolved.
¯ ;ut¢ mamngs. Implementation¯ S~raw mamngs. Requirements

The folJowmg syntb¢~Jc mar~gs may be used/’or ci~h~" tempot’,~’y or pos~-~:onstruc~on ¯ Capital Co~t~
sr.abilizauon, bo~h wi~b a~d without vcg¢tal~on ~ O&M Cos==¯ E.xc¢is~or mam~g.
¯ GlaSS ~be~ ]~l~g. ~ Maintenance
¯ S ~1p|�~. (~ Training
¯ Mulch neu.mgs. ¯ Suitability for

Slop~ >$%
P~EQU~

I~spect monmJ~ aad af==" sigz~U3~,~:
Re-a~cbor loosened ma~mg a~d replace ~g ma~mg a~d s~aples as requLmd.

¯ COS[
Rela~vely high compared to orJ:mr ]~MPs. j ¯ High (~ L~w

ESC20¯ ~gs arc more cosdy tba~ o~ B]~ praY, ~mi~mg ~ei~ use m areas wbere
omer BMPs are me~e~dv¢ (�.~., cba~ smep dopes).

¯ May delay seed gcrmma~o~, due m mduc’doo m soil tempex-amm.
¯ ~as~oa requixes experienced �omx’actor to ¢~sure soL[ s[abi~oa a~d �~osioa

promcr3o-.

Managemenf)
Practice$’~...,t
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Additional Information -- Geo ,. == Mm

Final Check: Chec~ ~h¢ following ~ the mating is

Mak~ sure ~ng ~ unholy m ~n~ ~ ~e ~.
¯ ~1 ~p join~ ~ ~.
¯ ~I stapes ~ fl~ wi~ ~
¯ ~I ~s~d ~

~n~ ~ cou~uo~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~d ~e ~fi ~ ~ ~e ~ ~ ~t ~ ~ rail
~ ~ w~l ~ ~ ~ ~ ~o~t ~on ~y

ESC20
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Additional Information --- u==

~ BURY THE UP-CHANNEL END OF THE
NET IN A 12" DEeP TRENCH. TAMP THE SOIL FIRMLY.
STAPLE AT 12" INTERVALS ACROSS THE NET.

~ OVERLAP EDGES OF THE STRIPS
AT LEAST 4". STAPLE EVERY IZ" DOWN THE
CENTER OF THE STRIP.

FLOW

~ JOINING STRIP~= INSERT THE NEW ROLL OR NET
IN A TRENCH. AS WITH THE ANCHOR SLOT. OVERLAP
THE UP-CHANNEL END OF THE PREVIOUS ROLL 18" AND
TURN THE END OF THE PREVIOUS ROLL. JUST BELOW THE
ANCHOR SLOT. LEAVING 6" OVERLAP.

~ ON ERODIBLE SOILS OR STEEP
SLOPES. CHECK SLOTS SHOULD BE MADE EVERY 15 FEET.
INSERT A FOLD OF THE NET INTO A 6" TRENCH AND
TRAMP FIRMLY. STAPLE AT 12" INTERVALS ACROSS THE
NET. LAY THE NET SMOOTHLY ON THE SURFACE OF THE
SOIL - DO NOT STRETCH THE NET. AND DO NOT ALLOW
WRINKLES.

ANCHORING ENOS AT STRU~;TURF-’St
PLACE THE END OF THE NET IN
A 12" SLOT ON THE UP-CHANNEL
SiDE OF THE STRUCTURE.
FILL THE TRENCH AND TAMP FRMLY,
ROLL THE NET UP THE CHANNEL.
PLACE STAPLES AT 12" INTERVALS
ALONG THE ANCHOR END OF THE
NET.

INSTALLATION OF NETTING AND MATTING

R0000539
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Additional Information

OPJI~ITATION OF ~ AND MATTING I ~..~.~ I
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Additional Information -- Dust Con~’ols
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"I’AIII,E ESC 21.1 I)llS’l’ CONTROl, liMPs FOIt GIVEN SITE CONI)rI’IONS

I|UST CONTROl° II1~11~

Ttml~ary (,ravel klkdiil,,e
Wd t:Sr,.kul (;ravel ur f~u.slrm:lhm II.ul t:d.#

SI’[I~ l’tnimiiead SUl|prt~d*.i |Just Asphalt Sald k:.l niaic~qulpme.l ’rntt.k e~ A~at
coMirrloH Vqdlillml Mulchl.~ (Waierhq:) Suppressliat Sudiicl.K FeltCeal Wiidt I}Oal! (~uvrl’~ IHsaurbed

Disturbed A|’eas i|ol X X X X X X
Subject to Trall’u:

Disturbed Arelis X X X X
Subjecl It Tndfic

Material Slock Pile X X X X
Slobilizalio.

Danolidou × X X

Clendalg/Excavalio. X X X

Truck Tr;dfic o. X X X X
U.paved Roads

Mud/Din Cany-Ou! X X

"



SALTS ORGANIC, NON PETROLEUM BASED
PE3~OLEUM-BASED PRODUC~

CIIEMICAL TYPES ¯
Calcium Chh~ride~ ¯ Calcium Ligau)sulfimule ¯ ~mnker Oil¯ Magnesium Chlori(~ ¯ S(~ium Ligm~still~malc ¯ Aspli~ill l’rinicr

LIMITATIONS Cun lose ~{~ecliv~fless i~l dry Nol oll~cled by dry weull~r Generully ell~clive regardless

become slip~ry when wel on low in lines. May I~o111~

Motor~ me ii,~i recoinmeiided due to ~uJverse effects Oli plalil life tirol gtouiidwatcr.oils oil Ir~IIUII~IIIS

N~ I~L~IIIIII~II~ (Iu~



LIMITATIONS
¯ May be an expensive for a temlxrary tmprovemenL
¯ Requi~s o~her BMPs m mimmize soil disttwbance dunng installation and removal.

ESC22

Management)
Pmctices~...~
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Additional Information --- Temporary Stream Crossing

A ,,,mporary access stream creasing is a culvert, fred, or bridge placed across a wamrway m provide acorns for cmuruc-
zion for a period of less dum one year. Temporary access c~,smgs ar~ not inumded m be used for genentl public u’tfrtc.

The purpose of ~ BMP is m provide a safe. ermion-free ac.c~.as aczoss a stream for con.qruc~n equipmeaL Minimum
standards and specifications for the design. �ons~ maintenance, and removal of the sn’ucture should be established
by an engineer regismred in Cafifornia. Temlx3mry sm~am ¢gossings may be necessary to prevent consm~cuon equip
merit from cansmg exosion of the su~am and u-ac.king sediment and other pollutants mm the su’eam.

Temporary suv, am crossings am used as access points to conswdcuon sites wben o~.r de,our mutes may be.too long or
burdensome for the construction equipment. Ofmn heavy consn’ucuon equipment must c~’oss streams or creeks, and
demur roums may impose too many constraints such as being mo narrow or ixxz soll smmgth for tbe cqmpment load.
ings. Addir, ionalJy, the conwacmr may t’md a ztmporary sueam crossing more economical for light-duty vehicles to
for frequent crmsmgs, and may bare leas envuonmemal impact ~m construction of a temporary access road.

Temporary access suP, am cxossmgs should be sized and installed according to the drainage design crirmia of the local
municipality. Design criteria should be based on standard enginee~’ing practices for culvert design with provisions for
nunimtzing impacts on dmurt~ czos,sing azeas. ~ types of mmpomry access sm=u~ crossings may be considered:

T~rnr~r-~’v Access ~ulve~’r: A mmporary access cttlvert is effective in conuolling exosion but will cause erosion
dunng insudlation and removal A mmporary ctdvert can be easLly consn’ucu~t and allows for heavy equipment loads.

T~mr~ornrv Acc~s Ford: A mmporary access ford l~rovides llu.ie sediment and erosion control and is ineffective m
comrolling erosion in the s~ream ctmnneJ. A trmpomry ford is the least expensive su-ram crossing and ~llows for
maximum load Rmits. It also offe~ very low maintenance. ~onis a~ mo~ aplxopriate during the dry season and in arid
ama~ of Califomm.

Ternr~orarv Acc~s BridTe: With the appropriam mamriaLs and designs, a temporm’y access bridge cans~s the least
erosion of the slrP.am channel crossing during it~ ms~ioc and removal

During the long summer consu~ction s~ason m Cafifornia. rainfall is infrequent and many sn’v.nms are dry. Und~ these
condiuo~, a mmporary accr..ss ford may be sufficient. A ford is not appropriate if consrrucuon will continue through the
winter rmny season, if summer thunderstorms are likely, or if the slream flows during most of the year. Temporary
access culvm-~ and bridges should then be considered and. if used. should be sized to ~ a significant design storm
(i.�.. ax least a 10-year storm). The mmporary suP.am crossing should be protec~l against erosion, both to pmveat
excessive sedimentation in the sn’~.am and to prevent washout of the crossing (and. consequently, cosdy �onsm,m,m,m,m,m,m,m,m,m,.c~ion
delays).

Special ~ mus~ be taken when crossing an environmentally sensitive wamrway. Oils or other potentially ~
matermls shall not be used for surface Ixeannents. Street runoff should not be allowed to spill down c~’ossthg sldnslopes.
Consn’uction m wamrcourses should be a~ or near the natural elevation of the sn, eam bed to prevent any pommi~!
flooding upsm:am of the crossing. In addition, the following limitations may apply:.

, R0000547 ~l
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FLOW ARF.A ~,~FL.OW A RE~~

FILL ~

F~.TER CLOTH FILTER CLOTH
MULTIPLE P~ES MULTIPLE PIPES

AGGREGATE FILL PER
M.A.G. SPECIFICATIONS

TEMPORARY ACCES~ ~ULVERT

R0000549
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Additional Information -- Temporary Stream Crossing

5, I M~JGMUM. SLOPE ON ROW

SURFACE~ FLOW DWERTED
BY SWALE

SURFACE FLOW DIVERT!
fly SWALE

TEMPORARY ACCESS FORD

~1
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BMP: CONSTRUCTION ROAD STABILIZATION Obj~v==

Control Site Perime~r

Comrol Interr=l Erosion

GENERAL DESCRIFTION Targeted Pollutants
Access roads, suixSv~sion roads, parking area.s, and O~hor Oo-siz veldcl,, tz-ansporl~r.i~ mu~ ¯ Sedimentshould Ix: sutbiZized immed=w.ly afro grading and frequenUy maintained to prevent erosion
~ control dust. C) Nutrient=

Toxi~
SEE~J}LE APPLICATIONS

(~ Oil &¯ Tcmpor’~’y cons=uc~on traffic.
¯ Pl:~.~d cousin]croon projcc= a~d off-site mad accP.ss. C) Fioat=ble Mmer~i~
¯ De~u~ma~. C) OtherCoa~tructior
¯ Co~muc~o~ duz’~g wet wca~�~.

INSTALLATION/APPLICATION CRrl’ER/A ¯ Uk.O, m
¯ ~oa~ should follow topographic conu3u~ 113 ~ erosion of the roadway. (~) Prebab/~/.m~
¯ The roadway slope should not exceed 15 pe~.enL Unknown
¯ Grave! roads should be a mimmum 4-inch thick 2-3 inch coarse agg=ga,- base

Implementationapplied re;mediately afu= grading, or as tx~,-o~ by soils engine~.
Requirements¯ Chemir.a] su~bil~zcr~ or wamr are usually requlr¢d on gravel or dirt road~ to prevent

dust (s~ Dust Con[rol ESC 21). ~ CmpitalCosts

R£Q~~S
~ o&M Cos,,

¯ ~a~’nanc~ ~ Maintenstme.

Pc~(xtic~lly apply ad~oz~l a~,,we~a~= on ~ve! marls. C) Tmining
Acnve din construction roads are comxnonly watered three or more Uznes per day ~ Suitability for
durulg the dry sea.~on $1opu >$%
Inspect weekly, and after each rain.
R~pad- any eroded areas immecfiamly.

¯ COSt

Gravel consu’uction roads are moderamly expensive, but cost is often balanced by
rcducuons in consiruction delay.

¯ High (~ LowNo add~ciona/costs for dust control on �onstzuction roads should be requi~.d .....
above tha= needed to meet local air quality requlr=ments.

ESC23
¯ The roadway must be removed or paved when constructioa is complete.
¯ Certain cbemica/stabiliza~on met.hods may cause storm wam~ or soil pollutian and

should not be used (see Dust Con=ol F.SC 21).
¯ Management of caasu-uction walTtc is subject to air quafity �onm31 zneasums. Contact Be

the loca/air quality management ageacy. Manaoement~
PractJces~....(
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Additional Information -- Construction Road Stabilization

Az~as wbic-.b am ~’aded for ~ ve.hicJe u’m.qx~ and pad~g pro.poses a~ espec~y susce~ble m ~ ~
dus~. Toe exposed soil surface is ~inually ~ leav~g no ~ fro- vegem~v¢ smbi~i~ou. Such m’eas
also m~d m �~lle~ and u’~mpon nmoff wam.s aloeg Omr~ During wet weazl~:r, they o£~en become muddy

the wheels or" coosu’u~ou vehicles. ~ ~ �~n become so rustable dudng we~ wemhe~ tha~ they a~e virumlly

ElTlcient consmlc~ion mad smb~cm no[ only reduces on-sir= on,ion but can signi£_~ntly speed on-site work. avoid
immnces of immobilized machinery and delivery v=hiclcs, and gm~lly improve si~e e.f6cim~y and working conditions
dunng adverse weatb=r.

In~mll~rion/Annlic~finn Critefi~I
Where feasible, ~lu=’na~v¢ mum shonld be made for consu’ucl~m Iza£r.~ ooe for use in dry �ondir3on, the other for
�onditions which incorpora~ me mcasure.s lis=d £of this B/v~. Pecmancot roads and parking at=as should be paved as
as possible ~ g~ad~g. As an nlu;x’native whex~ �~-uction wi/l be phased, lh= early applicam~n o£ g~avel of chemical
smb~on may solve po~n~nl =rosion and s~bi]it7 problems. Temporm-y gravel roadway should be cc~siden~ durin~ [he
rainy season and/of on slop~ ~ man 5

When gravel road is needed, apply a mimmum 4-inch course of 2 to 4-inch crushed rock, g~avel base., of crushed sur£ai~g
base coupe immgdia~ly afar g~-~ding or the cm~ple~ion of u~ili~y insm]/~on within me fight-of-way. Chemical
may xlso be used upon compacr~l n~ive sub-gr-~l= (see the Dust Conu~l B]v~P ESC 21). These chemical conm)Is should
be applied per ~hC manu~ac~urm-’s dire~ous.

Temporary ma~s should follow the contour of the namrnl ~ to the maximum cxu.-nt possible. Slope should no~
[ 5 percenL Roadways should be c~ef~ly gx-aded to drain u-ansvenely. Provide drainage swales on each side o£ me roadway
in rhc case o£ a cn)wned secdon, or one side in the �~se of sup~-eleva~d secdon. Simple g~ve! berms without a mmch can      "
also be us=d.                                                                                                                 :: " :-

[ns~,~]ed LnieLs should be pm[ec~cl to pr=vent se~Limcot-laden wa~" from enr~.dmg the sr4~m sewez- sys~m (see "Smrm
~n1=~ ]~m~:c~on" E.SC 54).

B~[ ~,’~ag:men~ Pr’a~ccs a~d Erosion Con~’o[ Manual [or Consm~:~on Si=s, R(xxJ Cona~[ ]:)ismct of ~vlancopa
Com~[y. Arizona.

]VL~nua~ of S~mc~rds of Erosion and Sedimen[ Con=o[ Measu~s, Assoc-iado~ ~ Bay ~ Go~ Jun©~98 I.

Smrmwa~r ~vb~gemen~ Wa=r for ~ Puget Sound ]~sm. Washington $~r= Department of Ecology, Tt= Tectmicnl
Manu,~ - February [992, PubLica~on #

VLrgmia Erc~io~ a~d SeclLm=nm~on Con=o] ]-~ndbook. Virginia Depanmen[ of Cons=rva~on and 1~ec~a~on. Div~sioa
of Soi! and Wa~r Consm’va~on, 1991.

Wa~ QuaJ~ ~umageme~t Plaa for ~ ~ Tabo= R=g~on, Volume ]2, F, andbook ot’]~,~na~emen[ ]~a~ic=s, Tahoe
P,=gJonaJ Plam~ng Age~’y - November 1988.
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BMP: STABILITgn CONSTRUCTION ENTRANCE

Confrol Intemll

G~1~,L DES~ON Targeted Pollutants
"1"bc conslruction emranc~ l~ac~c~ ~ a s~abil~d pad of a~:~ ~de:rla~n ~ fil~r

~ ~inmnt

fi~m a public x’ig~t-ot’-way, su~e~ alley, siclewa~ or pmtdng ~ S~g ti~ ~ Nu~ent~
consu-u~on ~nu~nc= si~dy reduces ~ mnount of sediment (dust, mud) u-acked~ Toxk: ~r~
off-si~ especially if a washrack i=ccxlx)ran~ for removing caked on sedimenL

~ Oil &
SUITABLE APPLICATIONS O Fk~tmb~ Mata~ia/~
¯ ~ points of cousu’uctwn mgr~s and egr~s. O Oth~. Con~tru~ion¯ Unpaved ar~as where sediment u-ack~ng occ=s from site ouw paved toads. Waste

INSTALLATION/APPLICATION CRrTERIA !~ ¯ k,m~, ~o ~¯ Conswuc~ on level ground whe~ possible. S/gnOkmnt
¯ Stones should be 1-3 inches. O Probmb~ Lm,,¯ Minimum cl~prh of swnes should be 6 inches or as re.conunended by soils eng~e.~r.Unknown
¯ L~ngth should be ~0-foot mini,n,m~ and 30-fixx minimrrm wi~h
¯ F~-ov~d~ ample razing ~ as part of enu’an,-e. Implementation

Requirements

I~sp~[ moo~Jy re:x1 ~ each m.mfaJJ. 0 ~&M
R~’place grovel ~ when sux’L~ce voids a~ visibl~. 0 Maintenance
R~nove alJ sediment deposited on paved roadways ~ 24 hours. ~) Training
P-.m~ove gravel and fihor fabric a~ co~pietio~ of ~

(~) Suitability for¯ Cosc Average annual cost for insmfia~o~ and n~,i,,,,.n~¢p (Source:. EPA. 1992) Sk~pes >$%
Wi~x)ut Wasl~ ~ $1500
Wire Wash Rock: ~2200

L[M]’rATIONS
¯ Requi~s periodic top oh’rasing w~th addibonal stones.
¯ Should be used in conj,mction wi~h su~et sweeping on adjacent public right-of-way.¯ High ~ Low

ESC24

Manaomn’mn~
Practices~..~
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Additional Information -- Stabilized Construction Entrance

TO CARRY
WASH WATER TO
SEDIMENT B, ASIN OR
TRAP

WASH RACK

DRAIN SPACE
METAL BAR

REINFORCED CONCRETE

CHANNEL/DITCH BOTTOM

~ (SCI-IEMATIC)
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Additional Information
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Additional Information

COMPACTED

2 = 1 SLOPE ,-.,,-P, FF_
OR FLATTER.
BOTH SIDES

GRADE LINE

STABILIZATION AS REOUIRED ON STEEP " "’"
SLOPES EXCAVATE TO PROVIDE REOUIRED .
FLOW WIDTH AT FLOW DEPTH

REQUIREMENT5 BASED ON UPSTREAM DRAINAGE AREA

DIKE !         DIKE 2
(5 ACRES OR LESS} (5-I0 ACRES}

A-D~E HEIGHT 18"
B-DIKE WIDTH 24" 36"
C-FLOW WIDTH 4" 6"
D-FLOW DEPTH 8" 15"

TEMPORARY DIVERSION DIKE

R0000559
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Additional Information -- Earth
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Additional Information -- Earm [~
Erouou and Sedim~ Coau’~l ~ SJ. Goldman. IL Jad:sou, "r.A. Bunetym~, P.E., McGt-aw ~ ~
Company.

Mmmai of Standards of En~ion and Sedim~t Couuol Measm~ Assoc~ou of Bay A~a Goverumeu~ June 1981.

Wa~- Quality btmmgem~t P~n f~ the ~ Tahoe P,~gion, Volume II. Handbo~ of Manageuumt PracUc~ Tahoe
P,~gioual Planning Agency - November 1988.
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Additional Information

COMPACTED

2,1SLOPE -----~
OR FLATTER.
BOTH SIDES

GRADE LINE

¯ ~$TABILIZATION AS REQUIRED ON STEEP
SLOPES EXCAVATE TO PROVIDE REOUIRED
FLOW WIDTH AT FLOW DEPTH

REQUIREMENTS BASED ON UPSTREAM )RAINAGE AREA

DIKE ! DIKE 2
(5 ACRES OR LESS) (5-10 ACRES)

A-OIKE HEIGHT 18" 56"
B-OIKE WIDTH
C-FLOW WIDTH 4" 6"
D-FLOW DEPTH

TEMPORARY DIVERSION DIKE
~~.-]j

R0000563
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Additional Information -- Temporary Drains and Swales

Standard engineering design criteria for small open channel and closed conveyance systems should be used (see the local
drainage design manual). Unless kx:al drainage design criteria stare o~Jmr~se, drains or swales should be cksigued as
follows:

B~st Manasement Prances aml Ezosion Cont~l Manual for C~on Sites, Flood Comml District of Madcopa
County, Arizona. Sepmmber 1992.

"Draft - Sedimentation and ~siou Control An Inventory of Cmax-nt Practices’, U.S.E.P.A., April 1990.

Manua/of Standards or" En~ion and Sediment Conm>l ~ A.ssocimion o~Bay Aren Govta’nnmn~ June 1981.

Sm~nwamr Management Waan" for the Puget Sound Basin, Washington State Department of Ecology, The Technical
Manual - February 1992, Publication # 91-75.

I~~-----!1
Wa~r Quafiry Management Plan for the Lake Tahoe Regk~ Volume ]I, Handbook of Managemen~--p~-~[
Prances, Tahoe P,~-gional Planning Agency - November 1988.

R0000565
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Additional Information -- Temporary Drains and Swales

STABIL.LZATION

LEVEL

CROSS SECTION

~-0.Sx OR STEEPER.
’s\DEPENOENT ON TOPOGRAPHY

~ Y Y Y Y~ Y Y Y Y Y Y Y
STABLE OUTLET REQUIRE1:I .-~,-,-FLOW ,- \ ~,~.FL O W z 7

t

TEMPORARY DRAINAGE SWALE

R0000566



GENERAL DESCRIPTION Targeted Pollutants

A t~mporary pipe or lined cbanneJ to drain the top of a slope to a stable discharge point at the ¯ Sediment
bonom of a slope wid3ou( causing erosion.

(~ Nutrienta

SUITABLE APPLICATIONS 0 Toxic MmeriaL~
¯ Where co~cena’amd flow of surface runoff mus~ be conveyed down a slope in order w0 Off & Grease

prevent erosion. 0 Floatable M~ter~ais¯ Drainage for top of slope divenion dikes or swale~.
¯ Emergency spLilway for a sediment basin. 0 Other Con~tro~on
¯ Dr-~nage for top of cadfill slopes whex¢ wa~r can accumulate.. Wute

T~c v/pes of slope drmn can include: ¯ uke/), ~ Hwe
significant tm~t¯ Pipe drOpS.

0 Probable Low or¯ Flexible dowrtdz’a~. Unknown
¯ Secuonal dow~drains.
¯ L~ned terrace dr~. Implementation

R~:luimments
INSTALLATION/APPLICATION CRITERIA
¯ Secure inlet and surround with dikes to prevent gully erosion, and anchor pipe to        ~ Capital

slope. 00&M Coa~
¯ Siz= u3 convey a~ lea.st th¢ peak of :~ lO-year, 24-horn" stom’t (S¢� local flood conm3! ~ Maintenance

agency for r¢quir~enr.s).
¯ S~biliz¢ oudeL 0 Training

~ Suitabili:y for
REQUIREMENTS Slopes >$%

S~rucmre must I~ " .mspec~ regularly and a~r s~’rms.
Inlet must be free of underculzing and no wamr should cucumvent the
Oudet ~hould not pro~w~ erosion; velocity dissipator~ must be maintained.
Pipe anchom must be chedmd to ensure tba~ the pipe remains anchored to the

¯ High 0 Lowslope.
¯ Cost

L]bflTATION$
¯ Maximum drainage area per slope dr~ is 5 acres. (F~ large areas use a paved chum,

ro~ lined channel or additional pipes.)
¯ Clogged slope draim will force water around the pipe and cause .~lope erosion.

Be¯ DLssipation of hi@ flow velocities at the pipe outlet Ls t~luL,’ed m avoid dowastreazn Management~erosion.
¯ Failure can result in floodin= and severe ~osion.

Construction Handbook $ - 47 March, 1993



Additional Information -- s ope Drain

The slope drain may be a rigid pipe, such as corrugated metat, a flexible cmduit, or a fined )~’rac~ drain with the ixfie~ placed
on the mp of a slope. The drain conveys coacenwa:~ runoff down to ~ bottom of the slope. The BMP typically is used in,
combination with a diversion conm3L such as a temlxxary dike or swale., a~ the top of the slope, and serves as a tempot-ary BMP~
to ~ or e~imin.~ slope erm~on un~ pem~n~ BlVl~ ~ ~ ~ ~1~ slope is ~abil~.~L

d~.l~ down ~ slope by ¢oufinin~ all th~ runoff into ~ enclo~d pipe or ct~n~L Du~ w the ~m~ la~ be~w~n ~adm~ ~
and i~mllatiou of p~-m~nen~ storm w~- coll~tiou sys~m~ and slope ~b~ measure, ~mporar~ prov~o~
mten:~ nmof~ are ~om~n~ ~c~r~. Pan,tully ~ P’~p ~-ram, slo~ ~ ~ pro~ unskilled ~ from
¯ roslon. T~pica~ ~ include:

¯ Emergency spillway for a sediment basin.
¯ Drainage for top of cut/fill slopes where storm wmer can accmnnlam and must be conveyed down the slope.

In~ta!Izrion/A~lin’a rion (~rheri9
Temporary slope drams are highly effective in eliminating slope erosion. Installation and maintm~nce req uirements are small,
especiafiy when flexible pipe is used. General criteria:

¯ GuLly erosion is the major problem with slope drams. Inlet siructures must be securely entrenched and cumpac~d to avoid
seve~ gully erosion.

¯ The dram must be securely ancho~d to the slope and must be adequately sized to carry the capacity of the design sWrm
and ~ forces.

¯ The ootlet must be stabill,ed with rip-rap, concrete or other type of energy di~ipawr, or direc~d into a stable sediment
map or basin. - ~’ .

¯ A debris rack is recommended at the inlet, and should be encouraged for larger pipes and at the outlet as a safety devic~"
to prevent small children from entenng the pipe.

Material selection and criteria for the pipe slope drain is of,~n established by the local municipality. Soil type,
patterns, construction schedule, and available supply are some of the facu3rs to be considered. The following types of
slope drams are commonly used:

¯ Ri_oid P~r)e: This type of slope dra~ is aL~o known as a pipe drop. The pipe usuafiy consis~ of ¢orruga~d metal pipe
or rigid plastic pipe. The pipe is placed on tmdismrbed or compacted soil and secured into the slope. One foot minimum
cover is required on the pipe, and concrete thrust blocks must be used when required by the municipality or warran~d
by the calculated thrust forces. Collars should be properly m.qalled and secured with meta~ strappings or watertight

¯ l:I~xible ~r,e: The flexible pipe slope drain consists of a flexible conduit of heavy duty mamnaL The conduit material
is securely anchored into the slope and connectiOnS ar~ watenighL The conduit should be sectu~y fasted to the
inlet and outlet conduit sections with metal sa-apping$ or water tight collars.

¯ Seasonal D~wndrmn~. The sectional downdmin consists ofpre.fabricaw.d, sectional conduit of half.round or third.formal
matm-ia!. The secnonal downdrain performs similar to a flume or chute.. The pipe must be placed on undismrt~ or
compac~d soil and secur~ into the slope.

¯ Concrete-lined Terrace Dr~n: This is a concrete channel for draining water from a terrace on a slope to the next level
These drains are after permenant su’uca~’es which should be designed according to local drainage design crimria.

R0000568 ~~
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Construction Handbook $. 48 March, 1993



R0000569            ~

Construction Handbook ’ $ - 49 March,



R0000570
~

Com~ruction ~landbeok $ - ~0 Mart:k, 1993



Additional Information -- s~ope or~n

�... r-STANDARD FLARE~
\ENTRANCE SECTION

RIPRAP APRONMIN.4"==-"~"=      \MIN. INLET SLOPE 3:1{

SIDESLOPE- 2.’,

--~~

EARTH DIKE

CORRUGATED--~ /~1 ’~. J ~------~1~"

~ l_l ~-~3~AMETER CI3~

AT LESS THAN
1~ SLOPE

I_ 30*2    _~

RIPRAP SHOULD CONSIST OF 6- DIAMETER STONE

R0000571
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Addi’donal Information -- s ope

AL
SEDIMENT TRAP
CSEE ESC 56I

s
LENGTH AS
NECESSARY TO

_1 60 THRU DIKE

CONNECTING
BAND

6" MIN
FLEXIBLE PiPE

~’ -F. 5~.~_~

CUTOFF WALL

¯ LESS

RIPRAP SHOULD CONSIST OF 6"
DIA STONE PLACED AS SHOWN.
DEPTH OF APRON SHOULD EQUAL
THE PIPE QIA AND RIPRAP SHALL
BE A MINIMUM OF ~2" IN THICKNESS.

ALTERNATIVE SEDIMENT TRAP: RIPRAP PLAN

PIPE SLOPE DRAIN (FLEXIBLE) ~

R0000572 ~
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GENERAL DESCP,.IPTION Targeted Pollutants
Rock oudet prot~’doo is a physic:d d~vic¢ composed of rock, ~ ril:nap, or cot~"~te
rubble which is placed at the outlet of a pip: to I:~vc~t scorn" of the soil cau~d by high O Sediment

pipe flow vc|oc;r~CSo al~d to absorb flow ¢nc~,y to produce non-erosive velociu~. (~ Nutrients

SUITABLE APPLICATIONS
0 Toxic Materials

¯ Whe~v¢~ discharge veined)its and en~’gics at the oud~Ls of cuJvc~s, conduits or (~ Off & Grease

eba.~neis xt’� sull’icient to ¢md~ me next dowrm~z~m t~.b. (~ Floatable Materlsis
¯ Rock outlet l~ot~:don is hest smmd for mmporar! u~ during comsm~�~ion because it (~ Qther ConsfnJction

ks usually less exp:nsiv¢ a~d ¢a.si~- to msm~l )ha~ �oncrete ap~oms or �~�~gy Waste
d~ssipator~.

¯ A sediment ~ below the pip: oudet is t~commend~d ~ runoff is s~dimcnt laden. ~ Likely ~o H~ve
Significant Impact¯ P:rtr~ment rock nW-a~ I:n’OP’CUOn should be designed a~d sized by the engm¢¢r a~ pm-t

C) Pmb~b/e L~wof the culvert, conduit or channel design. Unknown
¯ Grouted r~prap should be avoided in areas of freeze and thaw bemuse the grout will

break up. Implementation
Requirements

ENSTALLATION/APPLICATION CRITERIA
~ Capital Costs

Rock ouLlet protccaon is effccUve when mehe rock is sized and placed properly. When d~Ls
is accompti~hed, ro~ outleLs do much to limit erosion at pip: outlets. Rock size should beO 0&M Cost~

mc~’ca.~d fo~ high veloc~D! flows. G~ocxaJ r~:omm~da~oms for l~x:~: size a~d l~t~gth of ~ Maintenance
oudet pm~cuon mat arc presented in the addhJoual informar3on shecL Best results a~

O Training
obtained wbe~ so,rod, durable, a~gular roc~ is t~scd. Ca~’m~s Standard Sp:c~!’zcatioms or
the local municzpahty c~ provide additiom~l sp:ci~tiom~ for corm~’ucfing oudet protec- (~ Suitability for

uon devices. Slopes >6%

¯

- Inspect afar each significant rain for erosion and/or disruption of the rock. and
r~pairimmediateiy. [ ~ High (~ Low

- Grouted or wire-tied n3c.k nprap can minimize mmntenance requiz~ments.
¯ Cost

- Ca/Trans Cost Schedule gives mgio=~! cos~ ranges. E S C 4 0
LIMITATIONS
¯ Lm’ge sxorms often wa.sb away the rock oudet pm~x:~on and leave the area suscep-

tible m erosion.
¯ Sediment captured by the rock outlet pnxection may be di/~cult to remove without Be

removing me rock. Management)
¯ Oudet pro~-tion may nega~veJy impact me channel babkat. Practice$’~-x

R0000573
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Additional Information -- Outlet Protection

do = INSIDE PIPE DIAMETER

~ = APRON THICKNESS

T 2. PIPE DIAMETER, APRON DIMENSIONS,
AND AVERAGE ROCK SIZE FOR

FILTER FAt~RIC N A-A RIPRAP ARE BASED ON THE DESIGN
FLOW RATE AND VELOCITY. La AND

P~PE OUTLET TO FL~T AREA ROCK SIZE MUST BE SET TO SLOW
WITH NO DEFINED CHANNEL THE FLOW TO NON-EROSIVE

VELOCITIES (e.g., LESS THAN 10 fps).
SEE CALTRANS AND LOCAL AGENCY
DESIGN CRITERIA FOR APPROPRIATE
SIZING CRITERIA.

3. d = I.S TIMES THEE MAXIMUM ROCK

Cons=’uc~on Bandbook $. 55 M~rc~, 1993
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Additional Information --- Check Dams

Check dams mcam small pooLs in swa/m and dir=hes which dram ]0 ac~s or less. These pools mduc~ 0m veo~z7 of
smart ~ flows, thus mducmI erosion of ~ swaleJdimh. S~dimenm~io~ also occurs in ~ small pools, tmz probably
res~dts in l~zl¢ net ~xlimcnt mmovaJ became of t~ small de.J~dou time and p~obable scorn din-rag loug~- saxms. A
sediment ~ (F.SC~5) may be pl~:ed imm..~.~iy upsnv~n of the check d~m m im:rea~ sedim~t removal
(but never in a natural s~m or channel). Check d~ns should not be p/~nd in swales/dir..hes with a base flow during
some or all of the year.

Check dams must be sized and co~su’ucmd cormcdy and maintained properly, or they will be either wa.sbed out or cause
flooding. Check dams can be cons~,ucr~d of either rock or logs. Use of orJ~r natural mamr~/s available on-si-" that can
wi~smnd the stormwater flow velocities is ar..�~mble, such as pe.a-~avel filled in sand bags. Check dams should no[ be
co~Lslxuc~d f~om s~w bal¢~ o~ silt fenc.~s, slnc¢ concen~amd [lows quickly wash out Rw, se mamrL~is.

A sediment ~ (ESC55) may be installed imm~i,,,-ly upsueam of the check dam, but may be of limimd effeo.ivencs.s
if channel flows art large enough to scour the ~ during mnderam to large sub-ms. Maximum velocio/mductiou is

~ dam should be lower than the edg¢ sections so ~h~ me check dam will act like a weir during major floods.

Rock check dams ar~ usually cons~,uc~cd of appropriamly 8%12" rock. The rock is placed either by hand or mechani-
cally, but never just dumped into the chazmeL The dam must completely span the ditch or swale to preven[ washout. The
rock used musz be large enough to stay in place given ~he ~ design flow throug~ r.h¢ channel.

Log check dams are usually cousn-ucw.d of 4 to 6=inch diameter logs. Tbe logs should be embedded into the soil at
18 inches.

If ~rass Ls planted to smbi~- ~be dir~:h or swale, the check dam should be r=noved when the gr~ss has mam~d (unless
~ slope or" ~he SWale is grear~- than 4 percent).

B~[ Manag¢ment Practices and ~osion Comrol Manual for Construction Sims. Flood Control Dismct o£ Manposa
Coumy. Arizona. Scpmmber 199Z.

"Eh~( - $¢dimcnmuon and Erosion Conuo~ An Inventory of C~Z Prac0ce_s". U.SJE.P.A. April.

Mantml of S~ndards of Erosion and Sediment Conuol Measure, Association o£ Bay A~a Governments, ~un¢ 1981.

Stormwa,--r Management Wa~-r for 0~ Puget Sound Basin. Washington Sm~ I~-panment ot’Ecology, The Technical

Wau:r Qua~io! Management Plan for the Lake Tahoe R~gion, Volume u. I-la~dbook of Management Practices, Tahoe
P~gional Planning Agency. - Novemb~ 1988.

ESC41
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Additional Information --- Check Dams

ROCK CHECK DAM

4"-6" ROCK

FLOW

ROCK CHECK DAM CROSS-SECTION

THE DISTANCE SUCH THAT POINTS
B ARE OF EQUAL ELEVATION

L

SUMP

SPACJNG BETWEEN CHECK D~MS                                        I ~ II

~JR0000578
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Additional Information -- Slope Roughening/Terracing
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Additional Information -- s ope Roughening/Terracing

DEBRIS FROM SLOPE ABOVE ~
IS CAUGHT BY STEPS ~ " ~

~RAINAGff ,

WATER. SOIL. AND FERTILIZER
ARE HELD BY STEPS - PLANTS
CAN BECOME ESTABLISHED ON
THE STEPS.

STAIR STEPPING CUT SLOPES

.~0
dO

GROOVING IS CUTTING FURROWS
ALONG THE CONTOUR OF A SLOPE.
IRREGULARITIES IN THE SOIL SURFACE
CATCH RAINWATER AND PROVIDE SOME
COVERAGE OF LIME. FERTILIZER AND ~
SEED.

GROOVING SLOPES
ESC42

STAIR-STEPPING CUT SLOPES
AND GROOVING SLOPES

R0000581
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GENERAL DESCRJJr~ON Targeted Pollutants

A sir fence is made of a fill~" fabric which has becll enll~tchc~ alza~:hed ~ ~g ¯ Sediment
poles, and sometimes backed by a w~ fence for suppt~ The silt fenc~ detains sediment-(~ Nutri~nt~laden wan~, promot£ug sedimentation behind the fence.

SUITABLE APPLICATIONS
¯ Along the periztmtm" of the siw..
¯ Below the toe of a cleared slope.
¯ Along streams and channels. Wa~o

¯ Ac~ss swale~ with ¢au:hments less than 1 acre. ¯
¯ Below other small cleared agcas.

(~)

ENST ALLATION/APPLICATION
¯ Use principally in ar~.as whe~ slaee~ flow occurs. Implenmntation
¯ Lastall along a~ so wa~ does not pond more than 1.5 feet at any poinL
¯ No mo~ than 1 acr~ 100 ft., or 0..5 cfs of �otu:~atgamd flow should drain u3 any point

aJong ttm silt fence.
¯ Turn en~ of fence uphilL
¯ Provide arr.a be.hind the fence for runoff to pond and sedimen~ to s~tLte (approx. 1200~ ~intenarw.~

sq. fL ~ ac~ ~g to the ~ fellc¢).
¯ Select fdter fatmc whi~ returns 85% of the soil by weight, based on sieve analysis.O Training

but ~s not fin~ ttma an equivalent opening size of 70.
Sl~m~ >$%

REQUIREMENTS

laspect weekly and a~-a~r en~
Repair wlx:mv~ fenc~ i~ d~ma~ed.
R=mov~ sediment when it mach~ I/’3 t~: Imight of the fence.

¯ Cost(soma.e: E2~A. 1992) ,                                              ¯ High ~ Low

Average annual ~t for ia.staIiation and main~ (asstanes 6 month useful
ESCS0~’e): ~ pc" ]meal foo( (~50 p~r d~e ac~e)

LIMITATIONS
¯ Do not use wlae~ 85% of the soil by weight, passes through a No. 200 sieve because         ~~

¯ Do not pla~ fen~ on a slol~, or across any contour line. B~¯ Do .~ ~e m sin=ms, d=~.,~ or ~:n: flow ~=s ~o,x=n-a~d. Mana~ment~¯ Do no~ us~ in kx:mons whe~ ;xxuled wau= may cans~ floo~ng. PractJcesk..~

R0000582
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Additional Information -- s,t Fence

A silt fence is a t~lxxary ~liment bamer ~ of filter fabric m~bed acm~ and amched

S~ fences may be used for peP.meter control placed upsmum~ of the pomps) of discharge of r~et flow fxom a
They may also be used a~ interior conlxols below di.slza’bed ~as ~ rtmo~ may o¢¢m" in the form of.~ct and rill
erosion, and perpendicxdar to minor swages o~ di~ lines fo~ up to one ~ �onu-ibu~g damage areas. Silt fences are
generafiy me~ec~ve m locations where the flow i.s coucenmated and a~ only applicable for d~et ~x overland fiow~.

Silt fenc~.s are ge~ez-Aly most effective when the following placement criteria axe followed:

¯ L.imit the upstream drainage a~a m 1 am¢ or iess when used alone or in combinafi~ ~ ~ ~ m a ~
site.

¯ The max~um slope perpendicalar to the fence line should be l: 1.
¯ Limit tbe may~mum sheet or overland flow path length to any point along the fence to 100 feet.
¯ Limit the couc~-nwamd flow~ reaching the fence u~ 0.5

Silt fencc.s arc priCe,hie to uraw barriers in many cases. I~xxatmy work at tt~ Virginia Highway ~-d T~on
Re~,ean:h Council has ~how~ that silt fenc~ can map a much higher pexr.emage of mspended sedimen~ than can
ba~es. Wh~ the failure ra~ of silt fences is lower d~an that of slntw ban’ier~, thex¢ ax~ many instances where ~ fenc~ ....
have been imptOlx:dy mstafied. The following installation methods can iznprove perfom~nc¢ and should be folIowed~

¯ Con~u~:z t~e ~ilt fence along a level contour.
¯ SiJt fences should remain in pla~e tm~ the ~ a~a is pennaaemly stabilized.
¯ Prov~le sufficient morn for- runoff m pond behind the fence and to allow .uxlimem n~oval equipment to

be~e¢~ the ~t fence and toes of slope~ or other obstructions. About 1200 ul. ft. of tx3uding area d~ould be
Wovided for every acre draining U3 the fence.

¯ Turn ~e ends of t~e t’du=" fenc~ uphill to lxcvent storm watt.r fi’om flowing ~ound the fence.
¯ Leave aa tmclisl:urbed or stabilized a~a imm,,~int~,ly dOv,~lope frl3m rJ~
¯ Do not plac~ in live su’eams o~ mmnnit~tly flowing channe~

Design:
Selecuon of a fiber fabric i.~ based on soft conditions at t~e consm~on si~e (which affect the equivalent opening
(EOS) fabric specification) and cbar~m~ncs of the suplx~ fence (which affec~ the choim of ~,ile m~ngth). The
designer should specify a filter- fabric that r~tains the u3il found on the co~u’ucbm &ire yet will have ope~ng~ large
enough to permit dxainage and l:revent clogging. The following criteria is r~:omm,~_e~4~ for ~electiou of the equivalent
opening size:

I. IfS0pen:emo~iessofthesoil, bywe~ght, willpa~theU.S.standardsieveNo.200,~~S tot~ain85
per~ntoftl~oii TI~EOS ~o~i_dno~be fmertlgmEOS 70.

2. For all ot~r u~ii type~ the EOS shotdd be no larger than the ope~ing~ in the U.S. S~ S~e ~. 70
[0.0083 in. (0.21 mm.)] exc~ wher~ ~ disctm~e m a mmm, lake., ~ wetlaad will occ~, rhea the
stmuid be no larger tlxan Sumdanl Sieve No. 100.
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Additional Information -- silt Fence

--;~" X 4" WOOD POST. STANDAi~ OR BETTEROR
"’ EQUAL ALTERNATE: STEE~_ FENCE POST;

/
,--FILTER FABRIC MATERIAL BO" WIDE ROLLS.

/ USE STAPLE5 OR WIRE RINGS TO ATTATCH
~ / / FABRIC TO WIRE

,/ , -- 2" X 2" 14 GA WIRE
FABRIC OR EQUIV.

~ I ] URY BOTTOM OF FILTER MATERIAL 1 -

I I IN 8" X I?." TRENCH

2 X 2 14 GA WRE --~
FABRIC OR EQUIV.    ~’~

FOLD & SET FILTER~
FABRIC INTO SOIL

BACKFILL AND COMPACT THE EXCAVATED ~..= ~ FLOW
SOIL IN TRENCH AND ON BOTH SIDES
OF RLTER FENCE FABRIC -

2° X 4° WOOD POST ~
ALT= STEEL FENCE POSTS ~

SILT FENCE

R0000586
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BMP: STR~W a~..E B~RR,ERS (conun.~)

ESCSl
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The sa-~w bale 1~Timr is used whe~ U~n~ ~ ~o cc~:mm-~ms of w’~cr m a ch~x~l or ~eway, ~ w~ ~
woaJd occur fi’om sheet flow. These ~ ~,~ typically ~ below di,smrbed ~ s~bjea to shee~ flow of

An effecuve s~rzw bale l:~rrier should be insr~lled i~ the folJow~g ~

I. Bales mould be placed on the contour and in a mw with ends bghtly atmuing the adjacent bales.
2. Leave area for runoff w pond upsl~am of the barri~ by locating barrier away fr~n the I~e of slopes. This aho

3. Ear.h ba.[e ehot~d be e~II~ in [~ ~ a mi~imm~ O[ (4) mC.~ aiId p]as~ SO ~ bixleli~g~ ar~ hOrLT.o~ml Bind-

rags placed on soft will scxm dlctn~gra~ and �=mse the barrier to fail
4. Bales should be securely ancho~d in pla~ by either t’~vo staims or m-bars driven tlxrough the bale. The first stake in

each bale shoeld be driven ~3ward the previously laid bale at an a~gk to for~ the bale.~ together. Stakes should be
driven flus~ w~th t~e bale.

5. Bacld’~ and compact me excavated u3il along the Ul~m~am face of the berri~.
6. Remove the barrier when it has u~’ved its mef’ulae~ so as not to block or impede ~ flow or drainage.

B~t Mar~gemem Practices and E.q3sion Control Manual for Construction Siu~, l=Icmd Control District of Mancopa
County. ~’~zona. September 1992.

ManuaJ of S u~ds of E:usion and Sediment Conm31 Measures, Association of Bay Area Govemmen~ Jun 1981.

l-~3posea �Smdaace Specif’ymg ,~.~L~r~gement Mea.~--~ f~r Sourc~ of Nonpc~--’,t Po~u,~on in Coas~ W’tu~, Werk Gnx~p
WoA~ng Pzper. USEPA, April, 1992.

Stormwaxer Management Wa~r for the Puget Sound Basin, Waahington Sta~ Department of Ecology, The TeclmicaJ
Manual - February 1992, Pubficaaoa # 91-75.

Water Quality for Conmuction Busineea~ City of Bellevue. Washington.

Wamr Quality Management Plan for the ~ Tahoe Rcgiou, Volume II, HancEmok of Management ~, Tahoe
R~gionfd Ptanmng Agency - November 1988.
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Additional Information -- straw Bale Barrier

COMPACTED ~C~~ - " I I X,
U ~4" V~TICAL FACE

¯ PROMOTE5 ON $1TE SEDIM~T~TION
SY CREATING ~ TEMPORARY POND.

BEDDING D~IL

SUBSTITUTION OF STEEL BARS FOR
WOODEN STAKES IS NOT RECOMMENDED DUE
TO POTENTIAL FOR DAMAGING CONSTRUCTION EQUIPMENT

STRAW BALE BARRIERS                                     ESC~I

R0000590
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Additional Information -- Sand Bag Barrier

or silz fem~s. Examples of applicabom include:

¯ May be used on a slope where uraw bales and silt fenc=s am not aplxopt-ia~
¯ As a diversion dike.
¯ Embankm~t far a m~porary sediment basi= or reu:ndon basin.
¯ Sediment bame~ near the toe of slopes.
¯ At construction peranewr.

¯ Provides a semi-~le barrier in po~ntmlly wet areas.
¯ Morn Ix:rmanent than silt fences or s~aw bales.
¯ Allows for easy relocation o~ si~ ~3 meet changing needs during construction.

Sand bag barriem may be ur~t fcr sediment tt-a~ing in locations where silt fences and su-aw bale barriem are not suing
enough. In addition, sand bag bamer~ a~ atTpmpriate u~ use when ccustrucuon of ct~r.k dams cr sumps in a st..am is         " ,.
undesir’~ble. The xand bag berm~ can provide the ~ame function as a check dam without disugbmg the stream cr             . ;~
vegetation. The ~ bag berm will also allow a ~ ~liment regnntion a~ea W be ~ prior to consm]ctiou of final
de~nUOn basins. For mstallatio~ of a sand bag bena, the following crit~a should be obs~d-

¯ Drainage Area- Up ~o five {5) a~.
¯ Height of Berm - 18 inches minimum height, measured frr~n ~e wp of the e.xisting gro~ ~ ~ ~ ~ w ~

to~ of the barne:r.
¯ W’~d~ of Berm - 48 inches minimum width measured at ~he bom3m of the bam~, 18 mc.he~ a~ the top.
¯ Sand bag S~ze - Leng~ 24 w 30 inches, width 16 W i8 inche~ and thickness $~ (6) w ~t (8) ~ Weigllt 90 to

125 pounds.
¯ Sand bag ~ - Polypmpylene, polyethylene or polyamide woven fabric, minimum unit weight four (4) otmc=s

per ~uare yard, mu!len bu~t s~-ngth exceeding 300 psi :,rid ulmaviolet stabifiry exc~ding 70 percent. Use of
burlap is discot~.ged sinc~ it ~ and de~riorat~ e:m.ly.

¯ Gra~ of ~and - Coarse sand, gavel
¯ Runoff wa~" should be allowed to flow over the tops of the sand ~ or through four (4) inch poly,Anyl chloride

pipes embe, dde.d below the top layer of bags.
¯ A~a behind ~he sand bag barrier slx)uld be estab~hed according m ~-g cri~-ia for sediment trap BMP (’E3C55).

Best Management Pra~ce.~ and Erosion Conm31 Man,al for Consm]c~on Sit~, Flood Comml ~ of Maric~a

Wage~ QuaLity Management Plan for the ~ Tahoe R~giou, Volume 1I, Handbook of Manag=nent
ESCS2Practices, Tahoe ~ Planning Agency. November 1988.
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Additional Information -- Sand Bag Barder

WOVEN FABRIC SANDBAG FILLED WiTH
COARSE SAND-MIN WEIGHT 40 LBS.

F"4" PVC PIPE FOR DRAINAGE
DEPENDING ON FIELD CONDITIONS

-_-            :     24" MIN

SAND BAG BERM,

ESCS2
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[ ¯ High 0 LowInspect mon~y and af’~" eac..h ram falL

ESC53~o~ ~ w~ ~ ~ I~ of ~ ~ ~ I ~

~o~ ~ ~y ~
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BMP: SRUS~ O. ROCK FILTER (Continue)
~ATION$
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Additional Information -- Brash or Rock Rlter
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Additional Information -- er.sh or Rock F, ter
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JJ Additional Information -- Brush or Rock Filter

3/4" - 3" ~-1.5" FOR NON TRAFFIC AREASCRUSHED ROCK ~

’X~0" FOR TRAFFIC AREAS
FLOW

6RAVEL FILTER BERM

Consl~’uction P.andbook $ - ?8 1Hard~, 199:3





BMP: ~RM DRAIN INLET PROTECTION (ConUn~)

LIMITATIONS
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Additional Information -- Storm Drain Inlet Protection
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Additional Information -- storm Drain Inlet ProtecUon
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Additional Information -- storm Drain Inlet Protaction

STAKES

--DROP INLET WITH GRATE

-llliilililli -

L FILTER FABRIC

WASHED GRAVEL

INLE’F

FILTER FABRIC

SEDIMENT LADEN

BURIED FILTER FABRICj

FILTER FABRIC FENCE DROP INLET FILTER

R0000603 ~
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Additional Information -- storm Drain Inlet Protec~on

WIRE MESH WITH
1/2" OPENINGS

GRAVEL
(3/4" TO :~" GRAVEL)

SEDIMENT

CONCRETE
CURB INLET

GRAVEL AND WIRE MESH FILTER FOR CURB INLET

R0000604
~
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Additional Information -- storm Dr’din Inlet Protection

SP~]~’I(~ APPUCATION

T1.HS ~00 ~ ~ PRO~ON ~ APP~C~ W~ ~VY ~OWS
A~ ~C~ ~0 ~ AN O~OW CAP~ A~ ~SE OF
MA~ANC~ A~ O~~

EXCAVATED DROP I~ SEDIMENTRoooo6osTRAP



Additional Information -- Store Drain Inlet Protection

)~~

--CONCR~E BLOCK

MESH

~-OROP INLET WITH GRATE

RUNOFF W,TER                       ~ ~
WITH                                                                                         ;"",

SEDIMENT.

ILTERED WATER

BLOCK AND GRAVEL FILTER AT DROp INLET

RUNOFF WATER TO 3" GRAVEL
WITH SEDIMENT (12" MIN DEPTH}

MESH
OPENINGS] WITH
F~TER FABRIC
ON TOP

SF.DIMI

ERED WATER
, I

GRAVEL AND WIRE MESH FILTER IFOR DROP INLET
R0000606
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Additional Information -- Seo ment Trap

4. All cut-and-fill slopes should be 3:1 or flazl~.
5. When a met is reed, all pipe joints must be watertight.

ver~:ally and 10 u3 12 inches horizonudly. (See Sedim~t l~asm, ESC56)
7. When an earth cr scone oudet is used, the ontlet c:R~ eleva~,3n should be at least 1 foot below the mp of the embankmenu
8. When a crushed stone OULlet is used, the crashed slvae used in the outlet should meet AASHTO M43, s~e No. 2 or 24,

or its equivalent such as MSHA No. 2. Grovel mee~ug the above gradmkm may be used i!~ oruahed swne is not available.

Best Managemen~ PracUces and £~sion Conu’ol Manual for Conscruc~on Siu~s, Flood Control Dismct of Man¢opa
County, Rough Draft - July 1992.

"Dm~ - Sed~menr,~on and Erosion Conm31, An InvenrJ3ry of Cmrent Practices", U.S.E.P.A., April 1990.

"Env~ronmenud Cri~-ria Manual", City of Austin, Texas.

Manual of Standards of Erosion and Sediment Conm31 Measures, Asscx:iatim of Bay Area Govermnents, June 1981.

Proposed Guidance Speciiymg Ma~mgement Measu~s for Sources of Nonpoint Pollution in Coastal Wax~r~, Work Group
Working Paper, USEPA, AFrLL 1992.

Stormwamr Management Waler for the Puget Sound Bas~ Washington S~a~e Deparunent of Ecology, The Tectmica]
Manua]- February 1992, Public=tion # 91-75.

Wa~r 0u~y Management Plan for the Lake Tahoe Reg~3n, Volume 13, Handbook of Management PracUces, Tahoe
Regioual Planning Agency - November 1988.
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BMP: SEDIMENT BASIN

GENERAL DEFINTI’ION Targ~t~l Pollutants
A pond created by excavation or constructing an embankment, and designed to retain or detain
runoff su~ciently u3 allow exctssive sediment m setde. ¯

SUITABLE APPLICATIONS
¯ At the ourdet of aU di~mrlmd ~ 10 act~ or larger.
¯ At t.he outlet of ~ dittmbed watea’thed$, ~ ~. (~) 011 & O~
¯ Wher~ post comtructtoe detention basins will be located.
¯ SbouJd be u.se~ m association with ~ temtxrm-y chammt.% and pipes u.~d

d~snfft~ areas into the basra and tmdisna-t~ ar~as around the basin. Waste

ENSTALLATION/APPLICATION
¯ L/tm~y t~ ~¯ Comtruct before clearing and grading work begins. Si~ifkmatlmlm~t

¯ Do not locate m a su~am. (~ Pret~/~/,~m, er
¯ All balm sites should be located where failure of the emkmnkznent would not canse l~msOntmmm

of Life./property damage.
¯ Large basins are subject m stam/loctl dam safety requiremenm Impt~m~ntation
¯ Sccttrety an~or and install an anti-seep collar on the oudet pipe/met, and Ix~vide anR~quimrrmnt~

:m~gcncy spillway for passing major floods (see local flood control agency). (~) ~pital Ca~¯ Thcba~mvolumcsbouldbesizedtocapmrenmofffroma2.year,24.hours~oro~r1
~ O&MCo~approprtam desagn storms specified by the local agettcy. Adetention time of 24 to40 horn’s

~ouid allow 70 m 80 percent or" sediment m settle. (~) Maintenance
¯ The basra vo|ume consists of two zones: (~ Training

A sediment storage zone at least 1 foot deep.
A settling rune at least 2 feet deep. (~) Suit~iiRy

¯ "I~ae i~g~ t~ s~nling depth mo (L/SD) ~ould be le~ flama 200.
S/~ttm~ >$%

¯ The length to w~dth rano thould be greamr than 6:1. or baffles are reqmred ~ ~nt ~
ctrc~ttang.
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Additional Information -- Sediment Basin

R0000613

.~,=_~~~
Co~l~-uction Handbook $ - 93 Marth, 1993



Additional Information -- Segment Basin
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APpendix H
Permlttee Construction Inspection Form Requirements

CONSTRUCTION SITE INSPECTION CHECKLIST

Inspected By:

Project:

Contractor:

Date:

Check "Yes" or "No" or "N/A" if not applicable.

YES NO N/A

1. Has there been rain at the site since the last inspection?

2. Are all sediment barriers (e.g., sandbags, straw bales, and
silt fences) in place in accordance with the Plan and are
they functioning properly?

3. If present, are all exposed slopes protected from
erosion through the implementation of acceptable
soil stabilization practices?

4. If present, are all sediment traps/basins installed and
functioning properly?

5. Are all material handling and storage areas reasonably
clean and free of spills, leaks, or other deleterious
materials?

6. Are all equipment storage and maintenance areas
- reasonably clean and free of spills, leaks, or any other

deleterious materials?

7. Are all materials and equipment properly covered?

8. Are all external discharge points (i.e., outfalls) reasonably
free of any noticeable pollutant discharges?

9. Are all internal discharge points (i.e., storm drain inlets)
provided with inlet protection?



Appendix H
Permlttee Construction Inspection Form Requirements

Check "Yes" or "No" or "NfA" if not applicable.

YES     NO      N/A
10    Are all external d~scharge points reasonably free of any

significant erosion or sediment transport?

I I. Are all BMPs identified on the Plan installed in the
proper locations and according to the specifications
for the Plan?

12. Are all structural control practices in good repair and
maintained in functional order?

13. Are all on-site traffic routes, parking, and storage of
equipment and supplies restricted to areas designated
in the Plan for those uses?

14. Are all locations of temporary soil stockpiles or
construction materials in approved areas and properly
contained?

15. Are all seeded or landscaped areas properly maintained?

16. Are sediment controls in place at discharge points from
the site?

l 7. Are slopes free of significant erosion?

18 Are all points of ingress and egress from the site
provided with stabilized construction entrances?

19. Is sediment, debris, or mud being cleaned from public
roads at intersections with site access roads?

20. Does the Plan reflect current site conditions?

If you answered "no" to any of the above questions (except Number 1), describe any corrective action(s)
that must be taken to remedy the problem and when the corrective action is to be completed:

Checklist Item Corrective Action(s) Needed Date to be Completed

R0000618

T \1995~L~4P245~TASK3-3~ 2000q:xln~-f)tgm ~ H-2



Appendix H
Permittee Construction inspection Form Requirements

INSPECTION LOG

The site shall be inspected before and after storm events with 0.25 inches or greater predicted or
actual precipitation, and documented on the Construction Site Inspection Checklist Form.
Incidents of noncompliance must be reported to the Engineer. A log of all inspections, as shown
below, shall be kept current.

Type of Inspection                Observations
Date Inspector Routine    Pre-Storm Post-Storm (If post-storm inspection, note size

of storm in inches)

R0000619
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Appendix IExamples of Notice-Of-Violation, Notice-Of-Corroction, and Stop Work Ordei

NOTICE OF BUILDING CODE VIOLATION

Pursuant to the pro~ isions of Section __ of the City/County of         Building Code, notice is hereby
given that the proper13, whose legal description is set forth below (and/or buildings or structures locate~l
thereon~ has been determined to be in violation of Section(s)

of said Code.The owner has been notified of said violations(s) in accordance with Subsection

Address of propert3..:

¯ I Description of violation(s):

Pursuant to Section           , any person who desires to have recorded a notice rescinding the notice
of violation ma? present evidence of compliance to the Building Official. If the Building Official
determines that the violation has been satisfactorily cured, the Building Official shall record a notice
rescinding the prior notice of violation. Detailed information may be obtained by contacting

PROPERTY DESCRIPTION

Date , 19

-I State of California
City/County

On before me,
Clerk, personally appeared , City/County

personally known to me (or proved to me n the basis of satisfactory evidence) to be the person(s) whose
name(s) is/are subscribed to the within instrument and acknowledged to me that he/she executed the
same in his/her authorized capacity, and that by his/her signature on the instrument the person(s), or the
entity, on behalf of which the person(s) acted, executed the instrument.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, I have here set my hand.

By
Deputy City/County Clerk



Appendix I
Examples of Notice-Of-Violation, Notice-Of-Correction, and Stop Work Order

NOTICE RESCINDING NOTICE OF BUILDING CODE VIOLATION

Pursuant to Section of the City/Count, of Building Code. the Notice of
Building Code Violation previously recorded as document on

in the office of the Ciw/CounU Clerk is hereby rescinded¯ Said notice was recorded as
to the following property.’:

¯ -’ Address of propert).,:

PROPERTY DESCRIPTION

Date . 19

State of California
Ciu/Count-y

-1

-!

T \ 1995\954P245\TASK3.-3C~ ~-~ ~Z(~.’, I-2
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Appendix I
Examples of Notice-Of-Violation, Notice-Of-Correction, and Stop Work Order

STOP ALL WORK
|

Property Address:

Owner:

You are.in violation with the provisions of the Ciw/County
ordinance(s) as indicated below:

~ Building Code
~ Grading Code

~ Plumbing Code
Mechanical Code
Electrical Code

~ Zoning Ordinances
Description of violation(s):

Submit plans for the work within 10 days to the office
listed below and apply for a plan check for the
required permit.

Obtain a permit within 10 days for the work at the
office listed below.

A referral has been made to

City/County of

Street Address

Telephone Number

Hours of Business

Inspector’s Signature Date

R0000623
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AppendlxJ
Employee Training Guidance

The tbllowing guidance ma’, be used to develop and implement a development construction

employee training program:

¯ Identify all appropriate departments and employees who should receive training.
Appropriate departments and employees are those involved in administration.
inspection, and enforcement of building and grading permits.

¯ Develop a training program that describes general storm water program requirements
and that establishes the relationship between construction site activities and
conditions and the’*potenrial for storm water pollution or non-storm waterdischarges
to the storm drain system and the associated impacts on receiving waters.

¯ Include in the training program a discussion of the minimum requirements for
development construction projects and how to determine during an inspection if
construction sites are meeting the minimum requirements.

¯ Present guidance on the selection of appropriate BMPs for both erosion and sediment
control and non-storm water management. Include examples or case studies to
illustrate proper BMP selection and implementation for construction sites.

¯ Review the content and format of a Local SWPPP and WWECP.

¯ Provide employees with handouts, checklists, manuals or other resources that can be
used later for reference. Reference sources can include material from this Model
Program, the training program developed by the Los Angeles County, Department of
Public Works, the California Best Management Practices Handbook, and the
California Departll~nt of Transportation Storm Water Quality H’lmdbooks.

¯ Refer to the Five-Year Public Education Plan, Implementation by Target Audience,
Development Construction employees for a description of activities, training
materials, etc.

-I
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F.xecutive Summary

ES.1 OVERVIEW
On July 15, 1996, the Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board (Regional Board) issued a
municipal stormwater National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit (Permit) to the
County of Los Angeles and 85 cities (Permittees). This Permit contains a requirement for Permittees to
develop and implement within theirjurisdiction a Storm Water Management Program (SWMP). The
Countywide Storm Water Management Plan (CSWMP) is the unified plan consisting of model programs
developed under the Storm Water Management Program requirements as established by the Permit These
model programs are aimed to reduce pollutant discharges to the maximum extent practicable for attaining
water quality objectives and protecting beneficial uses of receiving waters in Los Angeles County.

In the 2001 NPDES permit, the C SWMP has been renamed to the Stormwater Quality Management Plan
(SQMP). For the remainder of this document, the acronym SQMP is used.

The Permit required the Permittees to develop a model program to address each of the following:

¯ Illicit Connections and Illicit Discharges,

¯ Development Planning,

¯ Development Construction,

¯ Public Agency Activities, and

¯ Public Information and Participation.

Each model program is a"stand-alone" document that describes one of these five elements of the SQMP.
Record-keeping and reporting requirements are also associated with each model program. This Executive
Summary. describes the primary requirements of each of the model programs comprising the SQMP. The
remainder of this document is the SQMP element referred to as the Illicit Connection and Illicit Discharge
Elimination Program, which was approved by ~e Regional Board in March 1999.
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Executive Summary

ES.2 MODEL ILLICIT CONNECTIONS / ILLICIT DISCHARGE ELIMINATION
PROGRAM

Part 2.li of the Permit contains requirements specifically for the identification and elimination of

illicit connections and illicit discharges to the municipal separate storm sewer system (MS4),
generally referred to in this document as "storm drain system." The Permit requirements include
five components for the elimination of illicit connections and illicit discharges. Those five

components are:

¯ Illicit connection elimination,

¯ Illicit discharge elimination,

¯ Best management practices (BMPs) program for designated non-stormwater discharges,

¯ Public reporting of illicit discharge and disposal practices, and

¯ Hazardous waste reporting program.

Illicit Connection Elimination
The goal of this component is to detect and eliminate illicit connections in order to reduce

pollutants discharged through such connections to the maximum extent practical. The objectives
are to:

¯ Conduct storm dram system field screening for illicit connections during scheduled
infa--astructure maintenance by maintenance personnel.

" ¯ Determine the source and nature of suspected illicit discharges by investigating
connections to the storm drain system.

The model program also describes a methodology that Pemittees may use in prioritizing areas of
their jurisdiction for investigation. Once the illicit connection/discharge has been investigated,
one of the following actions must occur:

¯ If the discharge is determined to consist onl.~y.v of exempted non-stormwater, the
connection will be allowed to remain and will no longer be considered an illicit
connection. Permirtees may elect to issue a permit for the connection or allow the
connection to remain if information on the connection is documented; or

¯ The discharger will be required to obtain an NPDES permit; or

¯ The connection will be terminated through voluntary action or enforcement proceedings.

Permittees may prioritize potential problem areas for detection and investigation efforts under
this pro.re’am component, using the methodology defined in this model program.

R0000630
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Illicit Discharge Elimination
¯ The goal of this component is to detect and eliminate illicit discharges from entering the storm
drain system to reduce pollutants from such discharge to the maximum extent practicable. The
objectives are to:

¯ Investigate, contain, and clean up incidental spills reported by the public, other agencies
or observed by Permittee field staff during the course of their normal daily activities,

¯ Eliminate through voluntary, termination or enforcement action prohibited non-
stormwater discharges to the storm drain system, and

¯ Investigate to determine the nature and source of the discharge and eliminate through
voluntary termination or enforcement action suspected prohibited non-storm discharges
in the storm drain system.

BMPs for Designated Non-Stormwater Discharges
The Permit required the City of Los ,angeles to conduct a study on pollutants entering storm
drains from street and sidewalk washing operation to:

(i.) Characterize discharges from municipal street washing and sidewalk washing

(ii.)Assess the impacts of such activities and

(iii.) Recommend appropriate BMPs to control any adverse impacts.

The City of Los Angeles completed the study and prepared a report entitled, "A Study of
Pollutants Entering Storm Drains from Street and Sidewalk Washing Operations in Los Angeles,

California." The Regional Board approved recommended BMPs for street and sidewalk washing
activities.

Public Reporting
The goal of this component is to promote, publicize and facilitate public reporting of illicit
discharges and illicit disposal practices. Permit-tees must implement a system for complainant
documentation and a follow up response for calls received from the public regarding potential
illicit discharges and illicit disposal practices.

Reporting Hazardous Substances Entering the Storm Drain System
The goal of this component is to facilitate appropriate reporting of hazardous substances entering
the storm drain system as a result of an illicit discharge. The Permittees must implement a
reporting program to document quantities of hazardous substances entering the storm drain
system.
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ES.3 MODEL DEVELOPMENT PLANNING PROGRAM
"’Development" Projects encompass those projects that are subject to a planning and permitting
review process by .a Permit’tee. A "Development" Project may be new development,
redevelopment, renovation, remodeling, rehabilitation, irtfill, or other terms that may be used in a
Permittee’s ordinances and!or building code. The planning and design of public facilities have
similar requirements described in the Model Public Agency Activities Program, another
component of the Countywide Storm Water Management Plan.

The fundamental concept of this program component is to identify development that may
significantly impact stormwater quality and to then to include permanent BMPs in the project’s
design. Development projects that may significantly impact stormwater quality, are Planning
"Priority" Projects. Other projects are deemed "Exempt" from these program requirements.

Each Permittee will implement a development-planning program that includes the following
components:

¯ System for determining the appropriate category. (Priority or Exempt) for a Development
Project;

¯ Recommended list of BMPs to be considered, and as appropriate, implemented for
Development Projects;

¯ Process to ensure that Planning Priority Projects incorporate the Standard Urban Storm
Water Mitigation Plans using the recommended list of BMPs;

¯ Guidelines for California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) compliance;

¯ Guidelines for the revision of General Plan elements to include watershed and stormwater
quality management considerations, when General Plan elements are being significantly
rewritten; and

¯ Developer information program that provides general guidance on the Permittee’s
development planning program, and specific guidance on BMP selection and the
Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plans.

A checklist and flowchart are included in the Model Development Planning Program to assist
Permittees in determining whether a project is Priority or Exempt.

ES.4 MODEL DEVELOPMENT CONSTRUCTION PROGRAM
Permit’tees must also implement a program to manage stormwater and urban runoff associated
with construction activities within their jurisdictions. The Model Development Construction
Program addresses:

¯ Development and implementation of construction site BMPs;
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¯ Implementation of procedures to verify Notice of Intent (NOI) filing with the State Water
Resources Control Board and completion of stormwater pollution prevention plan
(SWPPP) for projects subject to the California General Construction Permit, and

¯ Implementation of a construction inspection program.

Construction Site BMPs
A Development Construction Project is defined as projects for which site activities such as
clearing, grading, excavation, road construction, structure construction, or structure demolition

results in the disturbance of soil.

In certain situations, where impact to stormwater quality is a greater threat, Development
Construction Projects should be given greater scrutiny to ensure that minimum requirements are
met. These projects which present a greater threat to water quality., but are not subject to the
California General Permit for Storm Water Discharges Associated with Construction Activity~

are called Construction Priority Projects.

Unless specifically exempted, all Development Construction Projects will be required to

implement BMPs to meet minimum water quality protection requirements. As a condition for
issuing a grading or building permit, applicants for covered Development Construction Projects
shall be required to certify that they understand and will comply with the minimum BMPs
requirements related to construction site runoff.

Projects Subject to the General Construction Permit
Developers of construction sites subject to the General Construction Permit are required to
prepare and implement a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (state SWPPP). Before issuing

building or grading permits, Permittees will require applicants to demonstrate that a Notice of
Intent (NOI) has been filed with the State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB), and that a
state SWPPP has been prepared for projects subject to the General Construction Permit.

Requirements for Construction Priority Projects
Prior to receiving a building or grading permit, applicants for Construction Priority. Projects must
prepare a local stormwater pollution prevention plan (local SWPPP) covering construction

materials and waste management control, and must certify that they will implement the local
SWPPP year-round. Applicants for Construction Priority projects must also prepare and

’ A prolect is sui~ject to t~e General Constru~on Permit if it clistufos 5 acres or more of so=l, or t~e project results in ~e
distumance of less t~an 5 acres but is part of a larger common plan of develol~ment or sale ~at excee~is 5 acres.
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implement a Wet Weather Erosion Control Plan (WWECP) if the project will leave soil
disturbed during the rainy season (November 1 through April 15).

Site Inspection and Enforcement
Each Permittee will implement site inspection procedures to assess whether the minimum
requirements for Development Construction Projects are being achieved and appropriate BMPs
are being implemented. Site inspections will also determine if local SWPPPs are being
implemented at projects where they apply. Developers and/or contractors will also be required
to conduct and document self-inspections of their construction site. Each Permit-tee will also
develop and implement enforcement procedures to require that corrective actions be undertaken
when the requirements are not met.

ES.5 MODEL PUBLIC AGENCY ACTIVITIES PROGRAM
Part IV.C of the Permit contains requirements specifically for public agency activities and
facilities. Components of the Public Agency Activities Model Program describe measures to be
taken by Permittees to reduce stormwater impacts from public agency activities and facilities
such as sanitary sewer systems, public construction activities, vehicle maintenance and material
storage facilities, recreation facilities, stormwater drainage systems, streets and roads, etc.

Sewage Systems Operations
This program component is applicable to all Permirtees who own and operate a sewage
collection system. Although sewage systems themselves are not a regular source of stormwater
pollution, raw sewage contains pollutants that can pose a serious threat to both human health and
the quality, of receiving waters if they enter the storm drain system through incidents such as
spills, leaks, or overflows. The goal of tiffs program is to reduce the impact of Permit’tee-owned
sewage system operations on stormwater quality.

The objectives of this program component are to:

¯ Keep any sewage overflows or leaks from entering the storm drain system or receiving
waters.

¯ Identify and repair sewage system blockages, exfiltrations, overflows and implement
procedures for investigating the causes.

° Notify public health authorities in cases where threats to public health exist.
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Public Construction Activities Management
This program component is applicable to all Permit-tees who construct or contract to construct
public facilities, including infrastructure. The program component requires the use of temporary
best management practices (BMPs) to reduce the discharge of pollutants from public
construction sites. In addition, public agency facilities with the potential for having a significant
effect on stormwater quality when completed by virtue of their size, nature of on-site activities,
or other factors must incorporate permanent BMPs in the planning and design of the project.

The objectives of this program component are to:

Select and incorporate appropriate construction control measures for stormwater quality
management from construction sites.

¯ Conduct and inspection program, including enforcement procedures as necessary, to
verify that the construction control measures are implemented and performed effectively
throughout the construction period.

Vehicle Maintenance I Material Storage Facilities Management
This program component is applicable to all Permirtees who own and operate vehicle
maintenance or materials storage facilities. Activities at these facilities may generate waste,
spills and leaks that could potentially reach the storm drain system and receiving waters. The
goal of this program is to make stormwater quality a consideration when conducting activities at
municipal facilities.

¯ The objectives of this program component are to:

¯ Identify and evaluate sources of pollutants from public vehicle maintenance/material
storage facilities that may affect the quality of stormwater discharge from the facility.

¯ Identify and implement site-specific best management practices to reduce or prevent
pollutants in stormwater discharges.

Landscape and Recreational Facilities Management
This program component is applicable to all Permittees who own and operate recreational
facilities. Maintenance practices at parks and recreation facilities generally, include fertilizer and
pesticide applications, vegetation maintenance and disposal, swimming pool chemical
maintenance and draining, and trash and debris management. All of these activities have the
potential to contribute pollutants to the storm drain system. If improperly managed, potential
pollutants can be transported in runoff (stormwater and non-stormwater discharges) to the storm
drain svstem and subsequently to receiving waters. The goat of the program for landscape and
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recreational facilities management is to make the stormwater quality a consideration when

¯ conducting operation and maintenance activities.

The objectives of this program component are to:

¯ Minimize the discharge of pesticides, herbicides and fertilizers to the storm drain system
and receiving waters.

¯ Prevent the disposal of landscape waste into the storm drain system.

¯ Minimize the trash, debris and other pollutants from entering Permitee-owned
recreational water bodies.

¯ Discharge municipal swimming pool water in a manner that will not contribute pollutants
to receiving waters.

Storm Drain Operation and Management
The storm drain system functions primarily to collect and convey surface runoff to receiving
waters during storms in order to prevent flooding. A common municipal activity includes the
maintenance of the storm drain system to maintain hydraulic function as intended during storms.
The goal of this program is to reduce the impact of storm drain operation and maintenance
activities on stormwater quality.

The objectives of this program component are to:

¯ Inspect and clean catch basins annually and keep appropriate records.

¯ Remove trash and debris annually from open channels and properly dispose of these
materials to prevent them from being washed to receiving waters.

¯ Report prohibited non-stormwater discharges observed during the course of normal daily
activities so they can be investigated, contained and cleaned up, or eliminated.

¯ Review maintenance activities to verifi! that they minimize the amount of pollutants
discharged to receiving waters.

Streets and Roads Maintenance
Streets and roads may collect litter and debris from nearby activities, as well as from vehicular
traffic. During the course of routine maintenance waste materials are often generated. The goal
of this component is to reduce the impact of Permittee street and road operations and
maintenance on stormwater quality.
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The objectives of this program component are to:

¯ Sweep curbed streets to reduce the discharge of pollutants associated with activities
occumng in street and road rights-of-way.

¯ Minimize the discharge of pollutants associated with the maintenance of streets and
roads.

Parking Facilities Management
Permittees who own parking lots with more than 25 parking spaces located in areas with
potential exposure to stormwater must have a parking facilities management plan. The goal of
this component is to reduc.e the impact of these parking facilities on the quality, of stormwater
discharges and receiving waters. The object of this program component is to remove debris from
parking facilities to reduce the amount of material that comes into contact with stormwater.

Public Industrial Activities
Industrial activities, whether private or public, have the potential to discharge pollutants to the

storm drain system. Many industrial facilities are subject to the California General Industrial
Activities Storm Water Permit (General Industrial Permit) for control of stormwater pollution.

The goal of the General Industrial Permit is to reduce the impact of industrial facilities on
stormwater quality. This provision of the Permit may procedurally simplify and reduce the cost

of Permittees’ compliance for their industrial facilities (Phase 1) by providing the option to
obtain coverage under the Permit in lieu of the General Industrial Permit.

The objective of this program component is to comply with all requirements and conditions
contained in the General Industrial Permit.

Emergency Procedures
Each Permittee must consider the impact of discharges to the storm dram system during
emergency repairs of essential public services and infrastructure, and response to natural
disasters. The goal is to reduce the impact of emergency response activities on receiving waters,
to the extent possible, without compromising public health and safety.

The objectives of this program component are to:

¯ Recognize that public health and safety are the highest priority when conducting
emergency response activities.

¯ Protect surface water quality by incorporating appropriate BMPs into emergency
response activities to the extent possible.
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ES.6 MODEL PUBLIC INFORMATION AND PARTICIPATION PROGRAM

The purpose of the Stormwater/Urban Runoff Public Information and Participation Program (Five-

Year Public Education Plan) is to provide the framework for a comprehensive educational
stormwater and urban runoff outreach approach that will reach as many Los Angeles County

residents as possible. The Five-Year Public Education Plan is research-based, broad-based with

overarching themes, flexible, adaptable, and simplistic in order to produce behavior change.

Groups of residents differ significantly in terms of the amount of pollution they contribute, their

demographics and lifestyle, attitudes related to stormwater pollution, and probability of changing

their behaviors. By better understanding the general County resident population, resources may be
directed to those segments of the population that pose the greatest threat to stormwater quality and

who represent the greatest opportunity to respond to a public education campaign.

Some key strategies developed for successful implementation of the education model include:

¯ Creating Overarching Approach [’] A unified overall public education approach sets a
"tone" for the program and once established helps target audiences identify the program
with its pollution prevention message.

¯ Building Partnerships D Integrate County and city programs, cooperate with
environmental groups, co-Permittees, and other public and business groups to
disseminate public education program materials and special events information.

¯ Unify Pollution Prevention Efforts [’] Link all pollution prevention efforts (such as
recycling, used oil and household waste) under a single agenda rather than under multiple
prevention splinter programs.

¯ Develop "How To" Instructions 0 Provide specific guidelines supported by simple easy
to remember tasks and concise "how to" instructions for pollution prevention actions that
residents and business may incorporate into their everyday routines.

¯ Monitoring and Evaluation System [’] Establish an evaluation system to measure program
effectiveness by assessing the number of people who show increased awareness, intent
and/or actions in reducing stormwater pollution. Re-evaluate and enhance program
components on continually based on program effectiveness.

¯ Multiple Audience Impact [’] Develop program materials and activities that may be
implemented and have impact on more than one audience at a time.

The Model Public Information and Participation Program also includes reporting requirements fo~
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Permirtees to support the Annual Program Report to the Regional Board. These reporting
requirements include the documentation of information such as:

¯ Number of media outlets contacted to run public service announcements (PSAs),

¯ Dollar value and number of media buys,

¯ Audience of the media PSAs,

¯ List of local businesses enlisted to place non-traditional advertising (point-of-purchase
displays, product neck hangers, etc.)

¯ Numbers and types of storrnwater pollution prevention materials distributed, and

¯ Whether there is an increase in the number of illicit discharge reports to the Permittee.
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1.1 BACKGROUND
The municipal stormwater National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit

(Permit) issued to Los Angeles County and 85 cities by the Los Angeles Regional Water Quality

Control Board on July 15, 1996 contains a requirement for Permittees to develop and implement

an Illicit Connection/Illicit Discharge Elimination Program. This document describes a model

program that Permittees can follow to implement their own Illicit Connection/Illicit Discharge

Elimination Program in compliance with the Permit.

Part 2.II of the Permit contains requirements specifically for the identification and elimination of

illicit connections and illicit discharges to the municipal separate storm sewer system (MS4),

generally referred to in this document as "storm drain system." The Permit requirements are

shown in Table 1-1. They are fully enforceable and can only be changed through action by the

Regional Board. The model program contents will be reviewed and approved by the Regional

Board staff (Executive Officer) and can be changed by approval of the Executive Officer.

Table 1-1
Permit Requirements - Illicit Connections and Illicit Discharges

Permit Requirement Compliance DateSection
2.11.A.2 Implement ill:cit connection elimination Four months after commencement of next fiscal

program, year following Executive Officer approval of
model program, but no later than 7/30;:39I1}.

2.11.B.2 Implement illicit discharge elimination Four months after commencement of next fiscal
program, year following Executive Officer approval of

model program, but no later than 7/30/99~1(

2.11.C.3 Implement non-stormwater To be determined by Regional Board, but no
management program BMPs for later than 7/30/99.
designated discharges (municipal
street washing and sidewalk washing)
if required by the Regional Board.

2.11.D.2 Implement standard program to Four months after commencement of next fiscal
facilitate public reporting of illicit year following Executive Officer approval of

,.,(1)discharges and illicit disposal practices, program, but no later than 7/30/9~

2.11.D.4 Implement standard program for i Four months after commencement of next fiscal
reporting hazardous substances, year following Executive Officer approval of

! program, but no later than 7/30/99~1>.

( 1 ) ProvK:le<:l tl~at suc~ al~oroval =s ~ssue~l not later than 90 clays prior to tl~e commencement of tl~e Permnloe s fiscal year.
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The requirement to implement an Illicit Connection/Illicit Discharge Elimination Program is
¯ based on one of the two primary objectives set forth in the Federal Clean Water Act amendments

of 1987 which established the framework for regulating stormwater discharges from municipal,
indnstnal and construction activities under the NPDES system:

¯ Effectively prohibit non-stormwater discharges.

¯ Reduce the discharge of pollutants to the maximum extent practicable (MEP).

To meet this statutory objective, the federal regulatory requirements for municipal Permit’tees
include implementing a comprehensive program, and best management practices (BMPs) to
detect and remove illicit discharges and improper disposal into the storm drain system.

1.2 NATURE AND TYPES OF ILLICIT DISCHARGES AND ILLICIT CONNECTIONS

1.2.1 Illicit Discharges
The Permit has established definitions of illicit discharge and illicit disposal as follows:

"Illicit Disposal: Any disposal, either intentionally or unintentionally, of material[s) or waste(s) that
can pollute storm water or urban runoff."

"Illicit Discharge: Any discharge to the storm drain system that is prohibited under local, state or
federal statutes, ordinances, codes or regulations. This includes all non-storm water discharges
except discharges pursuant to an NPDES permit and discharges that are exempted or conditionally
exempted in accordance with Section 11 of this Order. "

Categories of non-stormwater discharges that are not prohibited (exempted or conditionally
exempted) under the Permit are listed in Table 1-2.

The context of illicit discharges and illicit disposal used in this model program includes several
categories as follows:

¯ Incidental spills or disposal of wastes or non-stormwater. These may be intentional,
unintentional or accidental and would .typically enter the storm drain system directly
through drain inlets, catch basins or manholes or be deposited in the public right-of-way
such that wash-off would reach the storm drain system.

¯ Discharges of sanitary sewage due to overflows or leaks; usually incidental but may be
continuous.

Continuous or intermittent discharges of prohibited non-stormwater other than through an
illicit connection. These .typically occur as surface runoff from outside the public right-
of-way (e.g., area washdown from an industrial site).
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¯ Continuous or intermittent non-stormwater discharges through an illicit connection (see
Section 1.2.2).

Table 1-2
Exempt and Conditionally Exempt Discharges(1)

¯ Discharges in compliance with a separate NPDES permit/waste discharge requirements (WE)R) or
granted a discharge exemption by the Regional Board, the Executive Officer, or the State Water
Resources Control Board.

¯ Exempted discharges (2) including:
a. Flows from riparian habitats or wetlands;
b. Diverted stream flows;
c. Spnngs;
d. Rising ground waters;
e. Uncontaminated groundwater infiltration; and
f. Discharges or flows from emergency fire fighting activities.

¯ Conditionally exempted discharges (3) including:
a. Landscape irrigation;
b. Water line flushing;
c. Potable water sources provided the discharges are managed in accordance with an approved

Industry-wide Standard Pollution Prevention Practices developed by the American Water Works
Association, California-Nevada Section, or equivalent document; and in compliance with any
requirements established by the Permittee(s);

d. Foundation drains;
e. Footing drains;
f. Air conditioning condensate;
g. Irrigation water:,
h. Lawn watenng;
I. Water from crawl space pumps;
j. Dechlonnated swimming pool discharges;
k. Individual residential car washing; and,

¯                 I. Street washin(j lincludinc~ sidewalk washin~l, except municipal street washinc~.
(1)    The ExecutNe Officer. upon presentation of evidence in accor0ance w~h Part 2.11.C.4 of the Permit. may include other

cats(Jones of non-stormwater discharges under this subsection.
(2) The Executive Of~er. upon presentation of evidence in accomance w~th Part 2.11,C.4 of the Pen’mt, may incJude other

categones of non-stomrwater disct~en3es under this subsection.
(3) However, if any suc~ discttarges am identified by either a Permittee or the Executive Officer as being sKjnificant sources of

pollutant= to receiving waters, then appropriate BMPs to minkrnwe the adverse effen~ of these sources shall be developed
and ~n!:)lemented under the Count~vide Storm Water Management Plan or local Watershed Management Area Plans,

1.2.2 Illicit Connections
The Permit defines illicit connection as:

"Illicit Connection: Any man-made conve.vance that is connected to the storm dram ~. stem without a
permit, excluding roof-drains and other similar type connections. Examples include channels,
pipelines, conduits, inlets, or outlets that are connected directly to the storm drain ~. stem. ’"

However. since not all agencies formally permit connections, as used in this model program an
illicit connection is any man-made conveyance that is connected to the storm drain system and

through which prohibited non-stormwater flows are discharged. This includes channels,
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pipelines, conduits, inlets or outlets that are connected directly to the storm drain system. Roof
drains, area drains, and other similar connections which are intended to convey only stormwater
runoff are excluded, unless they are also used to convey an illicit discharge.

1.3 PROGRAM SUMMARY
Each Permit-tee will implement an illicit connection/illicit discharge elimination program that
includes the following components:

¯ Illicit discharge elimination

¯ Illicit connection elimination

¯ Public reporting

¯ Reporting hazardous substances entering the storm drain system

A brief summary of the baseline objectives of each component relative to the nature and type of
illicit discharges and illicit connections follows.

1,3.1 Illicit Discharge Elimination

The goal of this component is to detect and eliminate illicit discharges from entering the storm
drain system to reduce pollutants from such discharge to the maximum extent practicable. The
baseline objectives are:

¯ Incidental spills, or disposal (including sanitary sewer leaks or overflows) reported by the
public or other agencies or observed by Permirtee field staff during the course of their
normal daily activities will be investigated, contained and cleaned up.

¯ Prohibited non-stormwater discharges to the storm drain system reported by the public or
other agencies or observed by Permit’tee field staff during the course of their normal daily
activities (such as surface runoff associated with washdown from an industrial site) will
be eliminated through voluntary, termination or enforcement action.

¯ Suspected prohibited non-storm discharges in the storm drain system reported by the
public or other agencies or observed by Permit’tee staff during the course of their normal
daily activities, that may result from illicit connections or whose origin is unknown, will
be investigated to determine the nature and source of the discharge and eliminated
through voluntary termination or enforcement action.

Permirtees may prioritize problem areas of illicit disposal for inspection, cleanup and
enforcement using the methods defined in this model program.

Implementation requirements for this component of the program are contained in Section 2.

R0000643
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1.3.2 Illicit Connection Elimination

The goal of this component is to detect and eliminate illicit connections to reduce pollutants
discharged through such connections to the maximum extent practicable. The baseline
objectives are:

¯ A screen of the storm drain system will be conducted for illicit connections during
scheduled infrastructure maintenance by maintenance personnel.

¯ A connection to the storm drain system, that is suspected or observed to be the source of
an illicit discharge, will be investigated to determine the source and nature of the
discharge. The connection may be discovered while investigating a suspected illicit
discharge, or detected by field staff during the course of their normal daily activities.

¯ Once the illicit connection/discharge has been investigated as described in Section 2, one
of the following actions must occur:

If the discharge is determined to consist only of exempted non-stormwater, the connection
will be allowed to remain and will no longer be considered an illicit connection. Permittees
may elect to issue a permit for the connection or allow the connection to remain if
information on the connection is recorded as described in the model program; or

The discharge will be permitted through a separate NPDES permit; or

The connection will be terminated through voluntary action or enforcement proceedings.

Permittees may prioritize potential problem areas for detection and investigation efforts under
this program component, using the methodology def’med in this model program.

Implementation requirements for this component of the program are contained in Section 3.

1.3.3 Public Reporting

The goal of this component is to promote, publicize and facilitate public reporting of illicit
discharges and illicit disposal practices. The baseline objective is that a program will be
implemented to receive incoming calls from the public regarding potential illicit discharges and
illicit disposal practices, communicate and coordinate a response, follow up with the
complainant, and maintain documentation.

Implementation requirements for this component of the program are contained in Section 4.

1.3.4 Reporting Hazardous Substances Entedng the Storm Drain System

The goal of this component is to facilitate appropriate reporting of hazardous substances entering
the storm drain system as a result of an illicit discharge. The baseline objective is that a program
will be implemented to report and document reportable quantities of hazardous substances
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entering the storm drain system. Implementation requirements for this component of the

program are contained in Section 5.

1.4 PERFORMANCE MEASURES
Performance measures define the level of Permittee program activities that are needed to ensure
compliance with this model program and the goals outlined under the Permit. Appendix A
outlines the specific activities to be tracked through the use of performance measures, and

representative target goals for each measure.

The program activities discussed in this model program are intended to identify and eliminate
discharges associated with illegal dumping or illicit connections to the storm drain system. As a
result, the performance measures in Appendix A are based upon accepted practices described in

this model program and performance standards in compliance with NPDES permit conditions.
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2.1 INTRODUCTION
The goal of the illicit discharge elimination program is to detect and eliminate non-stormwater
discharges (except those that are exempt or conditionally exempt) from entering the storm drain

system to reduce pollutants from such discharge to the maximum extent practicable. Each
Permittee’s program must meet the requirements of the Los Angeles County municipal
stormwater permit (Permit), as shown in Table 2-1.

Table 2-1
Permit Requirements - Illicit Discharge Elimination

Report ~ Requirement Permit
Section I Section

2.2.2 Implement procedures for =nvestigation, containment and cleanup of spills, 2.11.B.1 ,b
2.2.3
2.2.4 Implement a method to prioritize problem areas of illicit disposal. I 2.ll.D. 1 .c

2.2.5 Implement procedures to educate inspectors, maintenance workers and 2.11.D.1 .d
other field staff to notice illicit discharges dunng the course of their daily
activities and report such occurrences.

2.2.6 Implement enforcement procedures to eliminate illicit discharges. 2.11.B.l.a

2.2.7 t Implement a record keeping system to document illicit discharges. 2.ll.D.l.e

2.2.8 I Maintain and use industrial/commercial education and outreach materials. 2.11.D.l.f
= i

The baseline objectives of the program are:

¯ Incidental spills, or disposal (including sanitary sewer leaks or overflows) reported by the
public or other agencies or observed by Fermittee field staff during the course of their
normal daily activities will be investigated, contained and cleaned up.

¯ Frohibited non-stormwater discharges to the storm drain system reported by the public or
other agencies or observed by Fermittee field staff during the course of their normal daily
activities (such as surface runoff associated with washdown from an industrial site) will
be eliminated through voluntary termination or enforcement action.

¯ Suspected prohibited non-storm discharges in the storm drain system reported by the
public or other agencies or observed by Fermirtee staff during the course of their normal
daily activities, that may result from illicit connections or whose origin is unknown, will
be investigated to determine the nature and source of the discharge and eliminated
through voluntary termination or enforcement action.

Fermittees may prioritize problem areas of illicit disposal where inspection, cleanup and
enforcement are necessary to prevent the discharge of contaminants using the methods def’med in

this model program.
R0000646
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2.2 PROGRAM IMPLEMENTATION ELEMENTS

2.2.1 Spill Prevention Methods

The best way to contend with spills is to prevent them from occurring. Guidance is included in
Appendix B 1.

2.2.2 Spill Prevention Coordination

Within agency responding divisions or sections, responsible staff, and level of support provided
to lead emergency response agencies, will be identified. Within agency, spill response training,
spill response equipment and activities to improve spill response procedures will be identified.

Guidance is included in Appendix B2.

2.2.3 Spill Investigation, Containment and Cleanup
Standardized procedures will be implemented to investigate, contain and clean up spills. These

must include procedures to ensure that sewage treated with disinfection agents will not be
discharged into the storm drain system to the extent practicable. The standard procedures

include:

¯ Receive call on spill (see also Section 4, Public Reporting).

¯ Dispatzh appropriate personnel to perform material investigation and cleanup.

¯ Contain spill/material and minimize release to storm drain system or receiving waters.

¯ Record required information at spill site.

¯ Perform field tests as necessary to determine type and source of spill.

¯ If the call was received through the LACDPW Hotline, notify the LACDPW dispatcher
upon incident closure.

Guidance is included in Appendix B3.

2.2.4 Prioritization for Investigation of Illicit Disposal
If the investigation and elimination of all illicit disposal incidents cannot be completed within a

timely manner, a prioritization process can be used to determine in what order the incidents

should be investigated. If necessary, the following methods will be implemented to prioritize
problem areas of illicit disposal where inspection, cleanup, and enforcement are necessary to

prevent the discharge of contan’unants:

¯ Compile information on areas of illicit disposal.
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¯ Determine drainage areas where disposal incidents have the greatest potential negative
effect on stormwater quality.

¯ Determine drainage areas that have recurring incidents of illicit disposal.

Guidance is included in Appendix C.

A priontization process for investigation and elimination of illicit connections and associated
suspected illicit discharges is discussed in Section 3.2.2.

2.2.5 Education Program for Inspectors, Maintenance and Field Staff
Permittee staff will be required to implement the baseline objectives of observing, reporting,
investigating and eliminating illicit discharges to the storm drain system.

Standardized procedures will be implemented to educate inspectors, maintenance workers, and

other field staff to notice illicit discharges during the course of their daily activities and report
them. The standard procedures include:

¯ Compile and/or prepare training materials, such as handouts and posters. Topics will
include:

Stormwater quality requirements

Types of illicit dischargestdisposal

Reporting forms

¯ Identify staff who conduct field activities and others who may benefit from training.

¯ Present information on illicit discharges dunng regular safety and tailgate meetings.

¯ Discuss how to report illicit discharges:

- Call in report to request investigation and cleanup.

- Fill out illicit discharge reporting forms.

Guidance for conducting the staff educational program for noticing and reporting illicit
discharges is included in Appendix D.

The education program will also help appropriate Permittee staff to determine the appropriate
follow-up activity when evidence of illicit discharges is observed. This includes:

¯ If the nature and source of the discharge is known or readily apparent, enforcement
procedures will be initiated as discussed in Section 2.2.6.

¯ If the nature and source of the discharge is not known, additional investigation techniques
will be used to determine the nature of the material and investigate the source. Guidance
is included in Appendix E.

R0000648



SECTION WO illicit Discharge Elimination

¯ l_f the illicit discharge is suspected to be through an illicit connection, procedures
described in Section 3. Illicit Connection Elimination. will also be followed.

2.2.6 Standardized Enforcement Procedures
Enforcement procedures will be implemented to eliminate illicit disposal or discharges. The
procedures will be followed when the source and nature of the discharge is known. Enforcement
procedures will be consistent with the Permittee’s legal authority. While legal authority for
Permittees varies, most enforcement processes follow a common sequence. Typically they
include:

¯ Verbal or written warnings for minor violations

¯ Formal notice of violation or non-compliance with specific actions and time frames for
compliance

¯ Cease and desist or similar order to comply

¯ Specific remedies such as civil penalties (e.g., infraction), non-voluntary termination with
cost recovery, or referral for criminal penalties or further legal action

Enforcement activity will begin at the appropriate level as determined by the Permittee’s
authorized representative. It need not necessarily be imposed sequentially. For incidents that are
more severe or threatening at the outset, enforcement will start at an increased level.

Enforcement steps will be accelerated if there is evidence of a clear failure to act, or an
increasing severity of the discharge. A sample enforcement strategy and guidance are included
in Appendix F.

2.2.7 Record Keeping and Documentation
A standardized record keeping system will be implemented to document illicit discharges
detected within the local jurisdiction. The standard elements are:

¯ Record the following minimum information on all detected illicit discharges:

Date/time of the incident

Location

Type of material

Source, if deterrmned

Action taken

Date incident was closed

¯ Forward the information to a designated individual/department. ’
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A form that can be used to collect this information, Illicit Discharge/Connection Reporting and
Response form, is included in Appendix G.

2.2.8 Industrial!Cornmercial Outreach Materials
Industrial/commercial education and outreach materials will be made available to field staff to be
handed out as needed whenever illicit discharges are observed. The following materials have
been developed for use by all Permittees under the Immediate Outreach component of the Public
Information and Participation Program:

¯ Flyers/posters of Good Operating Practices for:

Auto repair industry

Gas stations

Food and restaurant industry

Copies of the materials are included as Appendix H.

The following materials will be developed as a joint effort between the Industrial/Commercial
Educational Program and the Five-Year Storm Water Public Education Strategy component of
the Public Information and Participation Program, and will be available in time to use for this
Illicit Connection/Illicit Discharge Elimination Program:

¯ General stormwater quality brochure for industrial/commercial facilities.

¯ Fact sheets on all industrial groups regulated under Phase I of the federal stormwater
program.



SECTIONTHREE Illicit Connection Elimination

3.1 INTRODUCTION
Illicit connections are defined here as specific pathways for illicit discharges, even though a
discharge may be infrequent or interrmttent. The goal of the illicit connection elimination
program is to eliminate these connections to the maximum extent practicable. Each Permittee’s
program must meet the requirements of the Los Angeles County municipal stormwater permit

(Permit), as shown in Table 3-1.

Table 3-1
Permit Requirements - Illicit Connection Elimination

Report Requirement Permit
Section Section

3.2.1 Implement storm drain inspection and illicit connection identification and 2.11.A.l.a
elimination procedures.

3.2.1 Implement methods to use the results of field screening and other information. 2.11.A.1 .c

3.2.2 Implement a method to prioritize potential problem areas of illicit connect=ons. 2.11.A.1 .b

3.2.3 Implement enforcement procedures to eliminate illicit connections. 2.11.A.l.e

3.2.4 ! Implement a record keeping system to document illicit connections. I 2.11.A.l.d

The baseline objectives of the program are:

¯ A screen of the storm drain system will be conducted for illicit connections during
scheduled infrastructure maintenance by maintenance personnel.

¯ A connection to the storm drain system, that is suspected or observed to be the source of
an illicit discharge, will be investigated to determine the source and nature of the
discharge. The connection may be discovered while investigating a suspected illicit
discharge, or detected by field staff during the course of their normal daily activities.

¯ Once the illicit discharge has been investigated as described in Section 2, one of the
following actions must occur:

If the discharge is determined to consist only of exempted non-stormwater, the connection
will be allowed to remaln and will no longer be considered an illicit connection. Perrruttees
may elect to issue a perrrut for the connection or allow the connection to remain if
information on the connection is recorded as described in the model pro~am: or

The discharge will be permJtted through a separate ,NrpDES perrmt; or

The connection will be terrrunated through voluntary action or enforcement proceedings.

This strategy is summarized in Figure 3-1. Permlttees may prioritize potential problem areas for
detection and investigation efforts under this program component, using the methodology

defined in this model program.
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Figure 3-1
Illicit DischargeJIIlicit Connection Elimination Strategy
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3.2 PROGRAM IMPLEMENTATION ELEMENTS

3.2.1 Illicit Connection Investigation

Standardized storm drain inspection and illicit connection identification and elirmnation
procedures will be implemented. The procedures include:

¯ During routine site inspections (e.g., Industrial Waste, Hazardous Materials,
construction), storm drain system infrastructure surveys, or normal storm drain
maintenance activities, look for connections that exhibit evidence of suspected illicit
discharges.

¯ If evidence of an illicit discharge is detected, as discussed in Section 2. and the source
does not appear to be evident or above ground, investigate to determine if the discharge is
being conveyed through an illicit connection. Methods to locate illicit connections
include:

Document research (e.g., storm drain system maps, prior investigation documents, perrrut
files)

Physical inspections of catch basins, manholes, and lines large enough for safe entry

Dye test

Smoke tests

T.V. inspections

Guidance for the selection and use of appropriate field screening techniques is included in
Appendix I.

Once a suspected illicit connection has been located and the nature and source of the discharge
has been identified, follow-up action will be initiated in one of the following ways:

¯ If the discharge is determined to be exempt or conditionally exempt, the connection may
be left intact. The connection must either be permitted or a record of the connection
investigation will be kept on file as described in Section 3.2.4.

¯ If the discharger applies for and receives a separate NPDES permit, the connection may
be left intact.

¯ If the connection is the source of continuous or intermittent illicit discharges, either the
discharge must be terminated as discussed in Section 2 and a record of the connection
kept on file, or the connection must be terminated, either voluntarily or through
additional enforcement, as discussed in Section 3.2.3.

If the investigation and elimination of illicit connections cannot be accomplished within a timely
manner, the prioritization process described in Section 3.2.2 can be used to determine in what
order they should be investigated.
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Appropriate staff, such as inspectors and field crews, should be educated about how to conduct

illicit connection investigations. Guidance for conducting an educational program is included in
Appendix D.

3.2.2 Prioritization

All suspected illicit connections should be investigated in a timely manner. However, if
prioritization is necessary, the following methods will be implemented to pnoritize potential
problem areas to begin illicit connection investigation and elimination:

¯ Determine drainage areas of old commercial/industrial facilities and areas with heavy
industry listed under subchapter N of 40 CFR Parts 405-471. These facilities are
discussed in Appendix J.

¯ Determine drainage areas with dra.tnage system facilities older than 30 years.

¯ Deterrmne drainage areas with the highest number of detected or reported incidents of
illicit discharge per year.

Guidance to pnoritize illicit connections is included in Appendix J.

3.2.3 Standardized Enforcement Procedures
Enforcement procedures will be implemented when terminating illicit connections. Enforcement
procedures will be consistent with the Permittee’s legal 9.uthority. While legal authority for
Permittees varies, most enforcement processes follow a common sequence. Typically they
include:

¯ Verbal or written warnings for minor violations

¯ Formal notice of violation or non-compliance with specific actions and time frames for
compliance

¯ Cease and desist or similar order to comply

¯ Specific remedies such as civil penalties (e.g., infraction), non-voluntary termination with
cost recovery, or referral for criminal penalties or further legal action

Enforcement activity will begin at the appropriate level as determined by the Pern’uttee’s
authorized representative. It need not necessarily be imposed sequentially. For incidents that are
more severe or threatening at the outset, enforcement will start at an increased level.
Enforcement steps will be accelerated if there is evidence of a clear failure to act, or an
increasing severity of the discharge. An example of enforcement strategy and guidance is

included in Appendix F.
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3.2.4 Record Keeping and Documentation
A standardized record keeping system will be implemented to document illicit connections
detected within the local jurisdiction. The standards elements are:

¯ R.ecord the following minimum information on all suspected illicit connections:

Type of" connection

Location

Evidence of illicit discharge

Action taken

Date incident was closed

¯ Forward the information to a designated individual/department.

A form that can be used to collect this information, Illicit Discharge!Connection Reporting and

Response, is included in Appendix G.
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4.1 INTRODUCTION
The goal of the public reporting program is to promote, publicize, and facilitate public reporting
of illicit discharges and illicit disposal incidents. Each Permittee’s program must meet the
requirements of the Los Angeles County municipal storrnwater permit (Permit), as shown in
Table 4-1.

Table 4-1
Permit Requirements - Public Reporting

Report Requirement Permit
Section Section

4.2.1 Implement a system to receive ~ncoming complaints. I 2.11.D.l.a

4.2.2 Implement a communication network to link Permittees so that action can be 2.11.D.1 .b
coordinated and complaints can be investigated promptly.

4.2.3 Implement a system to notify the complainant of any action taken, if i 2.11.D.1.c
appropriate. I

The baseline objective of the program is that a program will be implemented to receive incoming
calls from the public regarding potential illicit discharges and illicit disposal practices,

communicate and coordinate a response, follow up with the complainant, and maintain
documentation. Guidance for conducting all public reporting activities is included in
Appendix K.

4.2 PROGRAM IMPLEMENTATION ELEMENTS

4.2.1 Receiving Incoming Calls

Procedures will be implemented to receive incoming reports of illicit discharge/disposal

incidents. The procedures include:

¯ I.f desired, use the countywide hotline reporting system maintained by LACDPW.

¯ If the LACDPW system is not used. establish and maintain a local hotline reporting
system.

¯ Receive calls and collect relevant information about the discharge/disposal.

¯ Promote and publicize the appropriate hotline number to the public.
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4.2.2 Communications and Coordination

Procedures will be implemented to communicate with and coordinate activities between
Permittees to promptly investigate reports of illicit discharge/disposal. The procedures include:

¯ Determine jurisdiction of the reported illicit discharge/disposal incident.

¯ If within Permittee’s jurisdiction, dispatch appropriate personnel to perform material
investigation and cleanup, in accordance with procedures described in Section 2, Illicit
Discharge Elimination.

¯ If incident is under another jurisdiction, call and/or fax known information about the
discharge/disposal to the appropriate agency.

¯ If the call was recoived through the LACDPW Hottine, notify the LACDPW dispatcher
upon incident closure.

4.2.3 Follow up with Complainant

Procedures will be implemented to notify the complainant of any action taken, if appropriate.
The elements are:

¯ Determine which reports of illicit discharge/disposal were received from individuals who
gave a name and address or phone number.

¯ Periodically notify the individual of the status of the incident, including a final
notification upon incident closure.

4.2.4 Record Keeping and Documentation

As discussed in Section 2, Illicit Discharge Elimination, a standardized record keeping system
will be implemented to document illicit discharges detected within the local jurisdiction. Staff
involved with receiving public reports of illicit discharge/disposal will forward all necessary
information to a designated individual/department for incorporation into illicit discharge records.
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5.1 INTRODUCTION
The goal of tiffs program is to facilitate appropriate reporting of hazardous substances as a result
of an illicit discharge. Each Permittee’s program must meet the requirements of the Los Angeles
County municipal stormwater permit (Permit), as shown in Table 5- I.

Table 5-1
Permit Requirements - Reporting Hazardous Substances

Rep°rt i Requirement I Permit
Sectioni Section

5.3.1 ! Implement a program for reporting incidents of "reportable quantity" of 2.11.D.3
I hazardous substances entering the MS4.

The baseline objective of the program is that a program will be implemented to report and
document reportable quantities of hazardous substances entenng the storm drmn system.

5.2 DEFINITIONS OF HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCES AND REPORTABLE
QUANTITIES

The Permit defines a hazardous substance as a material defined under 40 Code of Federal
Regulations (CFR) 9 302. These are categorized as either "listed" or ."unlisted" hazardous

substances. Listed hazardous substances are contained in a table. Table 302.4, which is included
in Appendix L. Unlisted hazardous substances are certain items of solid waste that exhibit
characteristics identified in 40 CFR ~ 261.20 through 261.24. Copies of these sections are also

included in Appendix L. Examples of hazardous substances include any substance or chemical
product for which one or more of the following applies:

¯ A material safety data sheet (MSDS) is required

¯ The substance is listed as radioactive by the Nuclear Regulatory Commission

¯ The substance is listed as hazardous by the U.S. Department of Transportation

¯ The material is listed in Labor Code 9 6382(b)

The above four categories are described in the California Health and Safety Code, Division 20,
Chapter 6.95, Hazardous Materials Release Response Plans and Inventory,.

The Perrmt defines a reportable quantity of hazardous substance as the quantity set forth in 40

CFR 9 302. For listed hazardous substances, this amount is the quantity listed in the column

AFinal RQ= on Table 302.4. For unlisted hazardous substances, this amount is generally 100
pounds.
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5.3 PROGRAM IMPLEMENTATION ELEMENTS

5.3.1 Notification Procedures
Procedures will be implemented to report incidents of "reportable quantity" of hazardous
substances entering the storm drain system. The procedures include:

¯ When spill/illicit discharge/disposal materials are suspected to be hazardous, notify the
appropriate Administering Agency.

¯ The Administering Agency will conduct a material investigation.

¯ If the material is hazardous, the Administering Agency will notify local, state and federal
agencies and private contractors as necessary.

¯ If the material equals or exceeds the reportable quantity in a 24-hour period, the
Administering Agency (or a designated individual/department) will notify the California
Office of Emergency Services (OES) and the National Response Center.

A complete description of procedures for handling releases of hazardous substances is contained
in each agency’s Emergency Response Procedures manual. Additional guidance is included in

Appendix M.

5.3.2 Record Keeping and Documentation
As discussed in Section 2, Illicit Discharge Elimination, a standardized record keeping system
will be implemented to document illicit discharges detected within the local jurisdiction,
including hazardous substances. Staff involved with reporting hazardous substances will
forward all necessary information to a designated individual/department for incorporation into
illicit discharge records.

Other reporting requirements for hazardous substances, unrelated to stormwater quality, are
covered in a number of federal and state regulations. Details are contained in each agency’
Emergency Response Procedures manual. Guidance is included in Appendix M.
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Performance Measures For Illicit Connect~onslllllcit Discharges

A.1 TRAINING
Provide training for all municipal personnel involved in IC/ID and spill response activities,
including annual training for all IC/ID inspectors.

A.2 FIELD SURVEYS
Conduct field investigations of the municipal storm drain system to identify sources of non-
stormwater discharges.

¯ Survey high priority areas (as defined under the model program) and make observations.
Record observed or suspected dry weather flows.

¯ Determine the type of flow and try to trace the flow to its source by following storm drain
maps, inspecting manholes, and making surface observations.

During the term of the permit, tabulate the following:

¯ Number of illicit connections / discharges calls and reports

¯ Number of illicit connections / discharges investigated.

¯ Number of illicit connections / discharges eliminated.

¯ Educate any identified responsible parties to the impacts of their actions, explain the
stormwater requirements, and provide best management practices.

A.3 SPILL RESPONSE
Implement a spill response program as described in the model program.

¯ Tram all designated spill response agencies in existing spill response and clean-up
programs and coordinate illicit discharge programs with neighboring jurisdictions.

¯ Encourage the use of appropriate spill notification programs.

A.4 PUBLIC REPORTING
Develop an information tracking system for the following:

¯ Document and compile data on IC/ID inspection, enforcement, and public education
activities for an annual report.

¯ Document and compile data on spill response, enforcement, and public education
activities for an annual report.

¯ Develop a tracking system designed to identify and prioritize target areas for proactive
investigations.
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Spill Prevention Methods

B1.1 REFERENCE DOCUMENTS

B1.1ol Facility Pollution Prevention Guide

For free copies of the "Facility Pollution Prevention Guide" and information on reprinting and
distributing the guide contact (Report number: EPA/600/R-92/088):

ORD Publications
Pollution Prevention Research Branch
Risk Reduction Engineenng Laboratou’
U.S. EPA
Cincinnati. Ohio 45268
513-569-7562

The guide can also be obtained for 5;27 by contacting National Technical Information Service

I NTIS) I accession number: PB92213206)

800-553-6847
703-487-4679
703-321-9038
703-321-8547 (FAX)

B1.1.2 INTRODUCTION TO POLLUTION PREVENTION, TRAINING MANUAL

For copies of the "Introduction to Pollution Prevention, Training Manual" and information on

¯ reprinting and distributing the guide contact (Report number: EPA/742/B-95/O03):

National Service Center for Environmental Publications
P.O. Box 42419
Cincinnati, OH 45242-2419
Phone Number: 800-490-9198
Fax Number: 513-489-8695
Source Name: NSCEP

T ~1995"~954P245\TASK3-2~D~CEMBER 2000~CID.DOC~SNA B ]- l

R0000663



Appendix B2
Spill Prevention Coordination

R0000664



Appendix B2
Spill Prevention Coordination

B2.1 PROCEDURES
This appendix discusses spill prevention coordination procedures that identify:

¯ Divisions or sections responsible for responding to reports of spills

¯ General and specific spill response procedures including responsible division or section

¯ Spill response training activities

¯ Activities conducted to improve spill response procedures and equipment

B2.1.1 Divisions or Sections Responsible for Responding to Reports of Spills

Identify the divisions or sections responsible for responding to reports of spills and note divisions
or sections that respond to specific types of spills such as hazardous materials spills or
sewagespills. Also indicate the specific field staff who respond to spills and the level of support

they provide to lead emergency response agencies and source of spill investigations.

B2.1.2 General and Specific Spill Response Procedures
Describe or reference general spill response procedures involved in responding to complaints and
identifying spills throtgh inspections. Include the spill response process from the spill
identification stage through clean up and report preparation. Copies of the forms and reports
prepared to document spills should also be included. Specific procedures for hazardous
materials spills, floods, and sewage spills should be referenced. Contractor support for spill
events, if applicable, should also be noted.

B2.1.3 Spill Response Training Activities
Provide an overview of all spill response training that is conducted within the various divisions
and sections of the agencies.

B2.1.4 Activities to Improve Spill Response Procedures and Equipment

List all activities conducted within the implementing agency to improve spill response
procedures and update equipment. - Explain how improvements are identified, prioritized, and

implemented. Include a schedule of how often spill response procedures and equipment are
evaluated.
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B3.1 INVESTIGATION
Depending on the location of the spill and the type of material, the appropriate
department/agency should be notified. This may include:

¯ Storm drain maintenance, if the spill reaches the storm drain system

¯ Street and road maintenance, if the spill is in the public right-of-ways

¯ Sewer system maintenance, if the material is from the sewage system

¯ Industrial waste inspection, if the material is from industrial facilities

¯ Fire Departments/"first responders," if the material may be hazardous

¯ Contractors for ha~dous materials, if the material is hazardous

These departments/agencies should determine the nature of the material and the extent of the

spill. If any agency determines there is a chance that the spill involves hazardous materials, then
the local Administering Agency will be notified. An example of spill investigation procedures is
depicted in Figure B3-1. Reporting procedures for hazardous substances are discussed further in

Section 5 of this Illicit Connection/Illicit Discharge Elimination model program.

B3.2 CONTAINMENT AND CLEANUP
Once the nature and extent of the spill is determined, the appropriate departments and field
superintendents will be notified to contain and clean up the spill. The three types of cleanup
scenarios are (1) hazardous, (2) wastewater, and (3) other non-hazardous materials.

B3.2.1 Hazardous
Handling procedures regarding releases of hazardous or potentially hazardous substances into the
environment are covered in a number of federal and state regulations, including: Comprehensive

Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability Act (CERCLA); Superfund Amendments
and Reauthorization Act (SARA); Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA); and
multiple bills codified under Division 20 of the California Health and Safety Code. These
procedures are well established and are practiced by local hazardous materials response teams -
generally a local Fire Department.

Material determined to be hazardous will be contained by the appropriate hazardous material
response team. The team will contact an approved contractor for cleanup. Details are contained
in the local Emergency Response Procedures manual.
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From gonoral public

"l Complaint ¯
received From County HoUIne

From C~y personnel ~ by City

Figure B3-1
Spill Investigation, Containment and Cleanup
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B3.2.2 Wastewater

Field crews responding to a sewage spill or overflow should contain the spill to prevent entry of

the sewage into the storm drain system or natural watercourse. This will involve a coordinated
effort between the sewer, street, and storm drain maintenance crews.

To the maximum extent possible, sewage should be prevented from entering the storm drain
system by covering or blocking storm drain inlets and catch basins or by containing or diverting
the overflow away from open channels and other storm drain fixtures (using sandbags, inflatable

dams, etc.).

In the event that raw sewage enters a storm drain catch basin, where possible the sewage should
be vacuumed or pumped out of the catch basin. If a sewage overflow enters a storm drain
channel, where possible the downstream channel area should be blocked, flushed with potable
water and the captured water pumped to a nearby sewer manhole. Any time a sewage spill enters
the storm drain system and has the potential to reach coastal waterways, the local agency and

L.A. County Dept. of Health Services, Bureau of Environmental Protection must be notified

(323) 881-4147.

Once the spill is contained, it should be removed and the area disinfected. Every effort should be
made to ensure that the disinfectant is not discharged to the storm drain system, using methods

such as those described above.

¯          B3.2.3 Other Non-hazardous Materials
Non-hazardous materials should generally be removed by appropriate crews with knowledge of
or jurisdiction over the location of the spill, as indicated in Section B3.1. Because the situations
and materials will vary widely, procedures will vary as well.

All materials should be prevented from entering waterways to the maximum extent possible.
Many materials in sufficient quantities can deplete the oxygen level in receiving waters, or
smother benthic communities. T.vpical examples of these materials include landscape waste,
milk. flour, and many other organic liquids and solids or fine powders. These materials should
generally be removed by first collecting and/or sweeping up all solids and disposing them in a
landfill or other approved location. Liquids should be diverted to an area away from waterways
where they may be removed with a vacuum truck or can soak into the ground.
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If prioritization is necessary, evaluate and prioritize the illicit disposal incidents and their

¯ drainage areas to determine in what order they should be investigated. Compile information on
previous reports of illicit disposal from various local sources such as Public Works, Fire, and
Environmental Health Departments. Arrange the data by drainage area subunit of each
watershed. Use this information to determine the highest-priority areas for inspection, cleanup,
and enforcement using a method such as the one shown in Table C-1.

Table C-1
Drainage Area Priorities for Illicit Disposal

Priority Characteristic

Drainage area contains disposal incidents that have tt~e greatest potential
negative effect on stormwater quality. Matenals may include

Priority 1 significant hazardous materials
materials from industrial/manufacturing facilities
large quantities of material, es!3ecially near receiving waters

Drainage area contains the highest number of detected or reported
Pdonty 2 incidents of illicit disposal per year (this amount will va~ among

Permittees).

Prionty 3 All other incidents of illicit disposal.
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General training will be conducted as pan of the Five-Year Storm Water Public Education

Strategy described in Section 2.V.C.l.b.iv of the Permit. Specific training on illicit discharges
should be conducted for inspectors, maintenance and field staff who may encounter illicit
discharges during their regular activities. The following are some of the issues that should be

considered when conducting a training program.

¯ Who should be trained? Training for noticing and reporting suspected discharge or
disposal may target a broad range of Permittee staff including all field workers and
supervisors involved in storm drain system operation and maintenance as well as field
inspectors. Training for investigation and follow-up may be targeted at selected
Permittee staff with designated inspection, investigation and enforcement responsibility.

¯ Who should train? Trainers selected to conduct employee training should be familiar
with both the work performed by the staff and stormwater pollution control principles. A
trainer would typically be a supenntendent, foreman, or lead worker who oversees the
work of small to large crews or inspection staff.

¯ What? The training should cover two major areas: observation/noticing and reporting
suspected illicit discharges or disposal: and follow-up to identify the nature and source of
the discharge and take appropriate enforcement action to eliminate the discharge.

¯ When? Training can be conducted during regular safety or tailgate meetings or can be
scheduled separately. All targeted employees should receive training at least once per
year.

The scope of the training should include:

All staff."

¯ Overview of Clean Water Act and NPDES program

¯ Potential sources ofstormwater pollution

¯ Potential impact of illicit non-stormwater discharges on receiving waters

¯ Field observation of illicit discharges/disposal/connections

¯ Reporting procedures and forms

Staff responsible for investigation and enforcement.

¯ Identification of nature and source of illicit discharges/disposal

¯ Municipal code requirements for stormwater pollution prevention on private property

In March 1997, a comprehensive training curriculum reference document, the Municipal
Activities. Public Employee Trainer Manual. was distributed to all Permittees for their use. It
was developed in response to Permit requirements that Permittees have "traaning materials for
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educating appropriate Permittee employees regarding compliance with applicable stormwater
permits." It contains suggestions on how to conduct an effective training program, such as:

¯ How to determine the appropriate audience

¯ Steps to organize, prepare and conduct a training session

,, How to select appropriate presentation materials for specific categories of employees

¯ Who to contact regarding questions on the training program

The manual also contains all of the materials necessary to conduct the training sessions.
including the presentation narrative, slides, video, and handouts.

Appendix C5 of the manual contains specific information for training staff in illicit discharge
control, and suggests best management practices that should be used. Copies of the first two
pages of Appendix C5 are attached.
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VoLv.me I - Mumezpal Acrt~itie~ C5-1 Mar¢~ 1997
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E.1 INTRODUCTION

Once illicit discharges/disposal are detected and identified, they must be eliminated. Sometimes
the source of the spill or discharge!disposal is apparent. The incident can be removed through
voluntary cleanup/termination or enforcement procedures, and steps can be taken to prevent its
recurrence. These prevention methods can include education and outreach materials for
residents and businesses: preventive maintenance practices for infrastructure, vehicles and
equipment; or additional enforcement.

When the source of the discharge is not apparent, further investigation will be necessary to
eliminate it and prevent it from recurring. The following discusses methods that can be used to
document the incident, determine the nature of the material, and investigate the source.

E.2 ADVANCE PLANNING
An effective investigation program requires good advance planning. Sufficient staff should be
trained to conduct investigations so that qualified staff are available whenever investigations are

necessary. Staff should become familiar with illicit discharge investigation and sampling
procedures. A good source of information includes Investigation of Inappropriate Pollutant
Entries into Storm Drainage Systems (EPA/600/R-9~238, 1993. Pitt et al.). General guidance
follows below to assist with overall planning, but should not be considered complete for proper
sampling quality assurance purposes.

E.2.1 Equipment
Appropriate equipment for field investigations may include:

¯ Inspection checklists

¯ Storm drain system map

¯ Field data log book

¯ Pens, pencils

¯ Camera and film

¯ Flashlight

¯ Graduated container

¯ Tape measure

¯ Ping pong ball or other light floatable

¯ Stopwatch
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¯ Temperature/pH/conductivity (EC) probe

¯ Field.test kits (e.g., Lamotte test kit)

¯ 12 l-liter amber glass sample bottles

¯ 12 l-liter HDPE sample bottles

¯ Cooler with ice for sample preservation

¯ Gloves

¯ Splash goggles/safety glasses

¯ Deionized water in wash bottle

¯ First aid kit

E.2.2 Data Collection

Before entering the field, the inspection crew should locate information such as the following on
a storm drain/street map for areas that will be investigated:

¯ All known or suspected pollutant generating activities

¯ Locations of NPDES dischargers

¯ All locations where storm drains enter open channels

¯ Catch basins and storm drain manholes

E.3     VISUAL OBSERVATION
Visual observation of the storm drain system and/or of activities on the surface can provide
information on the source of illicit discharges. It is the simplest method to begin with and the

least costly. Evidence of illicit discharges may only consist of visual observations because most
illicit discharges are intermittent and will probably not be flowing when inspected. A field
inspection crew should investigate the surface drainage system in the vicinity of suspected illicit
discharges. This may include accessible areas in the public right-of-way adjacent to residences
and businesses, catch basins, open channels near known points of discharge, and upstream
manholes.

Photos of visual observations should be taken to aid subsequent data analvsis and follow-up
planning. The following types of visual observations should be recorded on an investigation
checklist, such as the one attached to this appendix:

¯ Location

¯ General site description
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¯ Amount, appearance of discharge/disposal

¯ Stains

¯ Structural cracking and corrosion

¯ Vegetative growth

¯ Nearby facilities with poor outside housekeeping practices

¯ Pipes/hoses connected to/directed toward drainage system

If the source of the discharge is determined, appropriate methods should be used to eliminate it

through voluntary cleanup/terrmnation or enforcement procedures, and steps should be taken to
prevent its recurrence.

E.4 SAMPLING ANDTESTING
If flow is observed, and the source of the discharge is not apparent, the crew should collect a
sample and measure flow. Several tests should be conducted to determine the nature of the

material. This can be compared to records of local facilities and possible pollutant generating
activities as an aid in determining the possible sources of the flow.

The sample should be measured for pH, temperature and conductivity (FC). If any of these
parameters are abnormal, or strong odors or flow discoloration are detected, the sample should
be analyzed. This can be done with a field test kit, which will detect the presence of copper,
phenols, detergents, and chlorine. Findings should be recorded on the inspection checklist.

If visual observations are abnormal and/or the field tests detect high concentrations of any
constituent, the crew should consider collecting samples for laboratory analysis. The laboratory
can usually supply properly cleaned sample bottles and specify either amber glass or plastic
(HDPE) bottles depending on the analyses required. If there is enough flow, the field crew

should fill several of each type of bottle to obtain enough sample volume for a range of analyses.
If there is a limited quantity or sampling is difficult, the field crew should collect as much sample
as possible so that the laboratory can run a limited set of analyses. The samples should be placed

in a cooler filled with ice and transported to the lab(s) on the same day. Arrangements should be
made prior to the field inspection with an analytical laboratory capable of performing the
required analyses.

The laboratory analyses run on each sample should be carefully considered. Given the potential
high cost for laboratory work, it is prudent to limit the number of analytical parameters (or
analytes) tested for each sample. Tests may be selected based on the findings of indicator

analyses, visual observations, field tests, and information collected about the t,vpes of materials
processed, stored and/or spilled within each drainage area.
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Guidance to selecting appropriate sampling methods and analyses can be found in the document
referenced in Section E.2.
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ocation:

Dom=nant Watershed Land Uses:
Industnal            Commercial           Residential            Public               Unknown

Channel I.D.

Yes/No) yes, now much flow )

If "yes" checK:
Odor: None ’ Musty Sewage Rotten Sour Oily Other

Eggs Milk _

Color: Clear Red Yellow Brown Green Grey Other

Turbidity: Clear Clouay Opaque Suspended Other

Solids

I! "yes" or "no" check:
Deposits/Stains: None Sediments Oily Gart}age Other

Structurei Condition: Normal Concrete Metal Corrosion Other

Cracking

Vegetation ConWtlone None Mosquito Algae Other

Larvae

Picture Teken: Yes’No    Roll No. Photo No. ~

Phenol Itotal): (m~/L)

~H;

;omments:

Investigation Conducted? Y     N             Source Identified?      Y      N

Name and Address of Identified Source/Owner ol Discl~arge/Connect~on:

~omments:

Data Sheet filled out b~’:
Signature:
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At a minimum, the enforcement strategy must contain the standard procedures listed in Sections

2.2.6 and 3.2.3 of this Illicit Connection/Illicit Discharge Elimination model program. The

strategy should be adapted to each Permittee’s normal enforcement procedures, and should

contain guidance for the appropriate use of different levels of enforcement steps. While legal

authority for Permittees varies, most enforcement processes follow a common sequence. The

following example is the strategy adopted by Los Angeles County, which illustrates this

approach:

I. Verbal Warning. Minor violations that may immediately be terminated.

2. Information Notice of Violation. First level of enforcement action for a minor violation not
causing ongoing harm. Given 30 days to achieve compliance.

3. Notice of Noncompliance. Used where there is failure to abide by some specific directive,
permit, ordinance section or regulation. May be given up to 30 days to achieve compliance.

4. Notice of Violation and Order to Comply. Generally in the form of an immediate cease and
desist order. May be used at any time where continued discharge would cause a threat to the
public health and safety, pollution, nuisance or damage to public or private property.
Additional requirements may be imposed to provide a work plan for permanent correction of
violation, cleanup, repair damage, etc.

5. Final Letter Notice. A letter notice sent in addition to any field issued Order to comply and
may also be sent following lesser field actions if compliance is not achieved within the time
constraints.

6. Where violation of multiple statutes is suspected, the agency staff should immediately report
the incident to the Los Angeles County District A~orney’s Environmental Crimes Strike
Force. Where appropriate, the Strike Force will coordinate .joint investigations with
appropriate agencies. Investigations of criminal activity are treated as confidential. Cases
accepted by the District Attorney are not to be reported under Proposition 65 while under
active investigation.

7. Ira specific act in violation of a city ordinance or county statute has occurred, the agency
staffmay formally request the Dis~ct Attorney to file a complaint. The District Attorney
may also unilaterally take such action on the basis of its own investigation.

R0000684



Appendix G
Record Keeping and Documentation

R0000685



Appendix G
Record Keeping And Documentation

On the pages that follow are examples of forms that can be used to document illicit
discharges/disposal and illicit connections.
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Illicit Discharge/Connection Reporting and Response

Date/Time:l

Reported by:[

Address:[                              ]

Phone:

Location:

Report: Material Land Use
- Hazardous _- Sediment - Residential
- Wastewater - Other - Commercial
- Oil/Grease _- Unknown - Industrial

- Public
Est. Quantity:

DirectJConstructed Connections Found? - Yes - No

Descnption:

Source Investigation Conducted? - Yes - No Source Identified?" Yes ~ No

Source/Owner of
Discharge/
Connection:

Entered Storm Drain S~/stem/Receivin~l Waters? " Yes _- No

Action and Closure

Referred To:[ ]

Ph°ne:l

City:1

Action
Taken:

Date Closed:t
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UNDOCUMENrFD CONNECTION / ILLICIT DISCHARGE~:~-~-~..~.,. ~,
CHECK ONE: ~ Undocumented    "- Illicit Discharge / Tracking #

First Visit ? - Yes - No If no, date of last visit:
Storm Drain/Channel Name:

Drain Number:
t Unit: I Line:Location Description:

Observed Land Ltse: - Industrial - Commercial - Residential _~ Multifamily

CONNECTION DESCRIPTION
Station:          + Size:       inches Type: RCP /           Bank: Right / Left

FLOW DESCRIPTION

- Active _- Dry

VISUAL FLOW QUALITY
.;- Clear    - Not Clear I - Oily    - Sewage

- Visible Residue -~ Staining
_- Other (describe):

WAS SOURCE INVESTIGATION DONE?
_- No -- Yes (Report Attached)

Permit #      I Permitted:

IDENTIR~.D OWNF.FI INFORMATION ..... ~           ATTACH PHOTO HERE
NAME:

STREET ADDRESS:

CITY:                    I Zip:

INSPECTION INFORMATION
DATE:

t TIME:
AM / PM

WEATHER CONDITIONS: Dry / Rain

COMMENTS:

X
INSPECTED BY:

tPHONE # ( )
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1.1 FIELD SCREENING TECHNIQUES
If evidence of an illicit discharge is detected, as described in Section 2, and the source does not
appear to be evident or above ground, investigations will be conducted to determine if the
discharge is being conveyed through an illicit connection. A good source of information
includes Investigation of Inappropriate Pollutant Entries into Storm Drainage Systems
(EPAJ600/R-92/238.1993, Pitt et al). General guidance follows below. These techniques can

also be used if a Permittee elects to survey sections of their system for illicit connections.

1.1.1 Document Research

Maps of drainage facilities; can be reviewed to locate upstream connections and drainage basins
as an initial step to locate potential illicit connections. Other records, such as connection permits
and discharge permits, can also be reviewed to determine if legal connections mav be the source.

1.1.2 Physical Inspections
Catch basins, manholes and other facilities that can be safely investigated from the surface
should be physically checked for evidence of connections. This may be a hard pipe connection,
or could be a hose or other conveyance that directs a discharge into the storm drain facility.

Facilities that are large enough for personnel to enter can also be physically inspected, however,
entry into facilities requires strict adherence to health and safety procedures, including confined
space entry procedures. In general, a space is "confined" if it is not intended for human
occupancy, has limited openings for entry or exit, and has insufficient natural or mechanical

ventilation. Information on safety procedures can be found in many documents, including the
Occupational Safety and Health Guidance Manual, National Institute for Occupational Safety
and Health; OSHA Safety and Health Standards 29 CFR 1910 (General Industry), US
Department of Labor, and Title 8 of the California Code of Regulations. General Industry Safety
Order.

1.1.3 Dye Tests

Dye tests can reveal illicit connections in areas where storm drain flows are unexplained and the
Permittee has access to suspect facilities. Typical dye tests consist of the addition of fluorescent

dye to a floor drain or waste line from a domestic, commercial or industrial process, followed by
monitoring for the dye in downstream storm drains. Permittees should conduct dye testing
facility by facility (in each area where unexplained flow exists) until all facilities in the area are

tested.
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1.1.4 Smoke Tests

Smoke tests can reveal if illicit connections exist, and can reveal their source. Storm drains are
sealed via sandbags or other sealing devices (plugs, etc.) and smoking incendiary devices are

ignited upstream of the seal. Simultaneous inspections inside area facilities should reveal illicit
connections even in the absence of flow. As illicit discharges are intermittent, smoke tests offer

real advantages over other types of illicit discharge source identification methods. However, as
many legitimate connections to a storm dram may exist (roof drains, street drains, etc.) smoke
may be observed extensively. This may cause some illicit connections to be missed, and create a

problem with area businesses and residents as excessive smoke begins to enter private property.

1.1.5 T.V. Inspections

T.V. inspections can reveal if illicit connections exist, but cannot be used to view up the
connection to determine the source. Robotized or otherwise mobile television cameras allow
visual inspection of storm drains (pipes) too small or dangerous for personnel to enter. Although

an excellent method of identifying and documenting illicit connections, T.V. inspections have

high costs unless the equipment is already owned or can be borrowed from neighboring agencies.
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If prioritization is necessary, evaluate and prioritize the suspected illicit cormections and their
drainage areas to determine in what order they should be investigated. Compile information on
areas of old commercial/industrial facilities and areas where drainage facilities are older than 30
years. Also compile information on previous reports of illicit discharge/dumping and spills from
various local sources such as Public Works, Fire, and Environmental Health Departments.
Arrange the data by drmnage area subunit of each watershed. Use this information to determine
the highest priority areas for inspection, cleanup, and enforcement using a method such as the
one shown in Table J-1.

Table J-1
Drainage Area Priorities for Illicit Connections

Priority Characteristic

Priority 1 - Drainage area contains

- old commercialYindustnal facilities and areas with heavy industry listed
under subchapter N of 40 CFR Parts 405-471,

- drainage system facilities older than 30 years, and
- the highest number of detected or reported incidents of illicit discharge

per year (this amount will vary among Permittees).
Prionty 2 Drainage area contains

- old commercial/industrial facilities and areas with heavy industry listed
under subchapter N of 40 CFR Parts 405-471. and

-̄ draina(je system facilities older than 30 ),ears
Priority 3 Drainage area contains

- old commercial/industhal facilities and areas with heavyindustry list~,d "
under subchapter N of 40 CFR Parts 405-471.

Priority 4 All other suspected illicit connections.

The industries listed in the Code of Federal Regulations, Parts 405 to 471 are as follows (Note:
not all numbers between 405 and 471 have been assigned):

405 Dairy Products Processing
406 Grain Mills
407 Canned and Preserved Fruits and Vegetables Processing
408 Canned and Preserved Seafood Processing
409 Sugar Processing
410 Textile Mills
411 Cement Manufacturing
412 Feedlots
J, 13 Electroplating
414 Organic Chemicals, Plastics, and Synthetic Fibers
415 Inorganic Chemicals Manufacturing
417 Soap and Detergent Manufacturing
418 Fertilizer Manufacturing
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419 Petroleum Refining
420 Iron and Steel Manufacturing
421 Nonferrous Metals Manufacturing
422 Phosphate Manufacturing
423 Steam Electric Power Generating -
424 Ferroalloy Manufacturing
425 Leather Tanning and Finishing
426 Glass Manufacturing
427 Asbestos Manufacturing
428 Rubber Manufacturing ’
429 Timber Products Processing
430 Pulp, Paper, and Paperboard
431 The Builders" Paper and Board Mills
432 Meat Products
433 Metal Finishing
434 Coal Mining
435 Oil and Gas Extraction
436 Mineral Mining and Processing
439 Pharmaceutical Manufacturing
440 Ore Mining and Dressing
443 Paving and Roofing Materials (Tars and Asphalt)
446 Paint Formulating
447 Ink Formulating
454 Gum and Wood Chemicals Manufacturing
455 Pesticide Chemicals
457 Explosives manufacturing
458 Carbon Black Manufacturing
459 Photographic
460 Hospital
461 Battery Manufacturing
463 Plastics Molding and Forming
464 Metal Molding and Casting
465 Coil Coating
466 Porcelain Enameling
467 Aluminum forming
468 Copper Forming
469 Electrical and Electronic Components
Nonferrous Metals Forming and Metal Powders
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K.1 GENERAL
A method to receive reports from the public regarding illicit discharges was established by
LACDPW for use by all Perrmttees. Permlttees may choose to use this system, or may establish
and maintain a local system that contains similar elements. Permittees who choose to establish

their own system should model their procedures after those of the countywide system described
below. The system must have a method to receive incoming calls, document necessary,
information about the incident, and dispatch the appropriate personnel or forward the

information to the appropriate jurisdiction.

K.2 COUNTYWIDE REPORTING SYSTEM MAINTAINED BY LACDPW

K.2.1 Receiving Incoming Calls
In August 1993. the LACDPW established a Hotline number for all residents throughout the

county to report illicit discharges and dumping into storm drains. That number was (800) 303-
0003. In May 1996, the LACDPW established a new number to provide the public with

information about several pollution prevention programs as well as reporting illicit discharges
and dumping into storm drains:

(888) CLEAN LA

The LACDPW will publicize the number countywide, receive calls and collect relevant
information, and route the calls to the appropriate local agency for investigation and cleanup.

¯ The number has 24-hour automated information that can access the dispatcher

K.2.2 Communications and Coordination
When Hotline calls come in, the LACDPW dispatcher will solicit information from the callers,
fill out the LACDPW internal reporting form Illegal Dumping Complaint, and enter all
information into the Hazardous Materials System Database (HMS Database). The dispatcher
will check the Thomas Guide to verify the location of the incident then notify, the designated

local contact by phone and by faxing a copy of the Illegal Dumping Complaint form. The
dispatcher will also give the caller the name and phone number of the local contact for his/her
future reference. A flowchart depicting the Hotline response activities and a list of local
Permittee contacts is attached. This list may be updated in the future as department contacts and

phone numbers change.

For inctdents under Los Angeles County’s jurisdiction, the dispatcher will notify the appropriate
field superintendent to ensure pollution prevention actions are taken. If the dispatcher suspects
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that the incident involves hazardous materials, then the local Administering Agency will be

notified.

The LACDPW will track all reports of illicit discharges within the unincorporated areas and
where the County has jurisdiction by assigning each call a job order number. This job order
number will remain open until all investigations and follow-up procedures have been completed,
and staff phone and/or fax the dispatcher final information. The LACDPW will periodically
generate reports on the status of open jobs to ensure that all reports are being fully addressed and
response activities are being coordinated. All Hotline calls that are referred to the local
jurisdiction will also receive a job order number. Once the incident is resolved. Permittees must

notify the dispatcher, and the file will be closed.
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Hotline Response Flowchart

l
~ ev,dence of illegal ~.    Fill out complaint form

dumpzng hotline call ~ ~._

Check Thomas Guide to

~, verify location of ~lummng
General stormwater quahty ~.~. _ .~

~nformat~on reque~ or complaint

Tran~er to the EPD and fo~ard ~tto the appropriate !

L Water Quahty Section
D~s~on for call-bacK ¯ G~e the caller

--~ .......... =--- " " ..... -- -- City Contact’s
phone number.

unkno~         ~      CIo ady non-haza~ous.

Fax copy of complaint to EPD
Indus~nal Waste Sectmn

I
Keep complaint forms for

at least 3 months     r~
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24-HOUR SPILL RESPONSE TELEPHONE NUMBERS

AGENCY NUMBER TIME CONTACT

Agoura Hills 818-597-7300 7am-6pm/M-TH Public Works Department

818-878-1808 Non-business Hours Sheriff, Lost Hills Station

Alhambra 626-570-5070 7:30am-5:30pm/M-TH Public Works
8am-5pm/F

626-570-5168 24 Hours Police Department

Arcadia 626-446-2111 24 Hours Police Department

626-446-6188 24 Hours Fire Department

Artes~a 562-865-6262 8am-5pm/M-F Maria Lloyd or Code Enforcement

562-866-9061 x290 Non-business Sheriff, Lakewood Station

Avalon 310-510-0174 24 Hours Sheriff Dispatcher

Azusa 626-812-3200 24 Hours Police Dept., Watch Commander

Baldwin Park 626-960-1955 24 Hours Police Department, Dispatch

Bell 213-588-6211 7am-6pm/M-TH Public Works or Development Serv.

213-585-1245 24 Hours Police Dept., Watch Commander

Bell Gardens 562-806-7770 7:30am-5pm/M-TH Public Works Department
7:30am-4pm/F

562-806-4573 Non-business Hours Police Department

Bellflower 562-866-9061 x290 24 Hours Sheriff, Lakewood Station

Beverly Hills 310-550-4985 24 Hours Dispatch, Fire/Police

Bradbury 626-285-7171 24 Hours Sheriff, Temple City Sta., Watch Sgt.

Burbank Streets, Gutters, Sidewalks, & Drains

818-238-3800 6:30am-4pm/M-F Public Works Street & Sewer Maint.

Parks, Trails, or Hillside Open Space

818-238-5343 6:30am-6:30pm/M-F Parks and Recreation

818-238-3000 Non-Bus~ness Hours Police Dept., Duty Desk

Calabasas 818-878-4225 8am-5pmiM-F Public Works

818-591-9682 Non-business Hours City Manager

Caltrans 213-897-0383 24 Hours Communications Center

Carson 310-830-7600 7am-6pm/M-TH City Hall/Street Maintenance

310-830-1123 Non-business Hours Sheriff, Carson Station

Cerntos 562-860-0311 8am-5pm/M-F Rod Posada, Maint. Super.

562-860-4018 Non-business Hours Exchange

T \ 1995~954FP245\TASK.3-2~DECEM~,t=:R 20(XNCID.DO~SNA
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24-HOUR SPILL RESPONSE TELEPHONE NUMBERS

AGENCY NUMBER TIME CONTACT

Claremont 909-629-9671 24 Hours Fire Department, Dispatch

Commerce 213-881-2455 24 Hours Fire Department

213-722-4805 8am-6pm/M-TH Public Services

Compton 310-605-5600 24 Hours Police Dept., Watch Commander

Covina 626-858-4413 24 Hours Police Dispatcher

626-331-3391 24 Hours Police Front Desk

Cudahy 213-773-5146 8am-6pm/M-TH Community Services Dept. or
8am-5pm/F City Manager’s Office

213-264-4151 24 Hours Sheriff, East L.A., Complaint Desk

Culver City 626-458-3559 7am-5:30pm/M-TH Joe Baiocco, LACDPW/illegal
discharge

310-839-1146 24 Hours Fire Dept., Dispatch

Diamond Bar 909-595-2264 24 Hours Sheriff, Walnut Station, Watch
Deputy

Downey 562-861-9221 24 Hours Fire Department

Duarte 626-357-7931 7:30am-6pm/M-TH Emergency Response

626-451-2078 Non-business Hours Beeper number

909-860-4470 Non-business Hours Bill Ornelas, home number

El Monte 626-580-2100 24 Hours Police Department

626-580-2150 24 Hours Fire Department

E! Segundo 310-322-4670 x363 24 Hours Fire Department/Steve Tsumura

Garclena 310-323-7911 24 Hours Fire Dispatch

Glendale 818-956-4800 24 Hours Fire Department

Glendora 626-914-8250 24 Hours Police Department

Hawaiian Gardens 562-420-2641 8am-5:30.pm M-TH Public Works

562-403-4406 24 Hours Police Department

Hawthorne 310-970-7052 24 Hours Police Dispatcher

310-970-7968 24 Hours Fire Department

Hermosa Beach 310-318-0313 24 Hours Police Dispatcher

Hidden Hills 213-890-4317 8am-4:30pm/M-F L.A. Co. Fire Department

213-881-2455 Non-business Hours Dispatch, Health HAZMAT
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24-HOUR SPILL RESPONSE TELEPHONE NUMBERS

AGENCY NUMBER TIME CONTACT

Huntington Park 213-584-6253 8am-Spm/M-TH City Engineer Department

213-587-5211 Non-business Hours Police Department

Industry 626-333-2211 9am-5pm/M-F John Ballas or City Engineenng

Complaints in Road & Sewer Maintenance Jurisdictions - Call LACDPW Yard dunng Non-
Business Hours

626-330-3322 Non-business Hours Sheriff, Watch Commander

Inglewoo~l 310-412-5491 6:30am-3:00pm Sewer Dept.

310-671-8233 24 Hours Fire Dept. Communications Center

Irw=ndale 626-962-3601 24 Hours Police Department

La Canada Complaints in Road & Flood Maintenance Jurisdictions - Call LACDPW Yard 24 Hours --
Flintridge

Other Calls: 7am-5pmiM-TH City Hall/Public Works

818-790-8880 8am-5pm/F

818-248-3464 24 Hours Sheriff, Crescenta Valley Station

La Habra Heights 562-694-6302 7:30am-6pm/M-TH City Hall (Call First)

562-694-1465 7:30am-6pm/M-TH City Hall (No recorder)

562-694-8283 Non-business Hours City Volunteer Fire Dept.

Lakewood 562-866-9771 x2500 7:30am-5:30pm/M-F Public Works

562-866-9061 x290 Non-business Hours Sheriff, Lakewood Station

La Mirada 562-943-0131 x250 7am-5pm/M-F Environmental Services Dept.

562-690-3845 10am-8pm/M-TH, Public Safety
10am-gpmlF-Sat,

562-943-5512 12pm-8pm/Sun&Non-bus. L.A.County Fire Station 49
hours

Lancaster 805-723-6211 7:30am-4:30pm/M-F Maintenance Yard

805-540-1579 Non-business Hours Pager Number

La Puente 626-855-1500 8am-Spm/M-F Dan Chadwick

626-330-3322 24 Hours Sheriff, Watch Commander

La Verne 909-596-8741 8am-6pm/M-TH I Public Works Dept. or Dan Keesey

909-596-1913 Non-business Hours Police Department

Lawndale 310-970-2160 7:30am-5:30pm/M-TH i Public Works Department

310-671-7531 24 Hours i Sheriff, Dispatch

310-679-1131 24 Hours i L.A. Co. Fire Dept., Hazmat

Lom=ta 310-325-7110 8:15am-4:30/M-F i Gary Irwin or Cocle Enforcement

310-539-1661 24 Hours. I Sheriff-complaint desk
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24-HOUR SPILL RESPONSE TELEPHONE NUMBERS

AGENCY NUMBER TIME CONTACT

Long Beach 562-570-2722 7:30am-4:30pm/M-F Street Maint.lStorm Drains

562-435-6711 Non-business Hours Police Communication

Los Angeles 213-847-4852 7am-4:30pm/M-F Stormwater Mangement

or 213-485-5500 Non-business Hours City Hall Operator

Refer Calller To: 800-974-9794 7am-4:30pm/M-F L.A. City Hotline

Lynwood 310-603-0267 7am-6pm/M-TH Engineenng - Ted Semaan

562-861-9221 Non-business Hours Fire Department

Malibu 310-456-2489 x247 9am-5pm/M-F Public Works -Rick Morgan(24-hr)

818-878-1808 Non-business Hours Sheriff - Emergency Only

Manhattan Beach 310-545-5621 x380 8am-4:30pm/M-F Public Works Department

310-545-5621 x222 Non-business Hours Police Department

Maywood 213-562-5005 24 Hours Police Department

Monrovia 626-359-3231 7am-6pm/M-TH Engineenng Department

626-359-1152 Non-business Hours Police Department, Dispatch

Montebello 213-887-1460 8am-5pm/M-F Public Works Department

213-887-4510 24 Hours Charlie Ford, HAZMAT Fire Dept.

213-887-1212 24 Hours Cpt Mike Knight, Police Dept.

Monterey Park 626-307-1320 8am-Spm/M-F City Engineer

626-573-1311 24 Hours Police Department

Norwalk 562-929-5511 6am-6pm/M-TH Public Services Department

562o929-5700 8am-6pm/F Public Services Department

562-863-8711 Non-business Hours Sheriff - complaints desk

Palmdale 805-267-5234 8:30am-5pm/M-F Code Enforcement Division

805-267-4300 Non-business Hours Sheriff

Palos Vercles 310-378-4211 24 Hours Police Department
Estates 310-378-0383         7am-3:30pm/M-F         Public Works Department

Paramount 562-220-2020 7:30-5:30pm/M-TH Public Works Department

562-866-9061 x290 Non-business Hours Sheriff, Lakewood Station

Pasaclena 626-405-4501 24 Hours Police Department

Pico Rivera 562-949-2421 24 Hours Sheriff - complaint desk

Pomona 909-622-1241 24 Hours Police Department Dispatch

Rancho Palos 310-539-1661 24 Hours Lomita Sheriff - complaint desk
Verdes

Redondo Beach 310-379-5416 24 Hours Fire Dispatcher
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24-HOUR SPILL RESPONSE TELEPHONE NUMBERS

AGENCY NUMBER TIME CONTACT
Rolling Hills 310-377-1521 7:30am-5pm M-F Code Enforcement

310-539-1661 24 Hours Sheriff - complaint desk

Rolling Hills Estate~ 310-377-1577 7:30am-5:3Opm/M-TH City Hall
7:30am-4:30pm/F

310-539-1661 Non-business Hours Sheriff - complaint clesk

Rosemead 626-288-6671 7am-6pm/M-TH Engineering Division

626-285-7171 Non-business Hours Sheriff, Temple City Sta., Watch Sgt.

San Dimas 909-394-6240 7:30am-5:30pm/M-TH Department of Public Works
8am-5pm/F

909-595-2264 Non-business Hours Sheriff, Watch Deputy

San Fernando 818-898-1293 7am-5pm/M-F Public Works Dept. Yard

818-898-1267 Non-business Hours Police Department

San Gabriel 626-308-2880 24 Hours Fire Department (Call First)

626-288-5050 24 Hours Fire Department/Emergency

San Manno 626-300-0720 24 Hours Police Department

626-300-0735 24 Hours Fire Department

Santa Clanta 805-222.-7222 8am-5pm/M-F Building & Safety

805-255-1121 24 Hours Sheriff

Santa Fe Spnngs 562-944-9713 8am-5pm/M-F Fire Department, Santa Fe Spnngs

562-868-1711 24 Hours Fire Department, Downey Dispatch

Santa Momca 310-458-8533 6:30am-4pm/M-F Wastewater

310-458-2210 6:30 am-6pm/M-F Industrial Waste

310-458-8672 24 Hours (illegal dumping) Fire Dept. Dispatch

Sierra Madre 626-355-1414 24 Hours Police Department

Signal Hill 562-989-7200 24 Hours Police Department

South El Monte 626-285-7171 24 Hours Sheriff, Temple City Sta., Watch Sgt.
South Gate 213-563-5400 24 Hours Police Department

South Pasadena 626-799-1121 24 Hours Police & Fire Dispatcher

Temple City 626-285-2171 8am-6pmlM-TH Public Serwces

626-285-7171 24 Hours Sheriff, Temple City Sta., Watch Sgt.

Torrance 310-618-5929 7:30am-5:30pm/M-TH- Environmental Health

310-618-5641 24 Hours Police Dept. - complaint desk

Ventura County 805-650-4064 7:30am-5:30pm/M-TH Vicky Musgrove

Vernon 213-583-6331 24 Hours Fire Dept.
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24-HOUR SPILL RESPONSE TELEPHONE NUMBERS

AGENCY NUMBER TIME CONTACT

Walnut 909-598-5241 7:30am-5:30pm/M-TH Building & Safety Department
8am to 5pm/F

909-594-7175 Non-business Hours Answering Service/Emergency

West Covina 626-814-8500 24 Hours Police/Fire Department

West Hollywood 213-848-6404 8am-6pm/M-F Environ. Services Div, Code Enforce.

213-855-8850 Non-business Hours Sheriff, West Hollywood Station

213-262-2111 Non-business Hours L.A. Co. Fire Department

Westlake Village 805-653-6597 8am-5pmlMoF Westlake Village Public Works

818-878-1808 Non-business Hours Sheriff, Lost Hills Station

Whittier 562-464-3561 8am-5pm/M-F Public Works Department

562-695-5214 Non-business Hours Whittier Pumping Plant II

T \1995~954P245~TASK3-2~DECEMSER 200(NCID.DOC’,~SNA ~’~-~)
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L.1 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) References
The following items are included here:

¯ The characteristics of "unlisted" hazardous substances from 40 CFR § 261.20 through
261.24

¯ "’Listed" hazardous substances from Table 302.4 of 40 CFR § 302

L.1.1 Characteristics of "Unlisted" Hazardous Substances
2,31.29 General.

ia) A solid waste, as defined in 261.2, which is not excluded from
regulation as a hazardous waste under 261.4(b) , is a hazardous waste if it
exhib!ts any of the characteristics identified in this subpart.

[Cor.=en::    2~2.ii of 2his chapter sets for=h ~he generator’s responsibility
Go dezermine whegher his waste e~qibizs one or more of the characteristics

idenzified in ~his subpart]

(b) A hazardous waste which is identified by a characterlstlc :n this

suDpart is assigned every EPA Hazardous Waste Number that is applicable as
set forth in this subpart. This number must be used in compiylng with the
notification requirements of section 3010 of the Act and a!l applicable

reccrdkeeping and reporting requirements under parts 262 through 265, 268,

and 270 of this chapter.

(c) For purposes of this subpart, the Administrator will consider a sample
obtained using any of the applicable sampling methods specified in appendix I

to be a representative sample within the meaning of part 260 of this chapter.

[Com~en~: Since the appendix I sampling methods are not being formally
adopted by the Administrator, a person who desires to employ an alternative
sampling method is not required to demonstrate the equivalency of his method

under ~he procedures set forth in 260.20 and 260.21.]

r45 FR 33119, May 19, 1980, as amended at 51 FR 40636, Nov. 7, 1986; 55 FR

226~4, June I, 1990; 56 FR 3876, Jan. 31, !991]

261.~" Characteristic of ignitability.

(a) A solid waste exhibits the characteristic of ignitaDility if a

representative sample of the waste has any of the following properties:

(1) 2t is a liquid, other than an aqueous solution containing less than 24

percent alcohol by volume and has flash point less thin 60eC (140~F), as
determined by a Pensky-Martens Closed Cup Tester, using the test method

r \~99,3"%954~$\T*SK3-2%DECE~ 2000%IC~D.DOC%.~A L- 1
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specified in ASTM Standard D-93-79 or D-93-80 (incorporated by reference, see
260.ii)~ or a Setaflash Closed Cup Tester, using the test method specified in

ASTM ~tandard D-3278-78 (incorporated by reference, see      260.1i>, or as
determined by an equivalent test method approved by the Adminlstrator under

procedures set forth in 260.20 and 260.21.

(2) It is not a liquid and is capable, under standard temperature and

pressure, of causing fire through friction, absorption of moisture or
spontaneous chemical changes and, when ignited, burns so vigorously and

persistently that it creates a hazard.
(3) it is an ~gnltable compressed gas as defined in 49 CFR ~3.300 and as

determined by the test methods described ~n that regulation <~r equ~vaient

test methods approved by the Admlnistrator under 260.20 and 260.ii.

i4) it ~s an oxidizer as defined in 49 CFR 173.151.
(b) A solid waste that exhibits the characteristac of igni~aD~lity has the

EPA Hazardous Waste Number of D001.

[45 FR 33119, May 19, 1980, as amended at 46 FR 35247, July - 1981; 55 FR

22684, June i, 1990]

2~1.12 Characteristic of corrosivity.

(a) A solid waste exhibits the characteristic of corrosivity if a

representative sample of the waste has either of the following properties:

(I) it is aqueous and has a pH less than or equal to 2 or greater than or
equal to 12.5, as determined by a pH meter using Method 9040 in ’’Test

Methods for Evaluating Solid Waste, Physical/Chemical Methods,’’ EPA
Publication SW-846, as incorporated by reference in 260.11 of thls chapter.

(2) It is a liquid and corrodes steel (SAE 1020) at a rate greater than

~.35 ~ (0.250 inch) per year at a test temperature of 55eC (130eF) as
determ:ned by the test method specified in NACE (National Association of

Corroslon Engineers) Standard TM-01-69 as standardized in "’Test Methods for

Evalua~Ing Solid Waste, Physical/Chemical Methods,’’ EPA Publication SW-846,

as incorporated by reference in    260.11 of this chapter.
(b) A solid waste that exhibits the characteristic of corrosivity has the

EPA Hazardous Waste Number of D002.

[45 FR 33119, May 19, 1980, as amended at 46 FR 35247, July ~, 1981; 55 FR

22684, June I, 1990; 58 FR 46049, Aug. 31, 1993]

261.13 Characteristic of reactivity.

(a) A solid waste exhibits the characteristic of reactivity if a
representative sample of the waste has any of the following

properties:
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(I) it is normally unstable and readily undergoes violent change withou~
detonating.

(2) It reacts violently with water.

(3) It forms potentially explosive mixtures with water.

(4) When mixed with water, it generates toxic gases, vapors or fumes in a
quantity sufficient to present a danger to human health or the envirorunent.

(5) It is a cyanide or sulfide bearing waste which, when exposed to pH
conditions between 2 and 12.5, can generate toxic gases, vapors or fumes in a
quantity sufficient to present a danger to human health or the enviror~ent.

(6) it is capable of detonation or explosive reaction if it is subjected to
a strong initiating source or if heated under confinement.

(7) It is readily capable of detonation or explosive decomposition or

reaction at standard temperature and pressure.

(8) It ~s a forbidden explosive as defined in 49 CFR 173.51, or a Class A
explosive as defined in 49 CFR 173.53 or a Class B explosive as defined in

49 CFR 173.88.

(b) A solid waste that exhibits the characteristic of reaczlvity has the

EPA Hazardous Waste Number of D003.

[45 FR 33119, May 19, 1980, as amended at 55 FR 22684, June i, 1990]

261.24    Toxicity characteristic.

(a) A solid waste exhibits the characteristic of toxicity if, using the
Toxicity Characteristi~ Leaching Procedure, test Method 1311 in ’’Test

Methods for Evaluating Solid Waste, Physical/Chemical Methods,’’ EPA

Publication SW-8460 as incorporated by reference in 260.11 of this chapter,

the extract from a representative sample of the waste contains any of the
contamznants listed in table 1 at the concentration equal to or greater than

the respective value given in that table. Where the waste contains less than

0.5 percent filterable solids, the waste itself, after filtering using the
methodology outlined in Method 1311, is considered to be the extract for the

purpose of this section.

(b) A solid waste that exhibits the characteristic of toxicity has the EPA
Hazardous Waste Nun%bet specified in Table I which corresponds to the toxic
contaminant causing it to be hazardous.
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Table 1-Maximum Concentration of Contaminants for the Toxicity
Characteristic

3 Regulatory
EPA HW No.~                     Contaminant                   ~    CAS No.{2}~    Level

(mg/L)

D004         Arsenic .............................. 7440-38-2          5.0
D005          Barium ................................ 7440-39-3       i00.0
D018          Benzene ............................... 71-43-2          0.5
D006           Cadmium .............................. 7440-43-9           1.0
D019          Carbon tetrachloride ................. 56-23-5          0.5
D020          Chlordane ............................ 57-74-9         0.03
D021          Chlorobenzene ........................ i08-90-~        !00.0
D022          Chloroform ........................... 67-66-3
D007           Chromium ............................. 7440-47-3           5.0
D023          c-Cresol ............................. 95-48-7          (4}

200.0
D024          m-Cresol ............................. 108-39-4          (4)

200.0
D025          p-Cresol .............................. 106-44-5          {4}

200.0
D026          Cresol ............................... {4} 200.0
D016         2,4-D ................................ 94-75-7        10.0
D027          i04-Dichlorobenzene ................... 106-46-7          7.5
D028          1,2-Dichloroethane .................... 107-06-2          0.5
D029          101-Dichloroethylene .................. 75-35-4          0.7
D030          2,4-Dinitrotoluene ................... 121-14-2
D012          Endrin ............................... 72-20-8        0.02
D031          Heptachlor (and its epoxide] ......... 76-44-8        0.008
D032          Hexachlorobenzene .................... 118-74-1    {3]0.13
D033          Hexachlorobutadiene ................... 87-68-3          0.5
D034          Hexachloroethane ...................... 67-72-1
D008          Lead ................................. 7439-92-1         5.C
D013          Lindane ............................... 58-89-9         0.4
D009          Mercury .............................. 7439-97-6          0.2
D014         Methoxychlor ......................... 72-43-5        10.0
D035           Methyl ethyl ketone ................. 78-93-3       200.0

¯                  D036          Nitrobenzene .......................... 98-95-3          2.0
D037          Pentrachlorophenol .................... 87-86-5        i00.0
D038         Pyrid£ne ............................. 110-86-i     {3}5.0
D010          Selenium ............................. 7782-49-2          1.0
D011          Silver ............................... 7440-22-4          5.0
D039          Te~rachloroe~hylene ................... 127-18-4          0 7
D015          Toxaphene ............................ 8001-35-2          0 5
D040          Trichloroethylene .................... 79-01-6          0 5
D041          2,4,5-Trichlorophenol ................ 95-95-4        400 0
D042          2,4,6-Tr~chlorophenol ................ 88-06-2          2 0
D0!-          2,4,5-TP (Silvex) .................... 93-72-1          1 0 7"~4            0D043          Vinyl chloride ....................... ~-u~-              t

~[" }Hazardous waste number.
,~}Chem~cal abstracts service number
,[3)Quan~ltation limit is greater than ~e calculated regulatory level. The

~aant~zat~on limit therefore becomes ~he reguiatory level.
{4}If o-, m-, and p-Cresol concentrations cannot be differentiated, the total cresol

{D02~! concentratlon is used. The reguiatory level of total cresol ls 200 mg/1.
[55 ~R 11862, Mar. 29, 1990, as amended at 55 FR 22684, June i, 1990; 55 FR 26987,

June "9, 1990; 58 ER 46049, Aug. 31, 1993’
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N.1.2 List of Hazardous Substances and Reportable Quantities
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Reporting procedures for hazardous substances are already regulated under a number of federal

and state laws including: Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability
Act (CERCLA); Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act (SARA); Resource
Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA); and multiple bills codified under Division 20 of the
California Health and Safety Code. These reporting requirements are too numerous to list here,
but have generally been implemented for many years by local hazardous materials response
teams or "Administering Agencies"--generally a local fire department. In some areas, the
Administering Agency delegates some of the reporting activities (generally the lo~al reporting)

to the agency that has jurisdiction over the release. In this case, Permittees should designate an
individual/department to report hazardous substances releases.

If the release of a hazardous substance equals or exceeds the reportable quantity in a 24-hour
period, the Administering Agency will notify the California Office of Emergency Services
(OES) and the National Response Center. There are also many other agencies that could
potentially be contacted depending on the location and nature of the release.

Hazardous substances releases, if they enter the storm drain system, are also illicit discharges,
and must be documented for the Stormwater Program in the same manner as all other illicit
discharges, as described in Section 2. Permittees should coordinate with Administering
Agencies to ensure all necessary information is forwarded to a designated individual/department

for incorporation into illicit discharge records.

r \19~’~541=’245\TASK3-2~DECEMOER 2000~ClO.DOC%SNA M- l
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The following are agencies that may be contacted:

Local

Police agency
Vanous

Schools Various
Flood Department Various
Road Department ~

Various
County Environmental Health Department (213) 8------~1-4000
County Agricultural Commissioner ~ (626) 57"-~5-5471
County Air Quality Management District _j (909) 396"~-2000
State
Fish and Game

~0-5132
Highway Patrol

(213) 6"-’-"-’~4-0695
Caltrans (213) 89---~7-3656
California Environmental Protection Agency ~

Department of Toxic Substances Control (800) 6--’---~8-6942
Regional Water Quality Control Board (213) 26-------~-7500

Federal

U.S. Coast Guard

Additional agencies such as U.S. Fish and Wildlife, Department of Oil and Gas, and FEMA may
also be notified, but these tasks will be carried out by OES or the National Response Center.
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Executive Summary

ES.1 OVERVIEW

On July 15, 1996, the Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board (Regional Board) issued a
municipal storm water National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit (Permit) to the
County of Los Angeles and 85 cities (Permittees) This Permit contains a requirement for Permittees to
develop and implement within their jurisdiction a Storm Water Management Program (SWMP). The
Countywide Storm Water Management Plan (C SWMP) is the unified plan consisting of model programs
developed under the Storm Water Management Program requirements as established by the Permit. These
model programs are aimed to reduce pollutant discharges to the maximum extent practicable for attaining
water quality objectives and protecting beneficial uses of receiving waters in Los Angeles County.

In the 2001 NPDES permit, the C SWMP has been renamed to the Stormwater Quality Management Plan
(SQMP). For the remainder of this document, the acronym SQMP is used.

The Permit required the Permittees to develop a model program to address each of the following:

¯ Illicit Connections and Illicit Discharges,

¯ Development Planning,

¯ Development Construction,

¯ Public Agency Activities, and

¯ Public Information and Participation.

Each model program is a"stand-alone" document that describes one of these five elements of the SQMP
Record-keeping and reportmgrequirements are also associated with each model program. This Executive
Summary describes the primary requirements of each of the model programs comprisingthe SQMP. The
remainder of this document is the SQMP element referred to as the Development Planning Program, which
was approved by the Regional Board in Februarv 1999.

ES.2 MODEL ILLICIT CONNECTIONS / ILLICIT DISCHARGE ELIMINATION
PROGRAM

Part 2. II of the Permit contains requirements specifically for the identification and elimination of illicit
connections and illicit discharges to the municipal separate storm sewer system (MS4), generally referred
to m tins aocument as "’storm drain system." The Permit requirements ~nciude five components tot tl~e
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five components for the elimination of illicit connections and illicit discharges.Those five
components are:

¯ Illicit connection elirmnation,

¯ Illicit discharge elimination,

¯ Best management practices (BMPs) program for designated non-storm water discharges,

¯ Public reporting of illicit discharge and disposal practices, and

¯ Hazardous waste reporting program.

Illicit Connection Eliminaiion

The goal of this component is to detect and eliminate illicit connections in order to reduce
pollutants discharged through such connections to the maximum extent practical. The objectives

~e to:

¯ Conduct storm drain system field screening for illicit connections during scheduled
infrastructure maintenance by maintenance personnel.

¯ Determine the source and nature of suspected illicit discharges by investigating
connections to the storm drain system.

The model program also describes a methodology that Pemittees may use in prioritizing areas of
their jurisdiction for investigation. Once the illicit connection/discharge has been investigated,

one of the following actions must occur:

¯ If the discharge is determined to consist onl__.yv of exempted non-storm water, the
connection will be allowed to remmn and will no longer be considered an illicit
connection. Permittees may elect to issue a permit for the connection or allow the
connection to remain if information on the connection is documented: or

¯ The discharger will be required to obtain an NPDES permit; or

¯ The connection will be terminated through voluntary action or enforcement proceedings.

Permittees may prioritize potential problem areas for detection and investigation efforts under
this program component, using the methodology defined in this model program.
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Illicit Discharge Elimination

The goal of this component is to detect and eliminate illicit discharges from entering the storm
drain system to reduce pollutants from such discharge to the maximum extent practicable. The

objectives are to:

¯ Investigate, contain, and clean up incidental spills reported by the public, other agencies
or observed by Permittee field staff during the course of their normal daily activities,

¯ Eliminate through volunta~, termination or enforcement action prohibited non-storm
water discharges to the storm drain system, and

¯ Investigate to determine the nature and source of the discharge and eliminate through
voluntary termination or enforcement action suspected prohibited non-storm discharges in
the storm drain system.

BMPs for Designated Non-Storm Water Discharges
The Permit required the City of Los Angeles to conduct a study on .pollutants entering storm

drains from street and sidewalk washing operation to:

(i.) Characterize discharges from municipal street washing and sidewalk washing

(ii.) Assess the impacts of such activities and

(iii.) Recommend appropriate BMPs to control any adverse impacts.

The City of Los Angeles completed the study and prepared a report entitled, "A Study of
Pollutants Entering Storm Drains from Street and Sidewalk Washing Operations in Los Angeles,

California." The Regional Board approved recommended BMPs for street and sidewalk washing

activities.

Public Reporting

The goal of this component is to promote, publicize and facilitate public reporting of illicit

discharges and illicit disposal practices. Permittees must implement a system for complainant
documentation and a follow up response for calls received from the public regarding potential

illicit discharges and illicit disposal practices.

Reporting Hazardous Substances Entering the Storm Drain System

The goal of this component is to facilitate appropriate reporting of hazardous substances entering

the storm drain system as a result of an illicit discharge. The Permittees must implement a
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reporting program to document quantities of hazardous substances entering the storm drain

system.

ES.3 MODEL DEVELOPMENT PLANNING PROGRAM
"Development" Projects encompass those projects that are subject to a planning and permitting
review process by a Permittee. A "’Development" Project may be new development.

redevelopment, renovation, remodeling, rehabilitation, infill, or other terms that may be used in a
Permittee’s ordinances and/or building code. The planning and design of public facilities have

similar requirements described in the Model Public Agency Activities Program, another
component of the Countywide Storm Water Management Plan.

The fundamental concept of this program component is to identify development that may
significantly impact storm water quality and to then to include permanent BMPs in the project’s

design. Development projects that may significantly impact storm water quality are Planning

"Priority" Projects. Other projects are deemed "Exempt’" from these program requirements.

Each Permittee will implement a development-planning program that includes the following

components:

¯ System for determining the appropriate catego~ (Priority or Exempt) for a Development
Project;

¯ Recommended list of BMPs to be considered, and as appropriate, implemented for
Development Projects;

¯ Process to ensure that Planning Priority Projects incorporate the Standard Urban Storm
Water Mitigation Plans using the recommended list of BMPs;

¯ Guidelines for California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) compliance:

¯ Guidelines for the revision of General Plan elements to include watershed and storm
water quality management considerations, when General Plan elements are being
significantly rewritten: and

¯ Developer information program that provides general guidance on the Permittee’s
development planning program, and specific guidance on BMP selection and the
Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plans.

A checklist and flowchart are included in the Model Development Planning Program to assist

Perrruttees in determining whether a project is Priority or Exempt.

T ~ 1995~954P245\TASK3- 3!~Decemo~ 2000~:~ ~,ann ~n9 0o~ ES-4
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ES.4 MODEL DEVELOPMENT CONSTRUCTION PROGRAM
Permittees must also implement a program to manage storm water and urban runoff associated
with construction activities within their jurisdictions. The Model Development Construction

Program addresses:

,̄ Development and implementation of construction site BMPs;

¯ Implementation of procedures to verify Notice of Intent (NOI) filing with the State Water
Resources Control Board and completion of storm water pollution prevention plan
(SWPPP) for projects subject to the California General Construction Permit. and

¯ Implementation of a construction inspection program.

Construction Site BMPs

A Development Construction Project is defined as projects for which site activities such as

clearing, grading, excavation, road construction, structure construction, or structure demolition

results in the disturbance of soil.

In certain situations, where impact to storm water quality is a greater threat, Development

Construction Projects should be given greater scrutiny to ensure that minimum requirements are

met. These projects wb, ich present a greater threat to water quality, but are not subject to the
California General Permit for Storm Water Discharges Associated with Construction Activity~

are called Construction Priority Projects.

Unless specifically exempted, all Development Construction Projects will be required to
implement BMPs to meet minimum water quality protection requirements. As a condition for

issuing a grading or building permit, applicants for covered Development Construction Projects
shall be required to certify that they understand and will comply with the rmnimum BMPs

requirements related to construction site runoff.

Projects Subject to the General Construction Permit
Developers of construction sites subject to the General Construction Perrmt are required to

prepare and implement a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (state SWPPP). Before issuing

building or grading permits, Perrnittees will require applicants to demonstrate that a Notice of
Intent (NOI) has been filed with the State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB), and that a

state SWPPP has been prepared for projects subject to the General Construction Permit.

A Drolect ~s sut~lect to the General Construction Perm=t if =t clistu~s 5 acres or more of so=l. or the Drolect results ~n the a~stumance of less
than 5 acres Out =S Dan of a larger common Dtan of develo~men.t or sale-that exceeas 5 acres.
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Requirements for Construction Priority Projects

¯ Prior to receiving a building or grading permit, applicants for Construction Priority Projects must

prepare a local storm water pollution prevention plan (local SWPPP) covering construction

materials and waste management control, and must certify that they will implement the local
SWPPP year-round. Applicants for Construction Priority projects must also prepare and

implement a Wet Weather Erosion Control Plan (WWECP) if the project will leave soil
disturbed during the rainy season (November 1 through April 15).

Site Inspection and Enforcement
Each Permittee will implement site inspection procedures to assess whether the minimum
requirements for Development Construction Projects are being achieved and appropriate BMPs

are being implemented. Site inspections will also determine if local SWPPPs are being

implemented at projects where the.,,, apply. Developers and!or contractors will also be required to
conduct and document self-inspections of their construction site. Each Permittee will also

develop and implement enforcement procedures to require that corrective actions be undertaken

when the requirements are not met.

ES.5 MODEL PUBLIC AGENCY ACTIVITIES PROGRAM
Part IV.C of the Permit contains requirements specifically for public agency activities and

facilities. Components of the Public Agency Activities Model Program describe measures to be
taken bv Permittees to reduce storm water impacts from public agency activities and facilities

such as sanitary sewer systems, public construction activities, vehicle maintenance and material

storage facilities, recreation facilities, storm water drainage systems, streets and roads, etc.

Sewage Systems Operations
This program component is applicable to all Permittees who own and operate a sewage collection

system. Although sewage systems themselves are not a regular source of storm water pollution,
raw sewage contains pollutants that can pose a serious threat to both human health and the

quality of receiving waters if they enter the storm drain system through incidents such as spills,

leaks, or overflows. The goal of this program ~s to reduce the impact of Permittee-owned sewage
system operations on storm water quality.

The objectives of this program component are to:

¯ Keep any sewage overflows or leaks from entering the storm drain system or receiving
waters.
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¯ Identify and repair sewage system blockages, exfiltrations, overflows and implement
procedures for investigating the causes.

¯ Notify public health authorities in cases where threats to public health exist.

Public Construction Activities Management

This program component is applicable to all Permittees who construct or contract to construct

public facilities, including infrastructure. The program component requires the use of temporary
best management practices (BMPs/ to reduce the discharge of pollutants from public

construction sites. In addition, public agency facilities with the potential for having a significant

effect on storm water quality when completed by virtue of their size. nature of on-site activities.
or other factors must incorporate permanent BMPs in the planning and design of the project.

The objectives of this program component are to:

¯ Select and incorporate appropriate construction control measures for storm water quality
management from construction sites.

¯ Conduct and inspection program, including enforcement procedures as necessary, to
verify that the construction control measures are implemented and performed effectively
throughout the construction period.

Vehicle Maintenance / Material Storage Facilities Management

This program component is applicable to all Permittees who own and operate vehicle

maintenance or materials storage facilities. Activities at these facilities may generate waste,
spills and leaks that could potentially reach the storm drain system and receiving waters. The

goal of this program is to make storm water quality a consideration when conducting activities at
municipal facilities.

The objectives of this program component are to:

¯ Identify and evaluate sources of pollutants from public vehicle maintenance/material
storage facilities that may affect the quality of storm water discharge from the facility.

¯ Identify and implement site-specific best management practices to reduce or prevent
pollutants in storm water discharges.

Landscape and Recreational Facilities Management

This program component is applicable to all Permittees who own and operate recreational

facilities. Maintenance practices at parks and recreation facilities generally include fertilizer and

pesticide applications, vegetation maintenance and disposal, ,swimming pool chemical
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maintenance and draining, and trash and debris management. All of these activities have the
potential to contribute pollutants to the storm drain system. If improperly managed, potential

pollutants can be transported in runoff (storm water and non-storm water discharges) to the storm
drain system and subsequently to receiving waters. The goal of the program for landscape and

recreational facilities management is to make the storm water quality a consideration when

conducting operation and maintenance activities.

The objectives of this program component are to:

¯ Minimize the discharge of pesticides, herbicides and fertilizers to the storm drain system
and receiving waters.

¯ Prevent the disposal of landscape waste into the storm drain system.

¯ Minimize the trash, debris and other pollutants from entering Permitee-owned
recreational water bodies.

¯ Discharge municipal swimming pool water in a manner that will not contribute pollutants
to receiving waters.

Storm Drain Operation and Management

The storm drain system functions primarily to collect and convey surface runoff to receiving
waters during storms in order to prevent flooding. A common municipal activity includes the

maintenance of the storm drain system to maintain hydraulic function as intended during storms.
The goal of this program is to reduce the impact of storm drain operation and maintenance
activities on storm water quality.

The objectives of this program component are to:

¯ Inspect and clean catch basins annually and keep appropriate records.

¯ Remove trash and debris annually from open channels and properly dispose of these
materials to prevent them from being washed to receiving waters.

¯ Report prohibited non-storm water discharges observed during the course of normal daily
activities so they can be investigated, contained and cleaned up, or eliminated.

¯ Review maintenance activities to verify that they minimize the amount of pollutants
discharged to receiving waters.

Streets and Roads Maintenance

Streets and roads may collect litter and debris from nearby activities, as well as from vehicular

traffic. During the course of routine maintenance waste materials are often generated. The goal
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of this component is to reduce the impact of Permittee street and road operations and

maintenance on storm water quality.

The objectives of this program component are to:

¯ Sweep curbed streets to reduce the discharge of pollutants associated with activities
occurring in street and road rights-of-way.

* Mimmize the discharge of pollutants associated with the maintenance of streets and
roads.

Parking Facilities Management

Perm~ttees who own parking lots with more than 25 parking spaces located in areas with
potential exposure to storm water must have a parking facilities management plan. The goal of

this component is to reduce the impact of these parking facilities on the quality of storm water

discharges and receiving waters. The objective of this program component is to remove debris
from parking facilities to reduce the amount of material that comes into contact with storm water.

Public Industrial Activities
Industrial activities, whether private or public, have the potential to discharge pollutants to the
storm drain system. Many industrial facilities are subject to the California General Industrial
Activities Storm Water Permit (General Industrial Permit) for control of storm water pollution.
The goal of the General Industrial Permit is to reduce the impact of industrial facilities on storm

¯ water quality. This provision of the Permit may procedurally simplify and reduce the cost of
Permittees" compliance for their industrial facilities (Phase 1) by providing the option to obtain
coverage under the Permit in lieu of the General Industrial Permit. The objective of this program
component is to comply with all requirements and conditions contained in the General Industrial
Permit,

Emergency Procedures
Each Permittee must consider the impact of discharges to the storm drain system dunng
emergency repmrs of essential public services and infrastructure, and response to natural

disasters. The goal is to reduce the impact of emergency response activities on receiving waters,

to the extent possible, without compromising public health and safety.

The objectives of this program component are to:

¯ Recognize that public health and safety are the highest priority when conducting
emergency response activities.
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¯ Protect surface water quality by incorporating appropriate BMPs into emergency response
activities to the extent possible.

ES.6 MODEL PUBLIC INFORMATION AND PARTICIPATION PROGRAM

The purpose of the Storm Water/Urban Runoff Public Information and Participation Program (Five-Year

Public Education Plan) is to provide the framework for a comprehensive educational storm water and urban

runoff outreach approach that will reach as many Los Angeles County residents as possible The Five-

Year Public Education Plan is research-based, broad-based with overarching themes, flexible, adaptable,

and simplistic in order to produce behavior change.

Groups of residents differ significantly in terms of the amount of pollution they contribute, their

demographics and lifestyle, attitudes related to storm water pollution, and probability of changing their

behaviors. By better understanding the general County resident population, resources may be directed to

those segments of the population that pose the greatest threat to storm water quality and who represent the

greatest opportunity to respond to a public education campaign.

Some key strategies developed for successful implementation of the education model include:

¯ Creating Overarching Approach - A unified overall public education approach sets a "’tone" for
the program and once established helps target audiences identify the program with its pollution
prevention message.

¯ Building Partnerships - Integrate County and city programs, cooperate with environmental
groups, co-Permittees, and other public and business groups to disseminate public education
program materials and special events information.

¯ Unify Pollution Prevention Efforts - Link all pollution prevention efforts (such as recycling, used
oil and household waste) under a single agenda rather than under multiple prevention splinter
programs.

¯ Develop "How To" Instructions- Providespecific guidelines supported by simple easy to
remember tasks and concise "how to" instructions for pollution prevention actions that residents
and business may incorporate into their everyday routines.

¯ Monitoring and Evaluation System - Establish an evaluation system to measure program
effectiveness by assessing the number of people who show increased awareness, intent and/or
actions in reducing storm water pollution. Re-evaluate and enhance program components on
continually based on program effectiveness.

¯ Multiple Audience Impact - Develop program materials and activities that may be implemented
and have impact on more than one audience at a time.
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The Model Public Information and Participation Program also includes reporting requirements for
.Permittees to support the Annual Program Report to the Regional Board. These reporting requirements
include the documentation of information such as:

¯ Number of media outlets contacted to run public service announcements (PSAs),

¯ Dollar value and number of media buys,

¯ Audience of the media PSAs,
¯ List of local businesses enlisted to place non-traditional advertising (point-of-purchase displays,

product neck hangers, etc.)

¯ Numbers and types of storm water pollution prevention materials distributed, and

¯ Whether there is an increase in the number of illicit discharge reports to the Permit-tee.
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SECTIONONE introduction

1.1 BACKGROUND
The municipal storm water National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit

(Permit) issued to Los Angeles County and 85 cities (Permittees) by the Los Angeles Regional
Water Quality Control Board (Regional Board) on July 15, 1996, requires the Permittees to

develop and implement a program addressing Development Planning for the private sector. This
Model Development Planning Program (Model Program) describes the acceptable minimum

standards that Permit-tees are to follow to implement their own development planning programs
in compliance with the Permit. Part 2.III.A of the Permit contains requirements specifically for

development planning as summarized in Table 1-1. (A copy of the applicable Permit section is
included as Appendix A.) The Permit requirements are fully enforceable by the Regional Board
and may be changed only through action by the Regional Board. This Model Program was

reviewed and approved by the Executive Officer of the Regional Board staff, and may be
changed by approval of the Executive Officer. The Permit (Part 2.I.E.1) requires that "...each

Permittee shall demonstrate that it possesses the legal authority necessary to control discharges to

and from those portions of the Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System (MS4) over which it has

jurisdiction so as to comply with this Order." Therefore, each Permittee must have adequate

legal authority to implement and enforce its adaptation of this Model Program.

The requirement to implement a program addressing development planning is based on the
primary objectivez of the 1987 amendments to the Clean Water Act that established a framework

for regulating storm water discharges from municipal, industrial, and construction activities
under the NPDES. The primary objectives are to:

¯ effectively prohibit non-storm water discharges, and
¯ reduce the discharge of pollutants from storm water systems to the Maximum Extent

Practicable: (MEP).

Under the Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) at 40 CFR § 122, NPDES storm water permit
applicants are required to implement a comprehensive storm water management program that
includes the use of best management practices (BMPs) to reduce pollutants discharged from the

Max=mum Extent Practicable (MEP) is the standard for implementation of storm water management programs to reduce
pollutants ,n storm water. MEP refer~ to storm water management programs taken as a whole. It is the maximum extent
possible taking into account equitable considerauon and compcung facts, including, but not limited to: the gravi .ry of the
problem, public health risk. societal concern, environmental benefits, pollutant removal effectiveness, regulatory, compliance.
public acceptance, implementability., cost and technical feasibility.. Section 402(p)(3XBXiii) of the Clean Water Act requires
that mumcipal pcrm~LS "’...shall requ,re controls to reduce the discharge of pollutants to the max,mum extent practicable.
including management p .ractices. control techniques and systems, design and engineering methods, and such other provasions
as the Adm=nistrator or the State determines appropriate for the control of such pollutants.’:

’1" \~ 995\95,4P245\TASK3-3P~ 200~ (~,~g 00~ ] - l
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MS4 to the MEP. In part. 40 CFR § 122 requires that :~torm water management program must
include elements that address new developraent. :;ignific~t redevelopment, and construction.

Table 1-1. Development Planning Requirements

Section of
Permit Section Requirement SummaQ~ (11 This Permit Schedule

Document
Part 2.111A. 1 a Develop a model system fc,r dete,mming 2.1 01/30/98

development projects as either P’iority or
Exempt.

Part 2.111A 1 .a Permittees ~mplement their own substantially Not Not later than
similar system for determining development Applicable 07/30/99
projects as either Priorit~ o" Exempt.

Part 2.111.A. 1 .b Develop list of recommend_=d BMPs for 2.2 01/30/98
development projects.

Part 2.111.A 1 .c Develop Standard Urban SIorm Water 2.3 6 months after
Mitigation Plans and guidel.rnes fcr their approval list of
preparation for a minimum of seven specified recommended
categories of development. BMPs

Part 2.111.A2 Permittees implement own program of Not 02/15/01(2)
planning control measures consistent with Applicable
model program elements developed in
accordance with Part 2.111.A. 1 .a-c

Part 2.111.A.3.a Develop guidelines for prepanng and rewewing 2.4 01/30/98
CEQA documents, and for =linking storm water
quality mitigation conditicns to local
discretionan/project approvals.

Part 2.111.A3b Permittees include watershed and storm water 2.5 As General Plan
management consideration into General Plan elements are
revisions when elements of General Plans are rewritten
rewritten.

Part 2.111.A.4 Develop a model developer information 3.0 01/30/98
procjram

Part 2.111.A4 Permittees implement own developer Not Not later than
information program consistent with model Applicable 07/30/99
program developed in accordance with
Part 2.111.A.4.

~) For actual text of requirements, see the Permit excerpt in Appendix A.
,;7 Pursuant to State Water Resources Control Board Order No. WQ 2000 - 11 of October 5. 2000.
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1.2 PROGRAM SUMMARY

"l-his Model Program addresses the plarming of Development Projects. The term "Development

Projects" as used in this Model Program encompasses those projects that are subject to a
planning and permitting review/process by a Permit-tee. A Development Project may be new

development, redevelopment, renovation, remodeling, rehabilitation, irLfill, or other terms that

may be used in a Permittee’s ordinances and/or building code. Development Projects by public
agencies have similar requirements that are addressed in the Model Public Agency Activities

Program. another component of the Countywide Storm Water Management Plan.

Each Permit’tee will implement a development planning program based on this Model Program,

which includes the following components:

1 ) a system for determining the appropriate category. (Priority or Exempt) for a Development
Project;

2) a recommended list of BMPs to be considered, and as appropriate, implemented at
Development Projects;

3) a process to ensure that Planning Priority Projects incorporate the recommended list of
BMPs and the Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plan (SUSMP);

4) guidelines for California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) compliance;

5) guidelines for the revision of General Plan elements to include watershed and storm water
quality management considerations, when General Plan elements are being significantly
rewritten; and

6) a developer information program that provides general guidance on the Permittee’s
development planning program, and specific guidance on BMP selection and the
SUSMP.

1.3 USE OF THE MODEL PROGRAM

This Model Program sets the minimum requirements for Permittees to follow in implementing
their own program. Permittees may modify, the Model Program prior to adoption for their

jurisdiction to address particular issues, concerns, or constraints that are unique to a particular
watershed or to an individual municipality. Appendix B provides some guidance on ways that

this Model Program may be modified to address particular local concerns. The requirements that
a Permirtee must fulfill to modify, any of the model programs are specified in Pan I.F of the

Permit.
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2.1 DETERMINATION OF DEVELOPMENT PROJECTS AS PRIORITY OR EXEMPT

The Permit defines Priority and Exempt projects as follows:

¯ Planning Priority Projects are development and redevelopment projects requiring
discretionary approval which the Building Official (or equivalent municipal authority)
determines may have a potential significant effect on storm water quality;" and

¯ Planning Exempt Projects are development and redevelopment projects which the
Building Official (or equivalent municipal authority) determines will not have a potential
significant impact on storm water quality." [Note: This definition of exempt projects
differs from that found in the Development Construction Model Program.]

The process for determining whether a Development Project is a Planning Priority Project or a
Planning Exempt Project is shown on Figure 1 and is described in the remainder of this section.
Part 2.1II.A.2 of the Permit requires that no later than July 30, 1999, each Permit’tee shall
incorporate into its procedures a substantially similar process for categorizing Development
Projects as Priority or Exempt.

2.1.1 Projects Requiring Discretionary Approval

The first factor in categorizing a project as either a Planning Priority Project or a Planning
Exempt Project is to determine if the project requires discretionary approval. If a proposed
project does not require discretionary approval, the project is a Planning Exempt Project and is
exempt from the requirements of this Model Program.

Project approvals by Permittees are either discretionary or ministerial. Discretionary approval for
purposes of this Model Program will be interpreted consistent with Section 15357 of the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines. Section 15357 states:

"Discretionary project" means a project which requires the exercise of judgment
or deliberation when the public agency or body decides to approve or disapprove
a particular activity, as distinguished from situations where the public agency or
body merely has to determine whether there has been conformity with applicable
statutes, ordinances, or regulations.

Ministerial approvals are defined in Section 15369 of the CEQA Guidelines, which states:

"’Ministerial" describes a government decision involving little or no personal
judgment by the public official as to the wisdom or manner of carrying out the
project. 7"he public official merely applies the law to the facts as presented but
uses no special discretion or judgment in reaching a decision. A ministerial
action involves only the use of fixed standards or objective measurements, and the
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public official cannot use personal, subjective judgment in deciding whether or
how tke project skould be carried out.

Ministerial approvals should not be confused with projects that are determined to be

Categorically Exempt under CEQA. Categorically Exempt projects are a distinct type of

exemption under CEQA. By definition, any type or category of project that is treated by a
particular jurisdiction as typically being Categorically Exempt under CEQA. is a project

requiring discretionary approval.

Consistent with Section 15268(d) of the CEQA Guidelines, "Where a project involves an
approval that contains elements of both a ministerial action and a discretionary, action, the project

will be deemed to be discretionary..." Throughout the remainder of this Model Program
document, such a discretionary, approval or discretionary action by a public agency or body will

be referred to as a "discretionary action."

While the definitions of "discretionary" and "ministerial" as used in this Model Program rely on

language from CEQA Guidelines, the process outlined in this Model Program is independent of
any CEQA determination.

2.1.2 Projects Subject to the SUSMP
The second factor in categorizing a project as a Planning Priority Project or a Planning Exempt

Project is to determine if the project falls into one of the eight categories subject to the SUSMP.
Those eight categories are:

¯ Single-family hillside residences
¯ 100,000+ square foot commercial developments
¯ Automotive repair shops
¯ Retail gasoline outlets
¯ Restaurants

¯ Home subdivisions with 10 to 99 housing units

¯ Home subdivisions with 100 or more housing units

¯ Parking lots 5,000 square feet or more or with 25 or more parking spaces, and potentially
exposed to storm water runoff

Part A of the model Planning Priority/Exempt Checklist provided as Figure 2 may be used to

indicate whether a proposed project falls into one of these eight categories,
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For consistency across the various component programs of the Countywide Storm Water
Management Plan. a restaurant is a stand-alone facility that sells prepared foods and drinks for
consumption, including stationary lunch counters and refreshment stands selling prepared foods
and drinks for immediate consumption [Standard Industrial Classification (SIC) code of 5812].
An automotive repair shop is a facility that would use one of the following SIC codes: 5013,
5014, 5541, 7532-7534, or 7536-7539. There are three exceptions regarding automotive repair
shops:

1) SIC code 5013, if the business has no outside storage of any recycled oil or other
hazardous substances it will not be included

2) SIC code 5014, if the business does not engage in any repair work it shall not be included

3) SIC code 5541, if the business does not engage in any onsite repair work, it shall not be
included.

Commercial development includes any development on private land that is not considered heavy
industrial or residential, including, but not limited to: hospitals, laboratories and other medical
facilities, educational institutions, recreational facilities, plant nurseries, multi-apartment
buildings, car wash facilities, mini-malls, and other business complexes, shopping malls, hotels,
office buildings, public warehouses, and other light industrial complexes. The number of square
feet of development will be based on total impermeable area, including parking areas, as opposed
to lot size or building footprint. This interpretation is used in this Model Program because of the
intent to manage storm water runoff from paved areas associated with buildings.

If a proposed project requires a discretionary action and falls into one of the aforementioned eight
categories of development projects, the project is a Planning Priority Project. and the project
proponent will be required to incorporate the respective requirements of the SUSMP into the
project plans. If the SUSMP is not appropriate and/or not adequate for the specific project in
review, the project proponent will be required to develop a site-specific urban storm water
mitigation plan subject to the Permittee’s approval. For a Planning Priority Project, the
respective requirements of the SUSMP or the site-specific urban storm water mitigation plan will
be incorporated into the project design prior to the issuance of any grading or building permits.

2.1.3 Other Project Characteristics

If a proposed project requires a discretionary action and does not fall into one of the eight
categories listed in Section 2.1.2, Part B of the model Planning Priority/Exempt Checklist, or a
substantially similar checklist, shall be completed for the proposed project to identify potentially
significant post-construction sources of storm water pollutants.
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¯ If in completing the Planning Priority/Exempt Checklist. n._9.o potentially significant post-
construction sources of storm water pollutants are identified, the project is Exempt from
the requirements of this Model Program.

¯ If one or more potentially significant post-construction sources of storm water pollutants
is identified in completing Part B of the model Planning Priority/Exempt Checklist, the
project is a Planning Priority Project subject to the requirements of this Model Program.
The project proponent will be required to incorporate appropriate post-construction BMPs
into project design and plans. In accordance with Permit Part 2.III.A.2. each Permittee
shall require that a project applicant submit an Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plan
appropriate and applicable to the project, and the Permittee shall approve the plan prior to
the issuance of any grading or building permits.

Part B of the model Planning Priority/Exempt Checklist provided as Figure 2 lists project
characteristics that will be used to identify, potentially significant sources affecting storm water
quality.. These project characteristics3 are:

¯ Vehicle or equipment fueling areas;

¯ Vehicle or equipment maintenance areas, including washing;

¯ Commercial or industrial waste handling or storage, excluding typical o~ce or household
waste;

¯ Outdoor handling or storage of hazardous materials or waste;

¯ Hillside location, which will be defined as any natural slope of 25 percent or greater with
known erosive soil conditions;

¯ Outdoor work areas for activities such as, but not limited to: welding; cutting; metal
fabrication; assembly; application of paints, coatings, or finishes; pre-cast concrete
fabrication; etc.;

¯ Location adjoining to, bisected by, or directly discharging to a designated
environmentally sensitive area, riparian corridor, or wetland; and

¯ A 100,000+ square foot industrial development.

2.1.4 Changes in Project After Initiation of Construction

Prior to final approval of project permits, projects previously designated as Exempt may become
subject to the requirements of Priority projects. If the proposed changes would make the project
fall into one of the eight categories of development listed in Section 2.1.2 or would include
project characteristics included in Part B of the model Planning Priority/Exempt Checklist, the

Activities or materials potentially exposed to storm water and not protected by storm-resistant sheltering. Such activities
include mdustnal and commercial facilities operations and construct=on +~ork. Such materials include material handling
eqmpment, industrial machinery., raw matenals, intermediate products, byproducts, and x+-aste products hoxsever packag¢d.

r Hg~5~P24~TASI~3.o~ ~ �~n¢,~ ~ 2-4
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project shall be required to incorporate appropriate post-construction BMPs into the project’s

revised design and plans.
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JProject Submilted
Io Permittee Action Exempt

Needed?

YES

Is Project in Is
One of the Eight Incorporate

Categories Included Priority SUSMP
in SUSMP ? Projecl Appropriate? SUSMP into

Checklist, Part A Adequate? Project Design

NO                                       NO

Checklist Prepare Site
(Part B) Priorily Specific Urban
Priority Project Storm Water
Projects Miligation Plan

~ NO

Figure 1
Flow Diagram for Determination
of Project as Priority or Exempt



SECTIONTWO . Development Planning

Figure 2, Model Checklist for Categorizing Discretionary Development Planning Projects’
as Priority or Exempt

Project Name:

Project Location:

Description of Project:

Part A, Proposed Discretionary Project Is: Yes No
1~ A single-family hillside residence
2. A 100,000+ square-foot commerctal development
3, An automotive repair shop (SIC codes 5013, 5014, 5541, 7532-

7534, and 7536-7539)
4 A retail gasoline outlet
5. A restaurant (SIC code 5812!
6. A home subdivision with 10 to 99 housing units
7. A home subdivision with 100 or more hous=ng umts
8. Parking lot 5,000 square feet or more or with 25 or more parking

spaces, and potentially exposed to storm water runoff

If all answers to Part A are No, continue to Part B.

Part B. Proposed Discretionary Project CharacteristicsS: Yes No

1. Vehicle or equipment fueling areas?
2. Vehicle or equipment maintenance areas, including washing?
3. Commercial or industrial waste handling or storage, excluding

typical office or household waste?
4. Outdoor handling or storage of hazardous materials or waste?
5. Hillside location (as defined by the local junsdiction)?
6. Outdoor work areas for activities such as, but not limited to:

welding; cutting; metal fabrication; assembly; application of paints,
coatings, or finishes; pre-cast concrete fabncation; etc.?

7. Location adjoining to, bisected by, or directly discharging to a
designated environmentally sensitive areas, riparian corridor, or
wetland?

8. A 100,000+ square-foot industrial development?
9. Outdoor animal confinement (e.g, stables, kennels, etc.)?

EXEMPT PROJECT: Every question in Part A and Part B is answered "NO."

PRIORITY PROJECT: Any question in Part A or Part B is answered "YES."

R0000789

This example checklist applies only to Development Projects as defined in Section 1.2 of this k4odel Pro_m-am.
.-~ctivitles or materials potentially exposed to storm \~ater and not protected b.v storm-res,stant sheltering..Activities include
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heri|age trees, or locally-designated natural communities such as oak forest or coastal habitat.
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2.2 BMP SELECTION PROCESS FOR PRIORITY PROJECTS

Municipalities and developers should address the potential water quality, impacts of storm water
discharges associated with development activities early in the project planning and design

process. In general, the sooner developers and municipal planning staff consider potential storm
water impacts, the greater the opportunity, to include efficient and effective BMPs into project

design and plans.

In planning a development project, the designer must answer three key questions with respect to

storm water quality, control: (1) what kind of water quality, controls are needed?; (2) where

should the controls be implemented?; and (3) how much control is enough? In order to answer
these questions, the designer should document the process used to identify potential storm water
quality, problems, develop design objectives, formulate and evaluate alternatives, select the most

appropriate alternatives, and design the plan.

The Permittees have developed a process for selecting the appropriate BMPs for a specific

project and three lists of recommended BMPs for Development Projects (Permit Part 2.III.A.l.b).

The recommended BMP selection process is described in the remainder of Section 2.2, and the

recommended BMPs for consideration in Planning Priority. Projects are provided in Appendix C.

2.2.1 Goals and Objectives

Site-specific conditions of Development Projects determine which BMPs are most appropriate

for a site. Prior to selecting BMPs, a good understanding of post-construction activities and
potential sources of storm water pollutants is needed. The BMPs considered should address the
potential pollutants reasonably expected at the site once the site is occupied or operational.

BMPs for the project construction phase are addressed in the Development Construction Model

Program. The permanent BMPs planned for a site should fulfill the following goals and
objectives:

¯ be appropriate for the given site constraints:

¯ be feasible to implement and maintain;

¯ ensure no adverse storm water quality, impacts:

¯ promote improved water quality:

¯ provide effective pollutant source control or removal capabilit).’:

¯ meet.regulat0ry requirements: and
R0000790

¯ be economically feasible.



SECTIONT WO I)eveloDment Planning

2.2.2 BMP Selection Criteria

In order to fulfill the goals and objectives, described in Section 2.2.1 appropriate BMPs should
be selected by using selection criteria that identify the capabilities and limitations of each BMP.

Common criteria used in screening and selecting BMPs during the planning stage are:

¯ project characteristics (e.g., potential sources of storm water pollutants after construction
is completed);

¯ site factors (e.g., slope, high water table, soils, etc.);

¯ pollutant removal capability;

¯ short-term and long-term costs;

¯ responsibility, for maintenance:

¯ contributing watershed area: and

¯ environmental impact and enhancement.

The BMP selection criteria listed above should be applied in accordance with the overall

objective of this Model Program. i.e., to reduce pollutants in discharges to the MEP to achieve
the attainment of Regional Board water quality objectives and protection of the beneficial uses of

receiving waters. Some BMPs will clearly be more appropriate and effective in some site-
specific situations than others, and BMP selections should reflect this variability. These factors

are described in more detail in Appendix D.

2.2.3 Nominate and Evaluate Alternatives

The Permittees have nominated and evaluated alternative BMPs for development projects. The

BMPs were nominated from the California Storm Water Best Management Practices
Handbooks, as well as BMPs from other manuals and resources. Based on feasibility and

appropriateness to the area, the Permit’tees have developed three lists of recommended BMPs for
Planning Priority Projects. These BMPs are described in Appendix C.

2.2.4 Select Best Alternatives

Using the list of recommended BMPs for Planning Priority Projects, the developer/designer
should use the selection criteria described in Section 2.2.2 to select the best alternatives for the
project conditions, characteristics, and concerns. This may be done numerically, by rating and
then ranking the BMPs. Or the selection process may be done in a more subjective, non-
numerical wav using experience and professional judgment to select the best alternative BMPs.
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Either way. the designer should document the selection process to provide justification for the

system of BMPs incorporated into project plans and designs.

2.2.5 Design and Installation

After the appropriate BMPs are selected for a given project, the designer should design the BMPs

and incorporate them into the project plans and specifications. It is important that the project
plans and specifications include adequate information for the BMPs to be properly installed.
Improper installation is one of the most common reasons for water quality, controls to not

function as designed. Therefore. the designer must provide sufficient information in the project

plans and specifications for proper BMP installation since improper installation is a common
cause of BMP failure or ineffectiveness.

2.2.6 Maintenance

Maintenance is crucial to the proper and continued functioning and effectiveness of the BMPs.

Designers should provide guidance on the proper maintenance of the BMPs to the

developer/owner so it may be provided to the entity responsible for their maintenance (e.g., home

owners association). Additionally, some Permittees may elect to provide maintenance guidelines
in their modified program that is developed from this Model Program (see Appendix B).

2.2.7 BMPs For Planning Priority Projects

Planning Priority Projects will be required to incorporate appropriate BMPs in keeping with the
size of the project and potentiai for storm water pollution, in order to reduce the discharge of

pollutants into the storm drain system to the MEP. These BMPs address site planning practices,
post-construction, and redevelopment/infill practices, and have been approved by the Regional

Board. The lists of recommended BMPs are provided in Appendix C. If appropriate, other

BMPs may be considered by developers or required by Permitees.

2.3 STANDARD URBAN STORM WATER MITIGATION PLANS

A SUSMP was developed and subsequently adopted by the Regional Board. As described in
Section 2.1.2. all discretionary development and redevelopment projects that fall into one of the

eight following categories are subject to the requirements of the SUSMP:

¯ Single-family hillside residences

¯ I00.000+ square foot commercial developments

T ~1995\954P245\TASK3-3P~Dece~nOe~ 2000~ ~’~g Ooc~ 2- l 0
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¯ Automotive repair shops

¯ Retail gasoline outlets

¯ Restaurants

¯ Home subdivisions with I0 to 99 housing units

¯ Home subdivisions with 100 or more housing units

¯ Parking lots 5.000 square feet or more or with 25 or more parking spaces, and potentially
exposed to storm water runoff

-[’he SUSMP provides the minimum required BMPs that must be incorporated into project plans
and designs before building or grading permits are issued by a Permit-tee. Yhe SUSMP and

project-specific Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plans are intended to assure that appropriate post-
construction BMPs are included in project plans and designs to:

a. minimize, to the MEP. impacts from storm water runoff on the biological integrity of
natural drainage systems and water bodies in accordance with requirements under CEQA,
Section 404 of the Clean Water Act. local ordinances, and other legal authorities;

b. maximize, to the MEP. the percentage of permeable surfaces to allow more percolation of
storm water into the ground;

c. minimize, to the ~tEP, the amount of storm water directed to impermeable areas and to
the municipal separate storm sewer system;

d. minimize, to the MEP, parking lot pollution through the use of appropriate BMPs such as
retention, infiltration, and good housekeeping;

e. establish reasonable limits on the clearing of vegetation from the project site including,
but not limited to, regulation of the length of time during which soil may be exposed and,
in certain sensitive cases, the prohibition of bare soil; and

f. provide for appropriate permanent measures to reduce storm water pollutant loads from
the development site to the MEP.

Permit’tees shall amend ordinances and codes not later than January 15, 2001. to give legal effect

to the SUSMP requirements. The SUSMP requirements shall take effect not later than

February 15, 2001. A copy of the SUSMP is included in Appendix E.
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2.4 GUIDELINES FOR REVIEW AND APPROVAL OF LOCAL DISCRETIONARY
PROJECTS

2.4.1 Preparation and Review of CEQA Documents

The Permit requires that the impacts of development projects on storm water quality be assessed

during the early planning stages of a project, including CEQA document preparation and review.

The purpose of CEQA document review procedures is to ensure that the potentially significant

environmental impacts of a project are disclosed and that mitigation measures are incorporated to
reduce the impacts to a level that is less than significant. The following storm water management

guidelines have been developed for use in preparing and reviewing CEQA documents to

specifically ensure that storm water impacts are considered and that storm water qualit),
mitigation conditions are linked to local discretionary, project approvals:

¯ CEQA documents will be reviewed by Permit’tees for compliance with General Plans, and
specifically with storm water and natural resource protection elements of such plans.

¯ CEQA documents will be reviewed by Permittees for impacts on storm water, will
contain mitigation measures for identified significant adverse impacts, and at a minimum
will include measures required by this countywide Model Development Planning
Program.

¯ Project approval will be conditioned to require a review of storm water mitigation
measures during the plan check process to ensure that measures have been incorporated
into the design plans.

¯ Project approval will be conditioned upon inspection of required storm water impact
mitigation measures to ensure that all such measures have been installed prior to issuance
of a Certificate of Occupancy.

These guidelines are intended to address water quality impacts to all surface waters including but

not limited to riparian corridors and wetlands, and to promote protection of the biological
integrity of drainage systems and receiving waters. Each Permittee must review these guidelines
for the ptu’pose of making appropriate modifications in their internal procedures within 6 months
after commencement of the next fiscal year following approval of the program by the Executive

Officer of the Regional Board. but no later than July 30. 1999.

Existing environmental review procedures for development activities t),pically use checklists
similar to the model forms provided in CEQA Guidelines. Although these checklists have been
developed in accordance with the CEQA Guidelines, they may be inadequate to prompt

consideration of the potential environmental impacts resulting from the quali~ of storm water
discharges or impacts to natural features that contribute to water quality protection.
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The following questions should be used as guidance in completing the CEQA checklist relative

to impacts related to storm water management:

¯ Would the proposed Development Project result in storm water system discharges from
areas for materials storage, vehicle or equipment fueling, vehicle or equipment
maintenance (including washing), waste handling, hazardous materials handling or
storage, delivery, areas or loading docks, or other outdoor work areas?

¯ Would the proposed Development Project result in significant and environmentally
harmful increases in the flow rate or volume of storm water runoff?.

¯ Would the proposed Development Project result in significant and environmentally
harmful increases in erosion of the project site or surrounding areas?

¯ Would the proposed Development Project result in storm water discharges that would
significantly impair the beneficial uses of receiving waters or areas that provide water
quality, benefits (e.g., riparian corridors, wetlands, etc.)?

¯ Would the proposed Development Project cause significant harm to the biological
integrity of drainage systems and water bodies?

A Permit’tee may develop additional guidance questions specific to storm water pollution impacts

to reflect particular issues, concerns, or characteristics unique to a particular watershed, receiving

water body, or to an individual municipality.

Based on the answers to these questions, if a CEQA reviewer determines that a project would
have a potentially significant adverse impact on storm water quality, a CEQA document will be
required to clearly identify the potential impacts and appropriate BMPs to mitigate the identified
adverse impacts.

2.4.2 Review and Approval of Local Permits

The mitigation of storm water quality impacts will be linked to discretionary project approval by
the requirement to incorporate mitigation measures during design. It is during the design review
process that:

¯ plans will be verified as being in compliance with the General Plans, zoning ordinances,
and other applicable local ordinances and codes;

¯ plans and specifications will be verified as incorporating appropriate BMPs; and

¯ the reviewer will require projects to be redesigned, if necessary, to address storm water
pollution prevention goals.

Approval of Development Projects will not be granted until storm water mitigation measures
appropriate and applicable to the project are incorporated into project plans. Construction,
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building, or grading permits will not be issued by a Permittee until post-construction (permanent)

storm water mitigation measures appropriate and applicable to the project are incorporated into
project plans. Occupancy permits will not be issued until the Permirtee’s inspector(s) verify.

correct installation of post-construction (permanent) storm water mitigation measures.

2.5 GENERAL PLANS
The Permit requires that each Permittee shall include watershed and storm water management

considerations in appropriate elements of the Permittee’s General Plan, whenever such elements

are significantly rewritten. Guidelines to assist Permit’tees in conforming to this requirement are
provided in Appendix F.
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3.1      PROGRAM REQUIREMENTS FOR DEVELOPER INFORMATION
The Permit requires that.the Principal Permittee, in consultation with the Permirtees. create a

model program to inform developers seeking discretionary, approvals about storm water

management activities associated with project development and construction: maximization of
pervious areas and storm water infiltration; and economically feasible storm water pollution

control measures.

This Model Developer Information Program provides information and sample materials that may
be used to inform developers of the storm water permit requirements and identifies storm water
management issues to be considered by the developer during the planning, design, and
construction phases of projects.

3.2 HANDOUT MATERIALS FOR PUBLIC COUNTERS

As part of the developer information program, Permittees shall provide handout materials at their

public counters for developers and contractors requesting project approvals and construction

permits, as well as, including such handouts with other materials distributed to project applicants.

These handout materials will address the following elements:

¯ a general description of the nature of storm water pollution, its causes, and environmental
consequences.

¯ a general description of the Permittee’s municipal storm water management program and
its requirements that relate to development activity.

¯ a description of required and/or suggested BMPs that may be considered for incorporation
into Development Projects to reduce pollutants in storm water discharges from urbanized

¯ guidance information on selecting BMPs for Development Projects. including BMP
suggestions that may be particularly appropriate for specific development categories.

¯ a list of reference materials that provide detailed information on BMP objectives and
implementation, as well as sources of the reference materials.

¯ copies of ordinances or other documents that provide the Permittee with the legal
authority to control storm water discharges.

Because of the varying nature of project .types. and developer and contractor general awareness of
storm water quality management issues, example handout materials have been developed to

provide several levels of information.
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The handout materials are divided into the following general categories:

¯ General Information. Materials presented in this information category, provide an
overview of the Permittee’s storm water quality management program through a
discussion of the goals and objectives. The intent of this information is to raise the level
of general awareness of developers and contractors about the program and its influence
on the project planning, design, and construction process.

¯ Planning Information. Documents and information in this category provide guidance to
the developer or contractor during preparation of the project planning and preliminary
design documents. Materials available include: guidance on BMP selection; planning
and design BMPs; and the SUSMP.

¯ Construction Information. The construction information category of documents provides
guidance to the developer or contractor during preparation of the project final design
documents, and during project construction. Materials available in this category include:
guidance on construction BMP selection; temporary, and permanent construction BMPs;
and the SUSMP.

Example handout materials for each of these information categories are provided in Appendix G
(general information), Appendix H (planning information) and Appendix I (construction
information). Permittees may use these materials as is, or may modify them to address specific
needs or issues within their jurisdiction.

T \19~.~245\TASK3-3P~D~c~’eI:~ ~ ~41rmer~ ~ 3-2
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SECTIONF UR use of Appendices

The appendices to this document (excluding Appendix A) are advisor).’ only unless specifically
¯ identified in this Model Program as a requirement.
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AppendlxA
Excerpt From Permit

Los Angeles County Municipal Storm Water Permit
Order No. 96-054 CAS614001

IlL Development Planning and ConatructJon

A. Development Ptannina

Table 3 on the following page shows the summary of re¢luirements under this section
and corresponding compliance dates.

This space is left intentionally blank.

31 Ju~y 15, 19~6

A-!
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Los Angeles County Municipal Storm Water Permit
Order No. 96-054 CAS614001

Table 3
Development Planning Requirements and Compliance Dates

Reau=rement Perm~ Pnnc~!~al Perm~tees Months from Effective For Approval By
Section Perm~tee Date of Order

(Compliance Date)

Develop a moael system III.A 1.a / 18 (January 30, 1998) Executive Officer
for pnom=zatlon of
develo!~ment I~rolects

Implement a system for III.A.1 .a / < 36 monff~ (July 30. N/A
pnon,zat,on of 1999)
development prolecta

Devetol) list of III.A.l.b ./ 18 (January 30, 1998) Regional Boarcl
recommended BMPs for
(levelot3ment l:rolects
(countywide guidelines)

Develop Standard U~an III.A.1 .c / 6 months after Regional Executwe Officer
Storm Water Mitigation Board approval of
Plans ($USMP) countywide guidelines

;velop and submtl a III.A.2 / < 36 months (July 30, N/A
nedule of 1999)

implementation for a
program for planning
measures consistent w~
the Standard Urban
Storm Water Mitigatmn
Plan (SUSMP) for pnonty
prolects

Devem!= guidelines for III.A.3.a / 18 (January 30, 19~8) Executive Officer
preDannoJrev,ewmg
CEQA documents

Inco~orate CEQA III.A.3.a ,/ S 36 months (July 30, N/A
gu=Oelines into internal 1999)
procedures

Include watershed aria III.A.4 3.b ,/ Dunng General Plan NIA
storm water management reVlSlOll$
conslOerat=on ,nto
General Plan rev=smns

Develop rootlet !~rogrsm III.A.4 =/ 18 (January 30. 1998) ExecutNe Officer
for cleveiol~ers

Im!~lement 0eveloD~" III.A.4 ,/ < 36 months (July 30.
mformatmn grogram 1999)

32 Ju~y

A-2
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Los Angeles County Municipal Storm Water Permit
Order No. 96-054 CAS614001

I. Countywide Development Planning Guidance

The Principal PermJttee, in consultation with the Permittees, shall
develop the following development planning guidance mstenals for use
duhng planning and permitting of all development projects requiring
discretionary approval:

a. A model documented system, such as a checklist, for determining
priority projects as well as a list of specifically exempt projects not
later that January 30, 1998. Priority and exempt projects are defined
as follows:

i, Priority Proiects are development and redevelopment projects
recluiring discretionary approval which the Building Official (or
equivalent municipal authority) determines may have a potential
signifcant effect on storm water cluality.

~ are development and redevelopment projec~
which the Building Official (or equivalent municipal authority)
determines will not have a potential significant impact on storm
water quality.

The documented system shall consider location of the project with
respect to designated environmentally sensitive areas ~.nd the slope
and erosion potential of the site and surrounding areas.

Each Permlttee shall inco~orate a substantially similar system into
its procedures not later than six months after commencement of its
next fiscal year following approval of the of the documented system
by the Executive Officer, provided, however, that such approval is
issued not later than 90 days prior to the commencement of the
Perm~tee’s fiscal year. If such approval is given within 90 days of
the commencement of a PermRtee’s fiscal year, such program shall
be implemented in the second fiscal year following approval but in no
event shall implementation be later than July 30, 1999.

b. A list of recommended BMPs not later than January 30, 1998. The
list of BMPs shall include:

i. Site planning practices;
ii. Post-construction best management practices: and
iii. Redevelopment and infill practices.

33 July 15, 1996
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Order No. 96-054 CAS614001

Consideration shall be given to the type of development and the
potential for storm water pollution when determining the applicability
of BMPs. Cost effectiveness, ease of maintenance, and consistency
with other environmental mandates may also be considered.

For developments where increased storm water discharge rates will
result in an increase in downstream erosion potential, the list of
recommended BMPs shall include those BMPs which can be used to
maintain peak runoff rates at pre<levelopment levels to the maximum
extent feasil:le.

The list of recommended BMPs st~all be submitted to the Regional
Board for approval.

c. Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plans (SUSMPs) and
gu=delines for their preparation not later than six months after
Regional Board approval of the BMPs in Part 2.111.A.l.b. The
SUSMPs shall incorporate the appropriate elements of the
recommended BMPs list. At the minimum, SUSMPs and guidelines
shall be prepared for the following development categories:

i. a 100+ home subdivision;
ill a 10-home sui:,:livision;
iii. a 100,000+ square-foot commercial development;
iv. an automotive repair shop;
v. a retail gasoline outlet;
vi. a restaurant; and
vii. a hillside-located single-family dwelling.

2. Planning Control Measures

Each Permittee shall develop a program on planning control measures for
priority projects (Part 2.111.A.l.a) consistent with the programs developed
under Part 2.111.A.lb. & c.. Each Permittee shall initiate implementation of
its program not later than six months after commencement of its next fiscal
year following al;proval of the model Standard Urban Storm Water
Mitigation Plans by the Executive Officer, provided, however, that suct~
approval is issued not later than 90 days prior to the commencement of the
Permittee’s fiscal year. If such approval is given within 90 days of the
commencement of a Permittee’s fiscal year, such program shall be
implemented in tl~e second fiscal year following approval but in no event
shall implementation t;e =nitiated later than July 30, 1999. Eacl~ Permlttee
shall require that the project applicant submit an Urban Storm Water

34 July ~5, 1996
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Mitigation Plan appropnate and applicable to the project, and that the
Permittee approve the Plan pnor to the issuance of any grading or building
permit. The Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plan shall incorporate by detail
or reference appropnate post-construction BMPs to:

a. Implement, to the maximum extent practicable, requirements
established by appropriate governmental agencies under CEQA,
Section 404 of the Clean Water Act, local ordinances and other legal
authorities intended to minimize impacts from storm water runoff on
the biological integrity of natural drainage systems and water bodies;

b. Maxim=ze, to the maximum extent practicable, the percentage of
permeable surfaces to allow more percolation of storm water into the
ground:

c. Minim~.e, to the maximum extent practicable, the amount of storm
water directed to impermeable areas and to the MS4;

d. Minimize, to the maximum extent practicable, parking lot pollution
through the use of appropriate BMPs such as retention, infiltration,
and good housekeeping;

e, Establish reasonable limits on the cleanng of vegetation from the
project site including, but not limited to, regulation of the length of
time during which soil may be exposed and, in certain sensitive
cases, the prohibition of bare soil; and

f. Provide for appropnate permanent controls to reduce storm water
pollutant load produced by the development site to the maximum
extent practicable.

The Permittee may refer applicants to the ’Califorma Storm Water Be~t
Management Practice Hanclt~ooks, California Storm Water Quality Task
Force, Sacramento, CA (1992)’ and its revisions; the Countywide Storm
Water Management Plan; ’USEPA Guidance Specifying Management
Measures for Sources of Nonpoint Pollution in Coastal Waters, Issued
uncler the Authonty of Section 6217(g) of the Coastal Zone Act
Reauthorization Amenclments of 1990, Document No. EPA 840 B 92-002
(1993),’: and similar manuals for specific guidance on selecting post-
construction BMPs for reducing pollutants in storm water discharges.

3. Planning Process

In order to integrate storm water management considerations into

35 Ju~y ~s.
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discretionary development projects at the time that they are first proposed
to junsdictions, and to support other provisions of this Order:

a. The Principal Permittee, in consultation with the Perm~ees, shall
develop storm water management guidelines for use in
prepanng/reviewing CEQA documents, and in linking storm water
quality mitigatJon conditions to local discretionary project approvals
not later than January 30, 1998.

The guidelines shall address the preservation of areas that provide
water quality benefits such as riparian corndors and wetlands and
shall promote protection of the biological integrity of drainage systems
and water bodies.

Each Permittee shall review the guidelines for the purpose of making
appropriate modifications in their internal procedures not later than six
months after commencement of its next fiscal year following approval
of the program by the Executive Officer, provided, however, that such
approval is issued not later than 90 days prior to the commencement
of the Permittee’s fiscal year. If such approval is given within 90
days of the commencement of a Perm~ee’s fiscal year, such
program shall be implemented in the second fiscal year following
approval but in no event shall implementation be later than July 30,
1999.

b. Each Permittee shall include watershed and storm water
management considerations in the appropriate elements of the
Perm~ttee’s General Plan, whenever said elements are significantly
rewntten. Appropriate elements may include the following:

i. Conservation; and/or
ii. Open space; and/or
iii. Land-use: and/or
iv. Public utilities; and/or
v. Infrastructure; and/or
vi. Other appropriate elements.

4. Developer Information Program

The Pnncipal Permrttee, in consultation with the Permittees, shall develop
a model program not later than January 30, 1998, to inform developers
seeking discretionary approvals about:

a. Development and construction storm water management:

36 July 15, 1996
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b. Maximization of pervious areas and storm water infiltration (where
geology and topography permit); and

c. Cost effective storm water pollution control measures.

The program shall provide Sl:mcific guidance on selecting BMPs to reduce
pollutants in storm water discharges from urbann’ed areas, and include
appropriate BMPs, educational materials, and handbooks and guidelines
clescribed in Part 2. III.A.3.

Each Permittee shall implement a developer information program
consistent with the model program not later than six months after
commencement of its next fiscal year following approval of the model by
the Executive Officer, provided, however, that such approval is issued not
later than 90 days prior to the commencement of the Permittee’s fiscal
year. If such approval is given within 90 days of the commencement of a
Permittee’s fiscal year, such program shall be implemented in the second
fiscal year following approval but in no event shall implementation be later
than July 30, 1999. Each Permittee’s program shall include information
about its legal authorities. Permittees are encouraged to engage in joint
efforts in implementing the program.

B. Development Construction

Table 4 on the following page shows the summary of requirements and
corresponding compliance dates under this section.

This space is left intentionally blank.
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Ways To Modify This Model Program

B.1 MINIMUM REQUIREMENTS
Some Permittees, through new or modified ordinances, statutes, codes, or other legal authority,

may ,>,’ant to designate minimum requirements for storm ~water pollution control measures for all
development projects. In that case, this model program should be modified to identify which

BMPs are required as minimum BMPs, and which BMPs must be considered in addition to the
minimum BMPs.

B.2 DESIGN STANDARDS
The objective of the model program requirements prescribed in the Permit (Order No. 96-054,
NPDES CAS614001), is to reduce pollutants in discharges to the MEP in order to attain the
water quality objectives and protect the beneficial uses of the receiving waters for Los Angeles
County.

The federal regulations for municipal storm water upon which the Permit is based provide that
management programs shall include a description of both structural and non-structural control

measures that will be implemented and maintained to reduce pollutants from runoff from

commercial areas, residential areas, and construction sites to the MEP. Some cities, counties,
and states have developed design standards for structural control measures to assure that

structural control measures are designed to reduce pollutants in storm water runoff to the MEP.
One advantage of developing design standards is that it allows for equity among development
projects in terms of level of treatment provided by the structural control measures. Additionally,

design standards specific to a municipal jurisdiction can reflect the local hydrologic conditions
and soil types, and provide defensible support for the attainment of the standard of MEP.

The SUSMP adopted by the Regional Board requires that post-construction structural or
treatment control BMPs be designed to:

A. mitigate (infiltrate or treat) storm water runoff from either:

1. the 85’h percentile 24-hour runoff event determined as the maxirmzed capture storm
water volume for the area. from the formula recommended in Urban Runoff Quali~,
Management. WEF Manual o,f Practice No. 23/ASCE Manual of Practice No. 87,
(1998), or

2. the volume of annual runoff based on unit basin storage water quality volume, to
achieve 80 percent or more volume treatment by the method recommended in
California Storm)~’ater Best Management Practices Handbook -Industrial/
Commercial. (1993), or

3. the volume of runoff produced from a 0.75 inch storm event, prior to its discharge to a
storm water conveyance system, or
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4. the volume of runoff produced from a historical-record based reference 24-hour
rainfall criterion for "treatment" (0.75 inch average for the Los Angeles County area)
that achieves approximately the same reduction in pollutant loads achieved by the 85’h

percentile 24-hour runoff event,

AND

B. control peak flow discharge to provide stream channel and over bank flood protection,
based on flow design criteria selected by the local agency.

Some Permittees may already have, or may want to develop, further design standards for

structural control measures. Design standards can be based on the size of storm (amount of
rainfallL volume of runoff captured by the structural control, or the percent removal of some

indicator pollutant, such .as total suspended solids (TSS). The design standards would be
incorporated into a Permittee’s customized program and adopted for use within the Permittee’s

jurisdiction.

B.3 ENHANCED ENFORCEMENT AUTHORITY
In order to enhance the ability to enforce the new or existing ordinances, statutes, or codes that

pertain to storm water pollution control, many cities and counties are adopting more agg~ssive

enforcement authority. Enforcement authority and actions may include the following:

¯ Warning Notice;

¯ Notice of Violation;

¯ ¯ Stop Work Order and permit suspension;

¯ Stop Work Order and permit revocation;

¯ fines and penalties: and

¯ action against security (bond).

Depending on the needs and problems experienced by a Permittee, other more aggressive

authority may be warranted. For example, a city may want to provide the power of arrest to the
field inspectors, which would give them the authority to immediately stop illegal grading

activities, if this has been a recurring problem. Another example would be for a city to adopt
extremelv high retroactive grading perrmt fees as a deterrent to those who have started grading

w~thout a permit, but apply for one later, if this has been a recurring problem. Permittees may
want to describe such enhanced enforcement authority in their customized program.
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B.4 MANUALS OF STANDARDS
The Perrmt refers to several manuals that provide information on the design, installation, and
maintenance of storm water BMPs. A Permittee may want to adopt or refer to other manuals in

addition to the ones cited in the Permit. This could be included in the program that is customized

from this model program for adoption and use by a Perrnittee.

Alternatively. a Permittee may want to extract detailed BMP design, installation, and

maintenance guidelines from reference manuals and incorporate the information directly into the
customized program, as an Appendix, for example. This would provide designers and

developers with more focused and specific guidance by a Permittee, which is helpful if there is

variation in the information provided in the different manuals cited in the Permit.

B.5 ZONING EVALUATION
Another modification to the model program that Permittees may want to consider is to evaluate

existing zoning ordinances, designations, and standards: revise permitted uses: develop ancillary

use standards: revise general construction and operational standards: and revise rezoning and

permitting requirements. Storm water pollution controls should be integrated locally with other
provisions of the zoning ordinance. Therefore, each Permittee would first evaluate its ordinance

with respect to activities that may increase the risk of storm water pollution discharges, control
storm water pollution, or interfere with adequate storm water pollution control. When

considering the existing zoning maps, some areas may require rezoning action based on the
proposed changes to the General Plans.

The zoning ordinance designates each piece of property within a zone, and within each zone a
range of land uses is permitted. Each type of use perrnitted in each zone should be evaluated for

its potential to cause or to reduce the discharge of pollutants via the storm water drainage system.

Storm water pollution control may be partially achieved by limiting the range of permitted uses
within each zone. Zoning ordinances should be amended to define construction and operational

standards for areas that are potential storm water pollutant sources. Application materials for
rezomng requests and discretionary, approvals will be designed to elicit sufficient information to

evaluate the potential storm water pollution risk that may occur as a result of the request being
granted le.g., is use subject to an industrial NPDES pertain what kinds of activities and materials

are being stored, how close is the nearest water body or flood control channel, etc.).
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B.6 COVENANTS, CODES, AND RESTRICTIONS FOR RESIDENTIAL AND
COMMERCIAL DEVELOPMENTS (CC&RS)

One opportunity to provide controls for development projects that address over-watering.

washing of paved areas, illegal storage and disposal practices, illegal product use, litter control,
proper turf and landscape management, proper disposal of household materials, and leaking

vehicles is through CC&Rs that are enforced by Homeowners and Tenants Associations. Draft
CC&Rs could be provided in a Permittee’s customized program that is adapted from this model

program for use within their jurisdiction.

B.7 BMP MAINTENANCE GUIDELINES
Improper maintenance is one of the most common reasons for water quality controls to not

function as designed, or to fail entirely. While Permittees in most cases will not retain the

responsibility for maintenance of water quality controls that are installed in private development
projects, it would be beneficial to the program and the long-term effectiveness of the BMPs if

guidance were provided for the proper maintenance of the BMPs. These guidelines could then be

incorporated by the developer into the Homeowners or Tenants Association CC&Rs (see B.6).
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Recommended BMPs for Site Planning,

Post-Construction, and Redevelopment/Infill

Site Plannin~l BMPs
Minimize Storm Water Runoff
Pervfous Drafnage S~/stem
Reduce Area of Impervious Surface
Site Lab/out

Post-Construction BMPs

BMP Name BMP Identification No. and Name"
Above~jround Tank Berms SC41. Aboveqround Tank Berms
Car Wash FacJlity SC3, Vehicle and Equipment Washincj and Steam Cleanincj
Catch basin insert i Not applicable.
Catch-basra screen Not applicable.
Cistern collection systems Not applicable.
Clarifiers Not applicable.
Constructed Wetlands TC3, Constructed Wetlands
Continuous flow deflection/separation systems i Not applicable.
Control of Impervious Runoff Not applicable.
Curb elimination on landscape areas Not applicable.
Detention/Infiltration device maintenance SC75, Has the developer/owner determined how

detention/infiltration devices planned for the site will be
maintained

Dnp Irngation systems Not applicable.
Effiment Irriqation Not applicable
Enercjy Dissipaters ESC40. Outlet Protection
Extended Detention Basins TC5. Extended Detention Basra
Facilit~ desicjn to divert wash-off to sanitar~ sewers Not applicable.
Filtration systems Not applicable.
F!ow divers=on to landscape or pervious areas Not applicable.
Geotextiles and Mats ESC20, Geotextiles and Mats
Illicit Connection Prevention SC60. Ilticit Connection Prevent=on - Will any planned

connections to the storm drain carry non-storm water
, discharqes

Infiltration Basins ] TCl. Infiltration
I TCI. InfiltrationInfiltration Trenches
i
~ Not applicable.Inlet Trash Racl(s I

Landscape Design ESC2. Preservation of Existing Vegetation: ECS10, Seeding
ancl Plantm0; ESC11, Mulchin~3

Linm(js for Urban Runoff Conve~/ance Channels , Not apphcable.
¯ Matenals Management i SC5. Outdoor LoadingJUnloading of Matenals: SC6, Outdoor

I Container Storage of Liquids: SC8, Outdoor Storage of Raw
! Materials. Products. and By-Proaucts

Matenat storage management i SC20. Material storage control - Design site wfth bermed and
i covered storage areas for material storage located away from
! storm drains

Med~a Filtration I TC6. Media Filtration

~ Corresponds to the BMP number and name as =n the Cahfom~a Storm Water Best Management Practlce Hanabooks (1993).
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Post-Construction BMPs

BMP Name BMP Identification No. and Name"
Motor Fuel Concrete Dispensm,c~ Areas SC2, Vehicle and Equipment Fueling
Motor Fuel Dispensing Area Canopy SC2, Vehicle and Equipment Fuelin(:j
Multiple treatment systems in combination TCS, Multiple treatment systems ~n combination
Normal flow separation/storaqe systems Not applicable.
Non-storm water discharges elimination SCl, Eliminate non-storm water discharges to the storm dra~n

collection system
Oil/Water Separators and Water Quality Inlets TC7, Oil/Water Separators and Water Quality Inlets
Outdoor Process Equipment Operation and SC7, Outdoor Process Equipment Operation and Maintenance
Maintenance - Design site to include a canopy over outdoor processes
Outdoor Storage SC6, Outdoor Container Storage of Liquids: SC8, Outdoor

Storage of Raw Matenals, Products. and By-Products
Pesticide and fertilizer use elimination or reduction Not applicable.
Porous Pavement and Alternative Surfaces TC1, Infiltration
Post s~gns to caution ~mproper practices or to Not applicable.
educate
Primar~ waste-water treatment systems Not applicable.
Protect Slopes and Channels ECS40, Outlet Protection; ESC42, Slope F:loughenmg and

Terracing
Retention cjrading Not applicable.
Schedulin(:j ESC1, Schedulinq activit~
Secondary waste-water treatment systems Not applicable.
Self -Contained Areas for Vehicle or Equipment SC3, Vehicle and Equipment Washing and Steam Cleaning;
Washing, Steam Cleaning, Maintenance, Repair, or SC4, Vehicle and Equipment Maintenance and Repair;, SC7,
Mater~al Processinq Outdoor Process Equipment Operations and Maintenance
Storm Drain System Stenciling and Signage SC30, Storm Drain System Signs
Trash Container Areas SC9, Waste Handling and Disposal
Vacuum sweepln~) of parking lots Not applicable
Vegetated buffer zones Not applicable.
Vegetated Swales and Strips I TC4, Bid-filters
Wet Pond

!                                       TC2, Wet Pond
a Corresponds to the BMP number and name as in the Ca/ifomla Storm Water Best Management Pracfzce Handbooks (1993).
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Redevelopment and Infill BMPs

BMP Name BMP Identification No. and Name ’

Aboveground Tank Berms SC41, Above,round Tank Berms
Car Wash Facilities SC3, Vehicle and Equipment Washing and Steam

Cleaning
Catch basra Insert Not applicable.
Catch-basin screen Not applicable.
Cistern collection svstems Not applicable.

Clarlfiers Not applicable.
Continuous flow deflection/separation systems Not applicable,

Control of Impervious Runoff I Not applicable,

Curb ehminat~on on landscape areas I Not applicable.

Detent~on/Infiltrat~on dewce maintenance SC75. Has the developer/owner determined how
detention/infiltration devices planned for the site will be
maintained

E)np Imgatlon systems Not applicable.

Efficient Irnc~atlon Not applicable.

Energy Dissipaters ESC40. Outlet Protection
Facility design to divert wash-off to sanita~ Not applicable.
sewers
Filtration systems Not applicable.
Flow diversion to landscape or pervious areas Not applicable.
Geotextiles and Mats ESC20, Geotexliles and Mats
Illicit Connection Prevention SC60, Illicit Connection Prevention - Will any planned

connections to the storm drain carry non-storm water
discharges

Landscape Design ESC2, Preservation of Existing Vegetation; ECS10,
Seedin(:j and Planting; ESCl 1, Mulching

L~nings for Urban Runoff Conveyance Channels Not applicable.
Matenals Management SC5, Outdoor Loading/Unloading of Materials; SC6,

Outdoor Container Storage of Liquids: SC8, Outdoor
Storage of Raw Matenals, Products. and By-Products

Matenal storage management SC20, Matenal storage control - Design site with
bermed and covered storage areas for matenal storage
located away from storm drains

Med~a Filtration TC6, Media Filtration
Motor Fuel Concrete Dispensing Areas SC2, Vehicle and Equipment Fuelinq
Motor Fuel Dispensing Area Canopy t SC2. Vehicle and Equipment Fueling
Mult~Dte treatment systems in combination TCS, MuttiDle treatment systems ~n combination
Non-storm water discharges elimination SCI, Eliminate non-storm water discharges to the

storm dram collection system
Normal flow separatiorVstorac~e s,vstems          Not applicable.
CorresDon(~s to the BMP number and name as ~n the California Ston’~ Water Best Management Prac~lce HanoDoOKs (1993).
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Redevelopment and Infill BMPs

BMP Name BMP Identification No. and Name ’

Oil/Water Separators and Water Quali~ Inters TCT, Oil/Water Separators and Water Quali~ Inlets
Outdoor Process Equipment Operation and SC7, Outdoor Process Equipment Operation and
Maintenance Maintenance - Design site to include a canopy over

outdoor processes
Outdoor Storage SC6, Outdoor Container Storage of Liquids; SC8,

Outdoor Storage of Raw Matenals, Products, and By-
Products

Pesticide and fertd~zer use ehm~nat~on or Not apphcable.
reduction
Porous Pavement and Alternative Surfaces TC1. Infiltration
Post signs to caution Improper practices or to Not applicable.
educate
Primary waste-water treatment system I Not applicable.
Protect Slopes and Channels ECS40. Outlet Protection: ESC42, Slope F(oughemng

and Terracmcj
Retention grading t Not applicable.
Scheduling

I                                   ESC20. Scheduling activitySecondary waste-water treatment systems Not applicable.
Self-Contained Areas for Vehicle or Equipment SC3, Vehicle and Equipment Washing and Steam
Washing, Steam Cleaning, Maintenance. Repmr, Cleamng; SC4, Vehicle and Equipment Maintenance
or Matenal Processing and Repair: SC7, Outdoor Process Egu=pment

Operations and Maintenance
Storm Dram System Stenciling and Signage SC30. Storm Drain System Signs
Trash Container Areas SC9, Waste Handling and Disposal
Vacuum sweeping of parking lot Not applicable.
Vegetated buffer zones Not applicable.
Vegetated Swales and Strips TC4. Bid-filters

Corres!~oncls to ilne BMP numlDer and name as ~n tfne California Storm Water Best Management Practice HandbooKs (1993}.
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The following criteria should be considered during the process of assessing the appropriateness
(benefits and limitations) of BMPs for a particular project:

¯ project characteristics:

¯ site factors:

¯ pollutant removal capability;

¯ short-term and long-term costs;

¯ responsibility for maintenance:

¯ contributing watershed area: and

¯ environmental enhancement.

D.1 PROJECT CHARACTERISTICS
Selection of BMPs for a project is a function of project characteristics, such as type or size of
project. Post-construction activities and operations that may be potential sources of storm water

pollution are often the same for a given type of project. Projects developed on large sites provide

the opportunity to incorporate a wider variety of BMPs, whereas smaller sites often have physical

constraints precluding implementation of BMPs requiring large land areas.

D.2 SITE FACTORS
Site factors have common physical restrictions on BMPs and include:

Steep Slopes: Steep slopes restrict the use of several BMPs. Porous pavement must be situated
in sites with slopes of 5 percent or less. Swales can only be used if their slope is less than 5

percent: however, swales often can be used perpendicular to the slope or with a drop structure.
Also. because of slope stability concerns, infiltration trenches and filter strips are not practical

when slopes exceed 20 percent.

High Water Table: The water table acts as an effective barrier to exfiltration and can sharply
reduce the ability of an infiltration BMP to drain properly. If the height of the seasonally high

water table extends to within 4 feet / 1.2 meters~ of the bottom of an infiltration BMP, the site is
seldom considered suitable. Given the climate and geology of Southern California, this is

typically not an issue, except for some areas ad~iacent to surface water bodies.

Soil Permeabili~.: The type of soil is an important characteristic that can limit the applicability
of a particular BMP at a particular site s~nce the long term percolation rate is governed by soil

type. This soil permeability factor is particularly relevant to infiltration BMPs. which should not
be applied to sites with infiltration -rates of less than 0.27 inch per hour (0.686 centimeters), as
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defined by the least permeable laver in the shallow soil profile. This limiting rate excludes most
"C’" and "D" soils (Soil Classification System), which cannot exfihrate enough runoff through

the subsoil. In addition, extremely permeable sandy soils may not maintain adequate water levels

in wet ponds.

Proximity to Foundations and Wells: Since infiltration BMPs divert runoff back into the soil,

some development sites may experience difficulty with local seepage, especially if located near a
building foundation. Another risk due to diverted runoff through infiltration may be

contamination of groundwater supplies. Limited research has been performed to evaluate this
risk. however, it is advisable to maintain infiltration BMPs at least 100 feet (30 meters) from

drinking water wells. The risk is greater when shallow soils with organic materials are bypassed.

Climatic Region: BMPs should include appropriate designs to address issues of rainfall volume

and intensity during wet weather seasons so as to consider the economic feasibility of using such
BMPs and/or designs. Typically, the evaluation of long term rainfall records must be considered

together with site conditions to properly size structural treatment BMPs. In addition, wet ponds

require some continuous flow (dry weather water source) to keep them from stagnating or

developing odor and mosquito problems.

Land Consumption: Some sites are too intensively developed or limited in area to allow for
some BMPs, such as pond BMPs and porous pavement, which require a large surface area and
buffer area

Maximum Depth: To preserve storage capacity for subsequent rain events, keep water from

stagnating, and provide optimal pollutant removal conditions, infiltration BMPs must be
designed to completely drain within 2 to 3 days after a storm. If the infiltration rates of the
underlying soils are slow, the available depth of the infiltration facility may be limited. These

restrictions vary depending on whether the facility is a trench, basin, injection well, or porous

pavement.

Restricted Land Uses: Certain BMPs can onlv be applied to particular land uses, and are not
broadly applicable for all development sites. Porous pavement can only be used for sites with

parking lots not expected to receive heavy car or truck traffic, or much sediment.

High Sediment Input: Most BMPs are unable to handle the large loads of sediment that may be

generated during the construction phase of development. Infiltration BMPs are particularly

susceptible to rapid clogging and subsequent failure if significant sediment loads are allowed to
enter the structure. As a general rule, these BMPs should not be installed until all of the land to
be disturbed by construction in the contributing watershed is effectively stabilized and will
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remain stabilized. Contractors must often take unusual steps during the actual installation of the

infiltration BMPs to prevent soil compaction or contamination by sediment. To prevent clogging
of the infiltration BMPS after construction, many designs call for the use of a pre-treatment

device to filter sediment and other coarse particles before they reach the infiltration BMP. In
addition, in areas where large amounts of fine sediment may occur even in the absence of

upstream construction, BMPs such as porous pavement are not recommended.

Landscape Enhancement: If properly designed, many BMP options have the potential to

enhance the urban landscape. Wet ponds and wetlands are frequently used to create a waterfront

effect in residential developments, and may actually increase the value of the adjacent property.
Dry. extended detention areas can serve as attractive parks, either manicured or natural in design,

or sports fields. Given the t.vpical rainfall patterns in Southern California. these open areas
would be available for public use most of the year. Most infiltration BMPs or lined detention
areas have a neutral or negative effect on landscape appearance. In general. BMPs may be

visually attractive or aesthetically unappealing, depending upon the creativity of the project
designer.

D.3 POLLUTANT REMOVAL CAPABILITY
The nature of the pollutant being removed and its concentration often sets an upper limit on the

potential removal rate that can be achieved with a given BMP. The pollutant removal capability
of a BMP is primarily governed by three interrelated factors: removal mechanisms as affected by
the design of the BMP, fraction of the annual runoff volume that is effectively treated, and nature

of the urban pollutant being treated.

Pollutants such as sediment and lead (which is typically bound to fine sediment) can be removed

effecti,.’elv by common BMP removal mechanisms, including settling and filtering. Soluble

pollutants such as nitrate, phosphate, and some trace metals are more difficult to remove and
require biological and/or chemical mechanisms, such as uptake by bacteria, algae, rooted aquatic

plants, organic material, terrestrial vegetation, or soils.

D.4     SHORT-TERM AND LONG-TERM COSTS
The appropriateness of a BMP for a particular site can be affected by economic feasibility

considerations that encompass short- and long-term cost factors. Short-term costs include
installation costs for both materials and labor. Long-term costs include maintenance. To sustain

proper function, some BMPs require low level mmntenance on a regular and frequent basis,
whereas other BMPs require infrequent maintenance of a more extensive nature. Maintenance

costs will include the proper disposal of accumulated material. In selecting a control method,
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cost considerations--construction, installation, and maantenance--associated with the BMP

should be considered.

D.5 RESPONSIBILITY FOR MAINTENANCE
Improper maintenance is one of the most common reasons for water quality controls to not
function as designed or to fail entirely. It is important to consider who will be responsible for

maintenance of a permanent BMP, and what equipment is required to perform the mmntenance
properly.

D.6 CONTRIBUTING WATERSHED AREA
The feasibility of a particular BMP depends on the contributing watershed area. A BMP cannot
be practically suitable for all urban area sizes. For instance, wet pond BMPs generally require a

significant contributing watershed area of greater than 10 acres (4 hectares), and in locales such
as Southern California, a dry weather source of water. By contrast, infiltration and vegetative

BMPs are applicable for catchments less than 10 acres (4 hectares), due to space, economic, or

flow volume constraints.

It should be noted that the contributing watershed area does not have to be timited to the
development project site. By using local topography and drainage, the contributing watershed
area may be increased or decreased to better accommodate a particular BMP. For example,

additional runoff generated away from the development project may be routed to the BMP,
thereby increasing total catchment area and making pond options more feasible, Conversely,

various portions of the total runoff from a development project site may be diverted to smaller,
individual BMPs. thereby decreasing the contributing watershed area and making infiltration and

vegetative BMPs more practical.

D.7 ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT AND ENHANCEMENT
Low Flow Maintenance: Downstream aquatic life may be jeopardized when the natural low

t-low levels experienced during the dr?,,’ weather season decline even further because of reduced
infiltrat~on in urbanized watersheds. However. this is sometimes offset by imgation return

flows, ~vhich may cause unnatural dry weather flow. Infiltration BMPs can contribute

s~gnificantly to groundwater recharge and may be able to help the watershed better mimic its past

hydrotogac behavior. Vegetative BMPs such as swales and filter strips appear to have modest
potential in this regard, while pond BMPs have little effect in maintaining low flows.

¯ r ’! 995’,.954P245/TASK3-3f:~DeCemO~r 2000~ev (:,*arising OO~ D’~
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Strea~nbank Erosion Control. Streambank erosion not only contributes large sediment loads to
receiving waters, but also has an adverse impact on the habitat quality for downstream aquatic

life. Some BMPs. including extended detention ponds, and full exfiltration BMPs, can reduce

erosive storm flows enough to keep downstream channels and banks relatively stable, whereas

most other BMPs have only marginal capabilities in this regard.

Aquatic/Wildlife Habitat Creation: Some BMP options create wetland or open water areas
utilized by waterfowl, marsh birds, and other wildlife. Shallow marshes and wet ponds are

particularly well suited for this role. if relatively small investments are made in landscaping

design and plant selection. Consideration would have to be given to a dry, weather source of
water, unless a seasonally wet area is desired. Terrestrial wildlife habitat may be created through
the incorporation of BMPs such as wet ponds, extended detention ponds, infiltration basins, and

filter strips. Relatively diverse biological communities may further be enhanced through

judicious planting of trees, shrubs, and grasses that provide food and cover for the target wildlife.
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LOS ANGELES COUNTY URBAN RUNOFF AND STORM WATER NPDES PERMIT
STANDARD URBAN STORM WATER MITIGATION PLAN

BACKGROUND
The municipal storm water National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit (Los Angeles
County Permit) issued to Los Angeles County and 85 cities (Permittees) by the Los Angeles Regional
Water Quality Control Board (Regional Board) on July 15, 1996, requires the development and
implementation of a program addressing storm water pollution issues ~n development planning for private
prolects. The same requirements are applicable to the City of Long Beach under its separate municipal
storm water permit (City of Long Beach MS4 Permit), which was issued on June 30, 1999.

The requirement to implemer~t a program for development planning is based on, federal and state statutes
including: Section 402 (p) of the Clean Water Act, Section 6217 of the Coastal Zone Act Reauthonzation
Amendments of 1990 ("CZARA"), and the California Water Code. The Clean Water Act amendments of
1987 estal~lished a framework for regulating storm water discharges from municipal, industrial, and
construction activities under the NPDES program. The primary objectives of the municipal storm water
program requirements are to:

1. Effectively prohibit non-storm water discharges, and

2. Reduce the discharge of pollutants from storm water conveyance systems to the Maximum Extent
Practicable (MEP statutory standard).

The Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plan (SUSMP) was developed as part of the municipal storm
water program to address storm water pollution from new Development and Redevelopment by the private
sector. This SUSMP contains a list of the minimum required Best Management Practices (BMPs) that
must be used for a designated project. Additional BMPs may be required by ordinance or code adopted
by the Permittee and applied generally or on a case-by-case basis. The Permittees are required to adopt
the requirements set herein in their own SUSMP. Developers must incorporate appropnate SUSMP
requirements into their project plans. Each Permittee will approve the project plan as part of the
development plan approval process and pnor to ~ssuing building and grading permits for the projects
covered by the SUSMP requirements.

All discretionary development and redevelopment projects that fall into one of the following categories are
subject to these SUSMPs. These categories are:

¯ Single-Family Hillside Residences
¯ 100,000 Square Foot Commercial Developments
¯ Automotive Repair Shops
¯ Retail Gasoline Outlets
¯ Restaurants
¯ Home Subdivisions with 10 to 99 housing units
¯ Home Subdivisions with 100 or more housing units
¯ Parking lots 5,000 square feet or more or with 25 or more parking spaces and potentially exposed

to storm water runoff

The City of Long Beach permit requires a SUSMP for the following categones only:. (i) 10-99 home
suPd~vis~ons; (ii)100 or more home subdivisions; (iii)100,000 or more square foot commercial
developments; and (iv) projects located adjacent to or discharging to environmentally sensitive areas. For
the remaining five categories, equivalent requirements have been included directly ~n or are expected to
be developed shortly under the City of Long Beach Storm Water Management Plan.
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Permittees shall amend codes, and promulgate ordinances, if necessary, not later than January 15, 2001,
to give legal effect to the SUSMP requirements. The SUSMP requirements for proiects identified here~n
shall take effect not later than February 15, 2001.

DEFINITIONS
=100,000 Square Foot Commercial Development" means any commercial development that creates at
least 100,000 square feet of impermeable area, including parking areas. =Automotive Repair Shop" means
a facility that is categorized in any one of the following Standard Industrial Classification (SIC;) codes:
5013, 5014, 5541,7532-7534, or 7536-7539.

"Best Management Practice (BMP)" means any program, technology, process, siting criteria, operational
methods or measures, or engineered systems, which when implemented prevent, control, remove, or
reduce pollution.

"Commercial Development" means any development on private land that is not heavy industrial or
residential. The category includes, but is not limited to: hospitals, laboratories and other medical facilities,
educational institutions, recreational facilities, plant nurseries, multi-apartment buildings, car wash
facilities, mini-malls and other business complexes, shopping malls, hotels, office buildings, public
warehouses and other light industrial complexes.

"Directly Connected Impervious Area (DCIA)" means the area covered by a building, impermeable
pavement, and/or other impervious surfaces, which drains directly into the storm drain without first flowing
across permeable land area (e.g. lawns).

"Discretionary Project" means a project which requires the exercise of judgment or deliberation when the
public agency or public body decides to approve or disapprove a particular activity, as distinguished from
situations where the public agency or body merely has to determine whether there has been conformity
with applicable statutes, ordinances, or regulations.

"Greater than (>) 9 unit home subdivision" means any subdivision being developed for 10 or more single-
family or multi-family dwelling units.

"Hillside" means property located in an area with known erosive soil conditions, where the development
contemplates grading on any natural slope that is 25 percent or greater.

"Infiltration" means the downward entry of water into the surface of the soil.

"New Development" means land disturbing activities; structural development, including construction or
~nstallation of a building or structure, creation of impervious surfaces; and land subdivision.

=Parking Lot" means land area or facility for the temporary parking or storage of motor vehicles used
personally, for business or for commerce with a lot size of 5,000 square feet or more, or with 25 or more
parking spaces.

"Redevelopment" means, on an already developed site, the creation or addition of at least 5,000 square
feet of impervious surfaces. Redevelopment includes, but is not limited to: the expansion of a building
footprint or addition or replacement of a structure; structural development including an increase in gross
floor area and/or exterior construction or remodeling; replacement of iml3ervlous surface tl~at is not part of
a routine maintenance activib/;, and land disturbing activities related with structural or ~mpervious surfaces.
Where redevelopment results in an increase of less than 50 percent of the impervious surfaces of a
previously existing development, and the existing development was not subject to these SUSMPs, the
Design Standards apply only to the addition, and not ro the entire development.
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"Restaurant" means a stand-alone facility that sells prepared foods and drinks for consumption, including
stationary lunch counters and refreshment stands selling prepared foods and dnnks for ~mmediate
consumption. (SIC code 5812).

"Retail Gasoline Outlet" means any facility engaged in selling gasoline and lubricating oils.

"Source Control BMP" means any schedules of activities, prohibitions of practices, maintenance
procedures, managerial practices or operational practices that aim to prevent storm water pollution by
reducing the potential for contamination at the source of pollution.

"Storm Event" means a rainfall event that produces more than 0.1 inch of precipitation and that, which is
separatec~ from the prewous storm event by at least 72 hours of ciry weather.

"Structural BMP" means any structural facility designed and constructed to mitigate the adverse ~mpacts of
storm water and urban runoff pollution (e.g. canopy, structural enclosure). The category may include both
Treatment Control BMPs and Source Control BMPs.

"Treatment" means the application of engineered systems that use physical, ct~emical, or biological
processes to remove pollutants. Such processes include, but are not limited to. filtration, gravity settling,
med~a adsorl~t~on, biodegradation, biological uptake, chemical oxidation and UV radiation.

"Treatment Control BMP" means any engineered system designed to remove pollutants ioy simple gravity
settling of particulate pollutants, filtration, biological uptake, media adso~tion or any other physical,
biological, or chemical process.

Where prowsions of the SUSMP requirements conflict with established local codes, (e.g., specific
language of s~gnage used on storm drain stenciling), the Perm~ttee may continue the local practice and
modify the SUSMP to ioe consistent with the code, excel0t that to the extent that the standards in the
SUSMP are more stringent than those under local codes, such more stringent standarcts shall apply.
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1. PEAK STORM WATER RUNOFF DISCHARGE RATES

Post-development peak storm water runoff discharge rates shall not exceed the estimated pre-
development rate for developments where the increased peak storm water discharge rate will result in
increased potential for downstream erosion.

2. CONSERVE NATURALAREAS

If applicable, the following items are required and must be implemented in the site layout clunng the
subdivision design and approval process, cons=stent with applicable General Plan and Local Area Plan
pohc~es:

Concentrate or cluster Development on portions of a site while leaving the remaining land in a
natural undisturbed condition.

Lim=t ctearmg and grading of native vegetation at a site to the minimum amount needed to build
lots. allow access, and prowde fire protection.

Maximize trees and other vegetation at each site by planting additional vegetation, clustering tree
areas, and promoting the use of native and/or drought tolerant plants.

Promote natural vegetation by using parking lot islands and other landscaped areas.

Preserve riparian areas and wetlands.

3. MINIMIZE STORM WATER POLLUTANTS OF CONCERN

Storm water runoff from a site has the potential to contribute oil and grease, suspended solids, metals,
gasoline, pesticides, and pathogens to the storm water conveyance system. The development must be
designed so as to minimize, to the maximum extent practicable, the introduction of pollutants of concern
that may result in significant impacts, generated from site runoff of directly connected impervious areas
(DCIA), to the storm water conveyance system as approved by the building official. Pollutants of concern,
cons=st of any pollutants that exhibit one or more of the following characteristics: current Ioadings or
h~stor=c clepos=ts of the pollutant are =mpacting the beneficial uses of a receiving water, elevated levels of
the pollutant are found in sediments of a receiving water and/or have the potential to bioaccumulate in
orgamsms therein, or the detectable inputs of the pollutant are at a concentrations or loads considered
potent=ally toxic to humans and/or flora and fauna.

In meet=ng this specific requirement, "minimization of the pollutants of concern" will require the
~ncor~orat=on of a BMP or combination of BMPs best suited to maximize the reduction of pollutant Ioadings
~n that runoff to the Maximum Extent Pract=cable. Those BMPs best suited for that purpose are those
listed ~n the Califomza Storm Water Best Management Practices Handbooks: Caltrans Storm Water
Quahty Handbook: Planning and Design Staff Guide: Manual for Storm Water Management tn Washington
State: The Maryland Stormwater Design Manual:, Florida Development Manual: A Guide to Sound Land
and Water Management, Denver U~an Storm Drainage Critena Manual, Volume 3 - Best Management
Practtces and Guidance Specifying Management Measures for Sources of Nonpoint Pollution in Coastal
Waters, USEPA Report No. EPA-840-B-92-002, as "likely to have s=gnificant impact" beneficial to water
quality for targeted pollutants that are of concern at the s=te in cluestion. However, it =s possible that a
combination of BMPs not so designated, may in a particular circumstance, be better suited to maximize
the reduct=on of the pollutants.

Examples of BMPs that can be used for minimizing the introduction of pollutants of concern generated
from s=te runoff are identified in Table 2. Any BMP not specifically approved by the Regional Board in
Resolut=on No. 99-03, "Approving Best Management Practices for Municipal Storm Water and U~an
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Runoff Programs ~n Los Angeles County", for development planning may be used if they have been
recommended in one of the above references.

4.      PROTECT SLOPES AND CHANNELS

Project plans must ~nclude BMPs consistent with local codes and ordinances and the SUSMP to decrease
the potential of slopes and/or channels from eroding and impacting storm water runoff:

¯ Convey runoff safely from the tops of slopes and stabilize disturbed slopes.

¯ Utilize natural drainage systems to the maximum extent practicable

¯ Control or reduce or eliminate flow to natural drainage systems to the max=mum extent
pract=cable

¯ Stabilize permanent channel crossings.

¯ Vegetate slopes w~th nat=ve or drought tolerant vegetation.

¯ Install energy dissi!3aters, such as n!3rap, at the outlets of new storm drains, culverts,
conclu=ts, or channels that enter unl=ned channels in accordance with applicable specifications
to m~n=m~ze eros=on, w=th the approval of all agencies with jurisdiction, e.g., the U.S. Army
Corps of Engineers and the Califorma Department of Fish and Game

5.      PROVIDE STORM DRAIN SYSTEM STENCILING AND SIGNAGE

Storm dra~n stencils are highly visible source controls that are typically placed directly adjacent to storm
ciram inlets. The stencil contains a brief statement that prohibits the dumping of improper materials into
the storm water conveyance system. Graphical icons, either illustrating anti-dumping symbols or images
of receiving water fauna, are effective supplements to the anti-dumping message.

¯ All storm drain inlets and catch basins within the project area must be stenciled with
prohibitive language (such as: "NO DUMPING - DRAINS TO OCEAN") and/or graphical icons
to discourage illegal dumping.

¯ Signs and prohibitive language and/or graphical icons, which prohibit illegal dumping, must be
posted at public access points along channels and creeks within the project area.

¯ Legibility of stencils and signs must be maintained.

6. PROPERLY DESIGN OUTDOOR MATERIAL STORAGE AREAS

Outdoor matenal storage areas refer to storage areas or storage facilities solely for the storage of
materials. Improper storage of materials outdoors may prowde an opportunity for tox=c compounds, oil and
grease, heavy metals, nutrients, suspended sohds, and other pollutants to enter the storm water
conveyance system.
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Where proposed project plans include outdoor areas for storage of materials that may contnbute
pollutants to the storm water conveyance system, the following Structural or Treatment BMPs are
required:

¯ Materials with the potential to contaminate storm water must be: (1) placed in an enclosure
such as, but not limited to, a cabinet, shed, or similar structure that prevents contact with
runoff or spillage to the storm water conveyance system; or (2) protected by secondary
containment structures such as berms, dikes, or curbs.

¯ The storage area must be paved and sufficiently i~per%,~ous to contain leaks and spills.

¯ The storage area must have a roof or awning to minimize collection of storm water within the
secondary containment area.

7. PROPERLY DESIGN TRASH STORAGE AREAS

A trash storage area refers to an area where a trash receptacle or receptacles are located for use as a
repository for solid wastes. Loose trash and debris can be easily transported by the forces of water or
wind into nearby storm drain inlets, channels, and/or creeks. All trash contmner areas must meet the
fotlowmg Structural or Treatment Control BMP requirements (individual single family residences are
exempt from these requirements):

¯ Trash container areas must have clrainage from adjoining roofs and pavement diverted
around the area(s).

¯ Trash container areas must be screened or walled to prevent off-site transport of trash.

8. PROVIDE PROOF OF ONGOING BMP MAINTENANCE

Improper maintenance is one of the most common reasons why water quality controls will not function as
designed or which may cause the system to fail entirely. It is important to consider who will be responsible

¯ for maintenance of a permanent BMP, and what equipment is required to perform the maintenance
properly. As part of project review, if a proiect applicant has included or is required to include, Structural
or Treatment Control BMPs in project plans, the Permittee shall require that the applicant provide
verification of maintenance provisions through such means as may be appropriate, including, but not
limited to legal agreements, covenants. CEQA mitigation requirements and/or Conditional Use Permits.

For all properties, the verification will include the developer’s signed statement, as part of the project
application, accepting responsibility for all structural and treatment control BMP maintenance until the time
the property is transferred and, where applicable, a signed agreement from the public entity assuming
responsibility for Structural or Treatment Control BMP maintenance. The transfer of property to a pnvate
or public owner must have conditions requiring the recipient to assume responsibility for maintenance of
any Structural or Treatment Control BMP to be included in the sales or lease agreement for that property,
and w~ll be the owner’s responsibility. The condition of transfer shall include a provision that the property
owners conduct maintenance inspection of all Structural or Treatment Control BMPs at least once a year
and retain proof of inspection. For residential properties where the Structural or Treatment Control BMPs
are located within a common area that will be maintained by a homeowner’s association, language
regarding the responsibility for maintenance must be included in the proiects conditions, covenants and
restnct~ons (CC&Rs). Printed educational materials will be required to accompany the first deed transfer
to highhght the existence of the requirement and to provide information on what storm water management
facilities are present, signs that maintenance is needed, how the necessary maintenance can be
performed, and assistance that the Permittee can provide. The transfer of this information shall also be
required with any subsequent sale of the property.
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If Structural or Treatment Control BMPs are located within a public area proposed for transfer, they will be
the responsibility of the developer until they are accepted for transfer by the County or other appropriate
public agency. Structural or Treatment Control BMPs proposed for transfer must meet design standards
adopted by the public entity for the BMP installed and should be approved by the County or other
appropnate public agency prior to its installation.

9. DESIGN STANDARDS FOR STRUCTURAL OR TREATMENT CONTROL BMP$

Structural or Treatment control BMPs selected for use at any project covered by this SUSMP shall meet
the design standards of this Section unless specifically exempted.

Post-construction Structural or Treatment Control BMPs shall be designed to:

A. m~tigate (infiltrate or treat) storm water runoff from either:

1. the 85~" percentile 24-hour runoff event determined as the maximized capture storm water
volume for the area, from the formula recommended in U~an Runoff Quality Management,
WEF Manual of I~ractice No. 23/ ASCE Manual of Practice No. 87, (1998), or

2. the volume of annual runoff based on unit basin storage water quality volume, to achieve 80
percent or more volume treatment by the method recommended in Califomla Stormwater
Best Management Practices Handbook - Industrial/Commerctal, (1993), or

3. the volume of runoff produced from a 0.75 inch storm event, prior to its discharge to a storm
water conveyance system, or

4. the volume of runoff produced from a historical-record based reference 24-hour rainfall
criterion for "treatment" (0.75 inch average for the Los Angeles County area) that achieves
approximately the same reduction in pollutant loads achieved by the 85~n percentile 24-hour
runoff event,

AND

B. control peak flow discharge to provide stream channel and over bank flood protection, based on
flow design criteria selected by the local agency.

Limited Exclusion

Restaurants, where the land area for development or redevelopment is less than 5,000 square feet, and
Retail Gasoline Outlets are excluded from the numerical Structural or Treatment Control BMP design
standard requirement only.
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10. PROVISIONS APPLICABLE TO INDIVIDUAL PRIORITY PROJECT CATEGORIES

REQUIREMENTS

A. 1001000 SQUARE FOOT COMMERCIAL DEVELOPMENTS

1. PROPERLY DESIGN LOADING/UNLOADING DOCK AREAS

Loading/unloading dock areas have the potential for material spills to be quickly transported to the storm
water conveyance system. To minimize this potential, the following design cr~ter=a are required:

¯ Cover loading dock areas or design drainage to minimize run-on and runoff of storm water.

¯ Direct connections to storm drains from depressed loading docks (truck wells) are prohibited.

2. PROPERLY DESIGN REPAIPJMAINTENANCE BAYS

Oil and grease, solvents, car battery acid, coolant and gasoline from the repair/maintenance bays can
negatively impact storm water if allowed to come into contact with storm water runoff. Therefore, design
plans for repair bays must include the following:

¯ Repair/maintenance bays must be indoors or designed in such a way that doesn’t allow storm
water run-on or contact with storm water runoff.

¯ Design a repair/maintenance bay drainage system to capture all wash water, leaks and spills.
Connect drains to a sump for collection and disposal. Direct connection of the
repair/maintenance bays to the storm drain system is prohibited. If required by local
jurisdiction, obtain an Industrial Waste Discharge Permit.

3. PROPERLY DESIGN VEHICLE/EQUIPMENT WASH AREAS

The activity of vehicle/equipment washing/steam cleaning has the potential to contribute metals, oil and
grease, solvents, phosphates, and suspended solids to the storm water conveyance system. Include in
the prolect plans an area for washing/steam cteaning of vehicles and equipment. The area in the site
des=gn must be:

¯ Self-contained and/or covered, equipped with a clarifier, or other pretreatment facility, and
properly connected to a sanitary sewer.

B. RESTAURANTS

1. PROPERLY DESIGN EQUIPMENT/ACCESSORY WASH AREAS

The activity of outdoor equipmentJaccessory washing/steam cteaning has the potential to contribute
metals, oii and grease, solvents, phosphates, and suspended solids to the storm water conveyance
system. Include in the prolect plans an area for the wash=ng/steam cteaning of equipment and
accessones. This area must be:

¯ Self-contained, equ=pped with a grease trap, and properly connected to a samtary sewer.

¯ If the wash area is to be located outdoors, it must be covered, paved, have secondary
containment, and be connected to the samtary sewer.
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C. RETAIL GASOLINE OUTLETS

1. PROPERLY DESIGN FUELING AREA

Fueling areas have the potential to contribute oil and grease, solvents, car battery acid, coolant and
gasoline to the storm water conveyance system. The project plans must include the following BMPs:

¯ The fuel dispensing area must be covered with an overhanging roof structure or canopy. The
canopy’s m~nimum dimensions must be equal to or greater than the area within the grade
break. The canopy must not drain onto the fuel dispensing area, and the canopy downspouts
must be routed to prevent drainage across the fueling area.

¯ The fuel dispensing area must be paved with Portland cement concrete (or equivalent smooth
=mpervious surface), and the use of asphalt concrete shall be prohibited.

¯ The fuel dispensing area must have a 2% to 4% slope to prevent ponding, and must be
separated from the rest of the site by a grade break that prevents run-on of storm water to the
extent practicable.

¯ At a minimum, the concrete fuel clispensing area must extend 6.5 feet (2.0 meters) from the
corner of each fuel dispenser, or the length at which the hose and nozzle assembly may be
operated plus 1 foot (0.3 meter), whichever is less.

D. AUTOMOTIVE REPAIR SHOPS

1. PROPERLY DESIGN FUELING AREA

Fueling areas have the potential to contribute oil and grease, solvents, car battery acid, coolant and
gasoline to the storm water conveyance system. Therefore, design plans, which inc!ude fueling areas,
must contain the following:

¯ The fuel dispensing area should be covered with an overhanging roof structure or canopy.
The cover’s minimum dimensions must be equal to or greater than the area within the grade
break. The cover must not drain onto the fuel dispensing area and the downspouts must be
routed to prevent drainage across the fueling area.

¯ The fuel dispensing areas must be paved with Portland cement concrete (or equivalent
smooth impervious surface), and the use of asphalt concrete shall be prohibited.

¯ The fuel dispensing area must have a 2% to 4% slope to prevent ponding, and must be
separated from the rest of the site by a grade break that prevents run-on of storm water.

¯ At a minimum, the concrete fuel dispensing area must extend 6.5 feet (2.0 meters) from the
corner of each fuel dispenser, or the length at which the hose and nozzle assembly may be
operated plus 1 foot (0.3 meter), whichever is tess.

2. PROPERLY DESIGN REPAIPJMAINTENANCE BAYS

Oil and grease, solvents, car battery acid, coolant and gasoline from the repair/maintenance bays can
negatively =mDact storm water if allowed to come into contact with storm water runoff. Therefore, design
plans for repa=r bays must include the following:

¯ Repair/maintenance bays must be indoors or designed in such a way that doesn’t allow storm
water run-on or contact with storm water runoff.

T \ 1995~954P24 S\TA SK3- 31:~ 2000~v pllt’J~ mg OO<:
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¯ Design a repair/maintenance bay drainage system to capture all wash-water, leaks and spills.
Connect drains to a sump for collection and disposal. Direct connection of the
repaidmaintenance bays to the storm drain system is prohibited. If required by local
jurisdiction, obtain an Industrial Waste Discharge Permit.

3. PROPERLY DESIGN VEHICLE/EQUIPMENT WASH AREAS

The activity of vehicle/equipment washing/steam cleaning has the potential to contribute metals, oil and
grease, solvents, phosphates, and suspended solids to the storm water conveyance system. Include in
the project plans an area for washing/steam cleaning of vehicles and equipment. This area must be:

¯ Self-contained and/or covered, equipped with a clarifier, or other pretreatment facility, and
properly connected to a sanitary sewer or to a permitted disposal facility.

4. PROPERLY DESIGN LOADING/UNLOADING DOCK AREAS

Loading/unloading dock areas have the potential for material spills to be quickly transported to the storm
water conveyance system. To minimize this potential, the following design cnteria are required:

¯ Cover loading dock areas or design drainage to minimize run-on and runoff of storm water.

¯ Direct connections to storm drains from depressed loading docks (truck wells) are prohibited.

E. PARKING LOTS

1. PROPERLY DESIGN PARKING AREA

Parking lots contain pollutants such as heavy metals, oil and grease, and polycyclic aromatic
hydrocarbons that are deposited on parking lot surfaces by motor vehicles. These pollutants are directly
transported to surface waters. To minimize the offsite transport of pollutants, the following design criteria
are required:

¯ Reduce impervious land coverage of parking areas

¯ Infiltrate runoff before it reaches storm drain system.

¯ Treat runoff before it reaches storm drain system

2.      PROPERLY DESIGN TO LIMIT OIL CONTAMINATION AND PERFORM MAINTENANCE

Parking tots may accumulate oil, grease, and water insoluble hydrocarbons from vehicle drippings and
engine system leaks.

¯ Treat to remove oil and petroleum hydrocarbons at parking lots that are heavily used (e.g. fast
food outlets, lots with 25 or more park=ng spaces, sports event parking lots, shopping malls,
grocery stores, discount warehouse stores)

¯ Ensure adequate operation and maintenance of treatment systems particularly sludge and oil
removal, and system fouling and plugging prevention control
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11. WAIVER

A Permit’tee may, through adoption of an ordinance or code incorporating the treatment requirements of
the SUSMP, provide for a waiver from the requirement if impracticability for a specific property can be
estal~tished. A waiver of impracticability shall be granted only when all other Structural or Treatment
Control BMPs have been considered and rejected as infeasible. Recognized situations of impracticability
include, (i) extreme limitations of space for treatment on a redevelopment project, (ii) unfavorable or
unstable soil conditions at a site to attempt infiltration, and (iii) risk of ground water contamination because
a known unconfined aquifer ties beneath the land surface or an existing or potential underground source
of drinking water ~s tess than 10 feet from the soil surface. Any other justification for impracticability must
be separately petitioned by the Permlttee and sul3m~tted to the Regional Board for consideration. The
Regional Board may consider approval of the waiver justification or may delegate the authority to approve
a class of waiver justifications to the Regional Board Executive Officer. The supplementary waiver
justification becomes recogmzed and effective only after approval by the Regional Board or the Regional
Board Executive Officer. A waiver granted by a Permittee to any development or redevelopment project
may be revoked by the Regional Board Executive Officer for cause and with proper notice upon petition.

12. LIMITATION ON USE OF INFILTRATION BMPs

Three factors significantly influence the potential for storm water to contaminate ground water. They are (i)
pollutant mobility, (ii) pollutant abundance in storm water, (iii) and soluble fraction of pollutant. The risk of
contamination of groundwater may be reduced by pretreatment of storm water. A discussion of limitations
and guidance for infiltration practices is contained in, Potential Groundwater Contamination from
Intentional and Non-Intentional Stormwater Infiltration, Report No. EPAJ600/R-94/051, USEPA (1994).

In addition, the distance of the groundwater table from the infiltration BMP may also be a factor
determIning the risk of contamination. A water table distance separation of ten feet depth in California
presum+.itively poses negligible risk for storm water not associated with industrial activity or high vehicular
traffic.

Infiltration BMPs are not recommended for areas of industrial activity or areas subiect to high vehicular
traffic (25,000 or greater average daily traffic (ADT) on main roadway or 15,000 or more ADT on any
intersect~ng roadway) unless appropriate pretreatment is provided to ensure groundwater is protected and
the infiltration BMP is not rendered ineffective by overload.

13. ALTERNATIVE CERTIFICATION FOR STORM WATER TREATMENT MITIGATION

In lieu of conducting detailed BMP review to verify Structural or Treatment Control BMPs adequacy, a
Perm=ttee may elect to accept a signed certification from a Civil Engineer or a Licensed Architect
registered in the State of California, that the plan meets the criteria established herein. The Permittee is
encouraged to verify that certifying person(s) have been trained on BMP design for water quality, not more
than two years prior to the signature date. Trmmng conducted by an organization with storm water BMP
design expertise (e.g., a University, American Society of Civil Engineers, American Society of Landscape
Architects, American Public Works Association, or the California Water Environment Association) may be
cons=tiered qualifying.
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¯ 14. RESOURCES AND REFERENCES

TABLE 1. RESOURCES AND REFERENCES

SUGGESTED RESOURCES HOW TO GET A COPY

Start at the Source (1999) by Bay Area Stormwater Bay Area Stormwater Management Agencies
Management Agencies Association Association
Detailed discussion of permeable pavements and 2101 Webster Street
alternative driveway designs presented. Suite 500

Oakland, CA
510-286-1255

Design of Stormwater Filtenng Systems (1996) by Center for Watershed Protection
Richard A. Claytor and Thomas R. Schuler 8391 Main Street
Presents detailed engineering guidance on ten Ellicott City, MD 21043
different storm water-filterincj systems. 410-461-8323

Better Site Design: A Handbook for Changing Center for Watershed Protect=on
Development Rules in Your Community (1998) 8391 Main Street
Presents guidance for different model development Ellicott City, MD 21043
alternatives. 410-461-8323

Deslgn Manual for Use of Bioretent~on ~n Prince George’s County
Stormwater Management (1993) Watershed Protection Branch
Presents guidance for designing bioretention 9400 Peppercorn Place, Suite 600
facilities. Landover, MD 20785

Operation, Maintenance and Management of Watershed Management Institute, Inc.
Storrnwater Management (1997) 410 White Oak Drive
Provides a thorough look at stormwater practices Crawfordville, FL 32327
including, planning and design considerations, 850-926-5310
programmatic and regulatory aspects, maintenance
considerations, and costs.

Cafifornia Storm Water Best Management Practices Los Angeles County Department of Public Works
Handbooks (1993) for Construction Activity, Cashiers Office
Mumc=pal. and Industrial/Commercial 900 S. Fremont Avenue
Presents a description of a large variety of Alhambra, CA 91803
Structural BMPs, Treatment Control, BMPs and 626-458-6959
Source Control BMPs
Second Nature: Adaf~ting LA’s Lanctscape for Tree People
Sustamat~le Living (1999) by Tree People 12601 Mullholland Drive
Detaded discussion of BMP designs presented to Beverly Hills, CA 90210
conserve water, improve water quality, and ach=eve 818-753-4600 (7)
flood protection.
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TABLE 1. RESOURCES AND REFERENCES (continued)

SUGGESTED RESOURCES HOW TO GET A COPY

Florida Development Manual: A Guide to Sound Florida Department of the Environment
Land and Water Management (1988) 2600 Blairstone Road, Mail Station 3570
Presents detailed guidance for designing BMPs Tallahassee, FL 32399

850-921-9472
Stormwater Management in Washington State Department of Printing
(1999) Vols. 1-5 State of Washington Department of Ecology
Presents detailed guidance on BMP design for new P.O. Box 798
development and construction. Olympia, WA 98507-0798

360-407-7529
Maryland Stormwater Desig~ Manual (1999) Maryland Department of the Environment
Presents guidance for designing storm water BMPs 2500 Broening Highway

Baltimore, MD 21224
410-631-3000

Texas Nonpo~nt Source Book - Onhne Module Texas Statew~de Storm Water Quality Task Force
(1998)www.txnpsbook.orq North Central Texas Council of Governments
Presents BMP design and guidance information on- 616 Six Flags Drive
line Arlington, TX 76005

817-695-9150

Urban Storm Drainage, Criteria Manual - Volume 3, Urban Drainage and Flood Control Distnct
Best Management Practices (1999) 2480 West 26th Avenue, Suite 156-B
Presents guidance for designing BMPs Denver. CO 80211

303-455-6277
Guidance Specifying Management Measures for National Technical Information Service
Sources of Nonpoint Pollution in Coastal Waters U.S. L)epartment of Commerce
(1993) Report No. EPA--840-B-92-002. Spnngfield, VA 22161
Provides an overview of, planning and design 800-553-6847
cons=derations, programmatic and regulatory
aspects, maintenance considerations, and costs.
National Stormwater Best Management Practices American Society of Civil Engineers
(BMP) Database, Version 1.0 1801 Alexander Bell Drive
Provides data on performance and evaluation of Reston, VA 20191
storm water BMPs 703-296-6000

Caltrans Storm Water Quality Handbook: Planning California Department of Transportat=on
and Design Staff Guide (Best Management P.O. Box 942874
Practices Handbooks (1998) Sacramento, CA 94274-0001
Presents guidance for desicjn of storm water BMPs 916-653-2975
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TABLE 2
EXAMPLE BEST MANAGEMENT PRACTICES (BMPs)

The following are examples of BMPs that can be used for minimizing the introduction of 13ollutants of
concern that may result in significant impacts, generated from site runoff to the storm water conveyance
system. (See Table 1 : Suggested Resources for additional sources of information):

Provide reduced width sidewalks and incorporate landscaped buffer areas between sidewalks and streets.
However, sidewalk widths must still comply with regulations for the Americans with Disabilities Act and
other life safety requirements.

¯ Design residential streets for the minimum required pavement widths needed to comply w~th all zoning and
applicable ordinances to support travel lanes: on-street parking; emergency, maintenance, and service
vehicle access: sidewalks; and vegetated open channels.

¯ Comply with all zoning and applicable ordinances to minimize the number of residential street cul-de-sacs
and incorporate landscaped areas to reduce their impervious cover. The radius of cul-de-sacs should be
the minimum required to accommodate emergency and maintenance vehicles. Alternative turnarounds
should be considered.

¯ Use permeable materials for private sidewalks, dnveways, parking lots, or interior roadway surfaces
(examples: hybrid lots. parking groves, permeable overflow parking, etc.).

¯ Use open space development that incorporates smaller lot s~zes.
¯ Reduce building density.
¯ Comply with all zoning and applicable ordinances to reduce overall lot imperviousness by promoting

alternative driveway surfaces and shared dnveways that connect two or more homes together.
¯ Comply with all zoning and applicable ordinances to reduce the overall imperwousness associated with

parking lots by providing compact car spaces, minimizing stall dimensions, incorporating efficient parking
lanes, and using pervious materials in spillover parking areas.

¯ Direct rooftop runoff to pervious areas such as yards, open channels, or vegetated areas, and avoid routing
rooftop runoff to the roadway or the storm water conveyance system.

¯ Vegetated swales and strips
¯ Extended/dry detention basins
¯ Infiltration basin
¯ Infiltration trenches
¯ Wet ponds
¯ Constructed wetlands
¯ Oil/Water separators
¯ Catch basra inserts
¯ Continuous flow deflection/separation systems
¯ Storm drain inserts
¯ Media filtration
¯ Bioretention facility

- ¯ ¯ Dry-wells
¯ Cisterns
¯ Foundation planting
¯ Catch basin screens
¯ Normal flow storage/separation systems
¯ Clanfiers
¯ Filtration systems
¯ Primary waste water treatment systems
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The State Planning and Zoning Law provides that requirements placed on land development

projects must be compatible with a community’s General Plan. Therefore, storm water pollution
control objectives for land development should be reflected in the appropriate policies, goals, and

objectives of each Permittee’s General Plan. Whenever elements of a Permittee’s General Plan
are significantly rewritten, the Permittee will incorporate watershed and storm water management
considerations into the General Plan elements being rewritten. General Plan elements that may
be particularly appropriate to reflect watershed and storm water quality considerations are:

¯ growth management:
¯ land use:

¯ circulation ii.e., transportation);

¯ public facilities;

¯ open space: and
¯ conservation.

When updating a General Plan, special attention should be given to how the plan addresses water
quality protection, development goals and policies, open space goals and policies, preservation of

or integration with natural features, and water conservation policies. Typically, most General
Plans have provisions thaw protect water quality and the environment.

Adapting a General Plan to incorporate storm water quality concerns may be as simple as
modifying existing text so that it specifically includes storm water quality and protection. The

¯ General Plan should include goals and policies in its various elements that are affected by land

development, and which require mitigation of storm water quality impacts from land
development projects. The General Plan land use map should conform to revised storm water

quality policies and eliminate conflicts among land use districts, permitted land uses, and storm
water-specific goals and policies.

Storm water quality may be influenced by controlling the type, location, and density of
development. Such controls may be established through policies commonly found in the land

use and open space elements of the General Plan (e.g., development policies, development
location guidelines, open space policies, policies on preservation of and integration with natural

features). It is usually advisable to establish such policies through a storm water quality master

plan. which evaluates proposed development patterns, their impact on the environment, and the
pollution control effectiveness of these policies. Sections of the General Plan that address
overall water quality, environmental protection, water resources conservation, and landscaping

may be modified. A section could be added that requires compliance with existing NPDES
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permats and the Clean Water Act. Changes or additions to General Plans should include

objectives such as:

¯ minimizing, to the maximum extent practicable, the impacts from storm water runoff on
the biological integrity of natural drainage systems and water bodies:

¯ putting emphasis on cumulative storm water impacts and the need to mitigate cumulative
impacts to less than significant levels:

¯ maximizing, to the maximum extent practicable, the percentage of permeable surfaces to
allow more percolation of storm water runoff into the ground:

¯ minimizing, to the maximum extent practicable, the amount of storm water directed to
impermeable areas and to the municipal separate storm sewer system:

¯ linking groundwater and storm water flows so that storm water is considered in the
hydrologic cycle:

¯ building storm water pollution prevention requirements into other existing requirements
le.g., landscaping) to ensure that requirements do not themselves indirectly encourage
practices that can cause pollution:

¯ reqmrlng proposed projects to be conditioned to comply with California’s general storm
water permits for construction and industrial activities and the Clean Water Act:

¯ requiring erosion and sediment controls for developments to minimize erosion damage
and sediment transport off site:

¯ requiring proposed projects to be conditioned with reasonable limits on the clearing of
vegetation from development sites, and limits on the length of time during which soil
mav be exposed: and

¯ requiring proposed projects to be conditioned with appropriate permanent controls to
reduce storm water pollutant loads discharged from the development site (including
parking lotsl to the maximum extent practicable.

Additional policies, goals, or objectives mav be beneficial in General Plans to stress the

importance of storm water quality control or to implement certain types of storm water

management programs. Changing a General Plan to incorporate storm water quality concerns
may be a simple process of adding the word "quality" to items referencing storm water quantity
or adding the word "storm water" to items referencing water quality.
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Developer Information For Project Planning, Design, And Construction

G.1 PROGRAM SUMMARY
All projects submitted to the City for review and approval are required to comply with the

requirements of the City’s storm water quality management program. At the time of submittal of

an application for project review and approval, the project will be screened to determine if a
project is Exempt or will be considered a Planning Priority Project and/or Construction Priority

Project. Development Projects considered to be either Planning Priority Projects or Construction
Priority Projects will be subject to special requirements as part of the City’s storm water quality

management program.

Federal regulations for controlling the discharge of pollutants from storm water drainage systems
were issued by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) in 1990. These regulations

require that discharges from defined municipal separate storm sewer systems, industrial facilities,

and construction activities must obtain and comply with National Pollutant Discharge
Elimination System (NPDES) permit conditions intended to reduce or eliminate the discharge of

pollutants from storm water drainage systems. In California. the USEPA has delegated its

authority to issue NPDES permits to the State Water Resources Control Board and the nine

Regional Water Quality Control Boards.

The City of is a Permittee with Los Angeles County in the California

Regional Water Quality Control Board, Los Angeles Region, Order No. 96-054. NPDES Permit

No. CAS614001 ("Permit"). As a Permittee, the City has the responsibility for implementing the
¯ requirements of that Permit within the City.

A requirement of the Permit is the implementation of practices during the planning, design, and
construction of a project which reduce or eliminate the potential for discharge of pollutants from

the storm water drainage system, and maximize pervious areas and storm water infiltration to the

extent possible. Every project submitted to the City for review and approval, which is
determined to be either a Planning Priority Project or a Construction Priority Project will be
reqmred to incorporate such practices.

G.1.1 Project Planning and Design
For project planning and design, a Planning Priority Project is defined in the Permit as

"’development and redevelopment projects requiring discretionary approval which the Building
Official tot equivalent municipal authority) determines may have a potential sigmficant effect on

storm water quality." The checklist that the City will use in determaning if a deve!opment project
is Exempt or is a Planning Priority Project is provided as Attachment G 1.
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G.1.2 Project Construction
Construction Priority Projects will be identified using the following criteria:

¯ The project is not exempt from the Development Construction component of the City’s
storm water quality management program and not subject to the General Construction
Permit: and

¯ The project will result in soil disturbance of more than 2 acres of land: or

¯ The project is in or adjacent to an environmentally sensitive area7 or

¯ The project is located in a designated hillside area and soil disturbance will occur at the
project site in the rainy season.

Determination of whether a project is a Construction Priority Project will be made by the project

applicant and then evaluated and approved by the City according to these criteria listed above.

The City may exempt certain types of projects from the program that pose a rmnimum risk of
storm water pollution. For example, the City considers the following construction projects to be

exempt:

¯ routine maintenance to maintain original line and grade, hydraulic capacity, or original
purpose of facility;

¯ emergency construction activities required to immediately protect public health and
safety;

¯ interior remodeling with no outside exposure of construction materials or construction
waste to storm water;

¯ mechanical permit work:

¯ electrical permit work. and

¯ sign permit work.

G.2 GOALS AND OBJECTIVES

Development of any site creates the potential for pollution of storm water runoff from the site.
¯ Storm water pollution can occur both during project construction and after construction is

complete and the project site is in use. The City’s storm water quality management program has

Since the Perrrut does not define "’designated environmentally sensmve area." Permmees wdl desi.L~ate areas within their
junsdicHon as "environmentally sensitive" utilizing criteria such as, bu[ not limited to. lhe presence of the following:
endangered, threatened, or rare species or their habitats: locally designated species te.g., heritage tre~s); locally designated
natural communmes (e.g., oak forest, coastal habitat, etc. ): and wddlife dispersal or m~gratlon corridors.
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been developed to provide a process by which various measures can be implemented to control
and minimize the potential for pollution from storm water drainage systems.

At the beginning of the planning phase for a site, the developer must consider storm water and
urban runoff and the potential for the discharge of pollutants from the storm water drainage
system of the project site. Activities that will occur during the construction phase and later when
the site is being used for its planned function must be evaluated for this potential. Consideration
of potential pollution via urban and storm water runoff at the early stages of a project will allow
the developer to incorporate design measures that will reduce the potential t’or discharge of
pollutants from the project via the storm water drainage system. These measures can become an
integral part of the project design without creating a significant adverse impact to the project
development program.

During construction of a project, the developer and/or contractor must implement measures to
effectively prohibit non-storm water discharges to the storm water drainage system, and to reduce
discharge of pollutants via the storm water drainage system to the maximum extent practicable.

G.3 BEST MANAGEMENT PRACTICES
Reduction of pollutant~ in discharges from storm water drainage systems can be accomplished
through the incorporation of best management practices (BMPs) during the project planning,
design, and construction phases. BMPs are those storm water management practices selected for
implementation by meeting the Maximum Extent Practicable (MEP) criteria. MEP may be
considered as:

The extent of implementation of storm water management practices that are effective
at reducing storm water pollution except when any of the following conditions are
met: (1) other effective management practices would achieve greater or substantially
the same pollution control benefits: (2) the management practice would not be
technically feasible; (3) the cost of management practice implementation would
greatly outweigh the probable pollution control benefits: or (4) implementation of the
management practice would compromise other legal and institutional constraints,
expectations, or obligations imposed by federal or state statute or case law.

The BMPs described in the Planning and Design Information and Construction Information must
be considered during the planning, design, and construction phases of a project ~as applicable) to
effectively prohibit non-storm water discharges, and to reduce the discharge of pollutants to the
storm water drainage system. The Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plan (SUSMP)
provides the rmnimum required post-construction BMPs for eight different categories of
development and redevelopment projects.
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These BMPs have been selected from the Cah~fornia Storm Water Best Management Practices
Handbook. Municipal. Industrial. and Construction Volumes (May 1993). These handbooks
contain a full description of each BMP and provide guidance for its implementation. Copies of
the handbooks may be obtained from:

Los Angeles County Dept. of Public Works OR Blue Print Service
Cashiers Office 1700 Jefferson Sweet
900 S. Fremont Avenue Oakland. CA 94612
Alhambra. CA 91803 Telephone: (510) 4a4-6771
626-458-6959 Telefax: (510) 444-1262

G.4 INFORMATION AVAILABLE
To assist the developer and contractor in meeting the goals and objectives of the City’s storm
water management program, informational materials specific to the planning and design phase or
specific to the construction phase have been prepared. These materials and copies of the
applicable City ordinances may be obtained from the public counter.

G.5 REFERENCE MATERIALS
In addition to the California Storm Water Best Management Practices Handbook previously
noted in Section G.3, the table that follows provides a list of references which developers and
contractors may find useful during project planning, design, and construction:
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SUGGESTED RESOURCES HOW TO GET A COPY

Start at the Source (1999) by Bay Area Stormwater Bay Area Stormwater Management Agencies
Management Agencies Association Association

Detailed discussion of permeable pavements and 2101 Webster Street

alternative driveway designs presented. Suite 500
Oakland. CA
510-286-1255

Design of Storrnwater Filtenng Systems (1996) by Center for Watershed Protection
Richard A. Claytor and Thomas R Schuler 8391 Main Street

Presents detailed engineenng guidance on ten Ellicott City, MD 21043

different storm water-filtering s~/stems. 410-461-8323

Better Site Design: A Handbook for Changtng Center for Watershed Protection
Development Rules ~n Your Community (1998) 8391 Main Street

Presents guidance for different model development Ellicott City, MD 21043

alternatives. 410-461-8323

Deslgn Manual for Use of B~oretent~on in Prince George’s County
Stormwater Management (1993) Watershed Protection Branch

Presents guidance for designing bioretention
9400 Peppercorn Place, Suite 600

facilities. Landover, MD 20785

Operation, Maintenance and Management of Watershed Management Institute, Inc.
Stormwater Management (1997) 410 White Oak Drive

Provides a thorough look at stormwater practices Crawfordville, FL 32327

including, planning and design considerations, 850-926-5310

programmatic and regulatory aspects, maintenance
considerabons, and costs.

California Storm Water Best Management Practices Los Angeles County Department of Public Works
Handbooks (1993) for Construction Activi~, Cashiers Office
Mumcipat, and Industnal/Commercial 900 S. Fremont Avenue

Presents a descnption of a large variety of Alhambra, CA 91803

Structural BMPs, Treatment Control, BMPs and 626-458-6959

Source Control BMPs
Second Nature: Adapting LA’s Lan~lscape for Tree People
Sustainat.~le Living (1999) by Tree People 12601 Mullholland Drive

Detailed discussion of BMP designs presented to Beverly Hills, CA 90210

conserve water, improve water quality, and achieve 818-753-4600 (?)

flood protection.
Florida Development Manual: A Guide to Sound Florida Department of the Environment
Lancl and Water Management (1988) 2600 Blairstone Road, Mail Station 3570

Presents detailed guidance for designing BMPs Tallahassee, FL 32399
850-921-9472

Stormwater Management in Washington State Department of Pnnting
(1999) Vols. 1-5 State of Washington Department of Ecology
Presents detailed guidance on BMP design for new PO. Box 798
development and construction Olympia, WA 98507-0798

360-407-7529
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SUGGESTED RESOURCES HOW TO GET A COPY

Maryland Stormwater Design Manual (1999) Maryland Department of the Environment

Presents guidance for designing storm water BMPs 2500 Broening Highway
Baltimore, MD 21224
410-631-3000

Texas Nonpoint Source Book - Online Module Texas Statewide Storm Water Quality Task Force
(1998)www.txnpsloook.orq North Central Texas Council of Governments

616 Six Flags DrivePresents BMP design and guidance information on-
line Arlington, TX 76005

817-695-9150

Urban Storm Drainage, Criteria Manual - Volume 3, Urban Drainage and Flood Control District
Best Management Practices (1999) 2480 West 26th Avenue, Suite 156-B
Presents guidance for designing BMPs Denver, CO 80211

303-455-6277

Guiclance S!3ecifying Management Measures for National Tecl~nical Information Service
Sources of Non!3oint Pollution in Coastal Waters U.S. Department of Commerce
(1993) Report No. EPA-840-B-92-002. Sl3ringfield, VA 22161
Provides an overview of, planning and design 800-553-6847

considerations, programmatic and regulatory
aspects, maintenance considerations, and costs.

National Stormwater Best Management Practices American Society of Civil Engineers
(BMP) Database, Version 1.0 1801 Alexander Bell Drive

Provides data on performance and evaluation of Reston, VA 20191
storm water BMPs 703-296-6000

Caltrans Storm Water Quality Handbook: Planmng California Department of Transportation
and Design Staff Guide (Best Management P.O. Box 942874
Practices Handbooks (1998) Sacramento, CA 94274-0001
Presents guidance for design of storm water BMPs 916-653-2975
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Checklist for Categorizing Discretionary Development Planning Projects as Priority or Exempt

ProJect Name:

Project Location:

Description of Project:

Part A. Proposed Discretionary Project Is:

~~e_s~�lence, ~ , Yes
No

7. A home subdsws~on w=th 100 or more houssn~_units
"~’--’~8.Parking lot 5,000 square feet or more or with 25 or more parking spaces, ~ ~

~osed to storm water runoff
If all answers to Part A are No, continue to Part B.                                           ~

Part B. Proposed Discretionary Project Characteristics=:

1. Vehicle ore_~ment fueiincj._areas?
2. Vehicle or,         maintenance areas, =nclud~
3. Commercial or industnal waste handling or storage, excluding typical office

or household waste?
4. Outdoor handti~of hazardous matenais or waste?
5. Hillside location, defined                   ?
6. Outdoor work areas for activities such as, but not limited to: welding;

cutting; metal fabrication; assembly;, application of paints, coatings, or
ete fabrication; etc.?

7. Location adjoining to, bisected I or directly discharging to a designated
eas corndor, or wetland?A 100,000+          industrial develo_..~ment?

9. Outdoor animal confinement e.~., stables, kennels, etc.).’?

EXEMPT PROJECT: Every question in Part A an.._~d Part B is answered =NO."

PRIORITY PROJECT: A.~ question in Part A or Part B is answered "YES."

.-~ct~v~t,es or materials potentially exposed to storm water and not protected by storm-resistant sheltenng. Activities ~nclude
zndustnaJ and commerc~a| l-acilities operations and construction work. Materials include material handling equ=pment.
~ndustnal machinery,, raw materials, intermediate products, byproducts, and waste products however packa~zed.
The Pernut does not define "designated environmentaJIv sensitive area." Examples of such areas may be wetlands, habitats of
endangered, threatened, or rare species, wildlife dispersal or rrugratlon comdors, areas of IocaJlv-des=~lated species such as
henta.2e trees, or locally-designated naturaJ commumt=es such as oak forest or coastal habitat.
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H.1 BMP SELECTION PROCESS FOR PROJECT PLANNING AND DESIGN
In planning a development project, the designer must answer three key questions with respect to
storm water quality control: (1) what kind of storm water quality controls are needed?: (2) where

should the controls be implemented?: and (3) how much control is enough? In order to answer
these questions, the designer should document the process used to identify potential storm water

quality problems, develop design objectives, formulate and evaluate alternatives, select the most

appropriate alternatives, and design the plan.

A list of recommended BMPs for development planning and design has been compiled, and a
process has been identified for selecting the appropriate BMPs for a specific project. This list of

BMPs and the selection process are appropriate for use in addressing site planning issues and
post-construction site uses for development projects. BMPs should be selected based upon

criteria such as: type of development and its related potential for contributing to storm water

pollution, environmental benefit to be gained, pollutant removal effectiveness, economic and
technical feasibility, ease of maintenance for ongoing implementation of BMPs. and consistency

with other environmental mandates.

The recommended BMP selection process is described in Sections H.2 through H.6. The

recommended BMPs for consideration for planning and design projects are provided in
Section H.7.

¯                   H.2     DEVELOP GOALS AND OBJECTIVES
Site-specific conditions of development planning projects determine which BMPs are most
appropriate for a site. Prior to selecting BMPs, a good understanding of post-construction

activities and potential sources of storm water pollutants is needed. The BMPs considered

should address the potential pollutants reasonably expected at the site once the site is occupied or
operational. The permanent BMPs planned for a site should fulfill the following goals and
objectives:

¯ be appropriate for the given site constraints:

¯ ease of implementation and maintenance;

¯ ensure no adverse impacts to storm water quality;

¯ promote improved water quality:

¯ provide effective pollutant source control or removal capability;

¯ meet regulatory requirements: and
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¯ be economically feasible.

H.3 BMP SELECTION CRITERIA
In order to fulfill the preceding goals and objectives, appropriate BMPs should be selected by

using selection criteria that serve to identify the capabilities and limitations of each BMP.
Common criteria used in screening and selecting BMPs during the planning stage are:

¯ project characteristics (e.g.. potential sources of storm water pollutants after construction
is completed):

¯ site factors le.g., slope, high water table, soils, etc.l:

¯ pollutant removal capability:

¯ short-term and long-term costs:

¯ responsibility for maintenance:

¯ contributing watershed: and

¯ environmental enhancement.

These criteria may be given equal weight during the BMP selection process, or they may be

weighted differentially, depending on the relative importance of each factor for the particular
project. These factors are described in more detail in Attachment HI.

H.4     SELECT BEST ALTERNATIVES
¯

Using the list of recommended BMPs for Planning Priority Projects, the developer/designer

should use the selection criteria described in Attachment 1 to select the best alternatives for the
project conditions, characteristics, and concerns. This may be done numerically, by weighting

the selection criteria, rating each BMP against each criteria, and summing up a weighted rating

for each BMP, which then becomes a relative ranking. Or the selection process may be done in a
more subjective, non-numerical way using experience and professional judgment to select the

best alternative BMPs. Either way, the project designer should document the BMP selection
process to provide justification for the svstem of BMPs incorporated into project plans and

designs.
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H.5 DESIGN AND INSTALLATION OFTHE BMPS
After the appropriate BMPs are selected for a given project, the designer may complete the

design of the BMPs and complete the project plans and specifications.Post-construction
structural or treatment control BMPs for must be designed to:

A. mitigate (infiltrate or treat) storm water runoff from either:

1. the 85’h percentile 24-hour runoff event determined as the maximized capture storm
water volume for the area, from the formula recommended in Urban Runoff Quality
Management, WEF Manual of Practice No. 23/ASCE Manual of Practice No. 87,
(1998). or

2. the volume of annual runoff based on unit basin storage water quality volume, to
achieve 80 percent or more volume treatment by the method recommended in
Califop’nia Stormwater Best Management Practices Handbook -Industrial/
Cornmercial, (1993), or

3. the volume of runoff produced from a 0.75 inch storm event, prior to its discharge to a
storm water conveyance system, or

4. the volume of runoff produced from a historical-record based reference 24-hour rainfall
criterion for "’treatment" (0.75 inch average tbr the Los Angeles County area) that
achieves approximately the same reduction in pollutant loads achieved by the 85~’

percentile 24-hour runoff event,

AND

B. control peak flow discharge to provide stream channel and over bank flood protection,
based on flow design criteria selected by the local agency.

Further, it is important that the project plans and specifications include adequate information for
the BMPs to be properly installed. Improper installation is one of the most common reasons for

water quality controls to not function as designed. Therefore, the designer must provide

sufficient information in the project plans for their proper installation.

H.6 MAINTENANCE OF THE BMPS
Typically. maintenance of the permanent BMPs will not be the responsibility of the City, but will
be the responsibility of the owner, occupant, owner’s association, etc. However. maintenance is

crucial to the proper and continued functioning and effecuveness of the BMPs. The developer or

contractor must consider the ongoing maintenance responsibility required for each BMP selected.

H.7 RECOMMENDED BMPS
Table H-I lists recommended BMPs as related to site planning pra~ztices, post-construction

measures, and redevelopment and infill practices. Where applicable, the numerical designation
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for a BMP as used in the California Storm Water Best Management Practices Handbook is
noted. Erosion control BMPs are included here because maintenance of soil stabilization

measures is important on an ongoing basis (i.e.. for the life of the site). A brief description of
each BMP is provided in Attachment H2. BMP Fact Sheets for each of these BMPs are provided

in Attachment H3.

R0000855



Appendix H
Developer Information For Project Planning And Design

Table H-1. Recommended BMPs

Site Redevelopment
Planning Post- & Infill

BMP Name BMP Identification No. and NameI Practices Construction Practices
Car Wash Facilily SC3, Vehicle and Equipment Washing and Steam Cleaning x x
Conslrucled Wellands TC3, Construcled Wellands x
Control of Impervious Runolt Not applicable, x x
Ellicienl Irrigalion Nol applicable, x x
..Energy Dissipalers ESC40, Outlel Protection x x
Exlended Delenlion Basins TC5; Extended Detention Basin x
Infiltration Basins TCl, Inliltralion x x
Infillralion Trenches TC 1, Inlillralion x x
Inlel Trash Racks No! applicable, x x
Landscape Design ESC2, Preservalion of Existing Vegetation; ECSIO, x x

Seeding and Planting; ESCl 1, Mulching
Linings lot Urban Runoll Not applicable, x x
Conveyance Channel
Materials Managemenl SC5, Outdoor Loading/Unloading o! Materials; SC6, x x

Outdoor Container Slorage o! Liquids; SC8, Ouldoor
Slorage ol Raw Materials, Products, and By-Products

Media Fillralion TC6, Media Filtration x x
Minimize Storm Waler Runoff Not applicable, x
Molor Fuel Concrele Dispensing SC2, Vehicle and Equipmenl Fueling x x
Areas
Motor Fuel Dispensing Area SC2, Vehicle and Equipmenl Fueling x x
Canopy
Oil/Water Separators and Waler TC7, OilANaler Separalors and Water Qualily Inlels x x
.Q.u.a.li!y Inlets
Outdoor Slorage SC6, Ouldoor Container Slorage ot Liquids; SC8, Ouldoor x x

Storage of Raw Materials, Products, and By-Products
Pervious Drainage System Not applicable, x
Porous Pavemenl and Alternative TCl, Inliltration x x
Surfaces
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Table H-1. Recommended BMPs (continued)

Site Redevelopment
Planning Post- & Infill

BMP Name BMP Identification No. and NameI Practices Construction Practices
Prolect Slopes and Channels ECS40, Outlet Protection; ESC42, Slope ~oughening and x x

Terracing
Reduce Area ol Impervious Not applicable, x
Sudace
Sell Conlained Areas Ior Vehicle or SC3, Vehicle and Equipmenl Washing and Sleam x x
Equipment Washing, Steam Cleaning; SC4, Vehicle and Equipment Mainlenance and
Cleaning, Mainlenance, Repair, or Repair; SC7, Outdoor Process Equipmenl Operalions and
Malerial Processing Maintenance
Sile Layout Not applicable, x
Storm Drain System Stenciling and SC30, Storm Drain System Signs x x
Signage
Trash Container Areas SC9, Waste Handling and Disposal x x
Vegetated Swales and Strips TC4r Bio-filters x x
Wel Pond TC2,Wet Pond x

(~rrc.,.;i)~ll~ls h) Ih¢ BMP ilUllll~cr ;.ln(l Ilalll¢ ;.is ill Ihc L’~diji.teh, a Slrtl’~a! W(tl~’l il,’~l M~l~lr~¢m,~’~el P~li~~’ II,~mrlhr.~k.¥(1993).
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H.8 STANDARD URBAN STORM WATER MITIGATION PLAN

Selection of permanent (post-construction) BMPs for a project is a function of the type, size. and

location of the project. Projects developed on large sites provide the opportunity to incorporate a

wide variety of BMPs, whereas smaller sites may present physical constraints on the

implementation of BMPs requiring allocation of larger land areas. Similarly. for projects located

in an existing urban environment (for example, redevelopment or infill projects), opportunities

may not exist to implement BMPs that focus on the preservation of existing natural vegetation.

A1 discretionary development and redevelopment projects that fall into one of the eight following

categories are subject to the requirements of the SUSMP:

¯ Single-family hillside residences

¯ 100,000+ square foot commercial developments

¯ Automotive repair shops

¯ Retail gasoline outlets

¯ Restaurants

¯ Home subdivisions with 10 to 99 housing units

¯ Home subdivisions with 100 or more housing units

¯ Parking lots 5,000 square feet or more or with 25 or more parking spaces, and potentially
exposed to storm water runoff

The SUSMP provides the minimum required BMPs that must be incorporated into project plans

and designs before building or grading permits will be issued. The SUSMP or a project-specific
Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plans are intended to assure that appropriate post-construction

BMPs are included in project plans and designs to:

a. minimize, to the MEP, impacts from storm water runoff on the biological integrity of
natural drainage systems and water bodies in accordance with requirements under
CEQA. Section 404 of the Clean Water Act, local ordinances, and other legal
authorities;

b. maximize, to the MEP, the percentage of permeable surfaces to allow more
percolation of storm water into the ground:

c. minimize, to the MEP, the amount of storm water directed to impermeable areas and
to the municipal separate storm sewer system;

d. rmnimize, to the MEP, parking lot pollution through the use of appropriate BMPs
such as retention, infiltration, and good housekeeping;
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e. establish reasonable limits on the clearing of vegetation from the project site
including, but not limited to. regulation of the length of time during which soil may
be exposed and. in certain sensitive cases, the prohibition of bare soil: and

f. provide for appropriate permanent measures to reduce storm water pollutant loads
from the development site to the MEP.

A copy of the SUSMP is available at the City’s public counter.
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The following criteria should be considered during the process of assessing the appropriateness
(benefits and limitations) of BMPs for a particular project:

¯ project characteristics:

¯ site factors:

¯ pollutant removal capability:

¯ short-term and long-term costs:

¯ responsibility for maintenance:

¯ contributing watershed area: and

¯ environmental enhancement.

H1.1 PROJECT CHARACTERISTICS
Selection of BMPs for a project is a function of project characteristics such as type or size of

project. Post-construction activities and operations that may be potential sources of storm water

pollution are often the same for a given type of project. Projects developed on large sites provide
the opportunity to incorporate a wider variety of BMPs. whereas smaller sites often have physical

constraints precluding implementation of BMPs requiring large land areas.

H1.2 SITE FACTORS
Site factors have common physical restrictions on BMPs and include:

Steep Slopes: Steep slopes restrict the use of several BMPs. Porous pavement must be situated

in sites with slopes of 5 percent or less. Swales can only be used if their.slope is less than 5
percent: however, swales often can be used perpendicular to the slope or with a drop structure.

Also. because of slope stability concerns, infiltration trenches and filter strips are not practical
when slopes exceed 20 percent.

High Water Table: The water table acts as an effective barrier to exfiltration and can sharply

reduce the ability of an infiltration BMP to dram properly. If the height of the seasonally high

water table extends to within 4 feet ( 1.2 meters I of the bottom of an infiltration BMP, the site is
seldom considered suitable. Given the climate and geology of Southern California, this is

typically not an issue, except for some areas adjacent to surface water bodies.

Soil Permeabili~.: The type of soil is an important characteristic that can limit the applicability

of a particular BMP at a particular site since the long term percolation rate is governed by soil
type. This soil permeability factor ig particularly relevant to infiltration BMPs, which should not

be applied to sites with infiltration rates of less than 0.27 inch per hour (0.686 centimeters), as

r \1995~54P’245\T~.SK3-31:~l~:ew’,l)er 2000~ I~lann,nl~.Oo~ H I ° l
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defined by the least permeable layer in the shallow soil profile. This lirmting rate excludes most
"C’" and "D" soils (Soil Classification System~, which cannot exfiltrate enough runoff through
the subsoil. In addition, extremely permeable sandy soils may not maintain adequate water levels

in wet ponds

Proximity to Foundations and Wells: Since infiltration BMPs divert runoff back into the soil,

some development sites may experience difficulty with local seepage, especially if located near a
building foundation. Another risk due to diverted runoff through infiltration may be

contamination of groundwater supplies. Limited research has been performed to evaluate this

risk. however, it is advisable to maintain infiltration BMPs at least 100 feet (30 meterst from
drinking water wells. The risk is greater when shallow soils with organic materials are bypassed.

Climatic Region: BMPs should include appropriate designs to address issues of rainfall volume

and intensity during wet weather seasons so as to consider the economic feasibility of using such

BMPs and/or designs. Typically, the evaluation of long term rainfall records must be considered
together with site conditions to properly size structural treatment BMPs.

In addition, wet ponds require some continuous flow (d~’ weather water source) to keep them

from stagnating or developing odor and mosquito problems.

Land Consumption: Some sites are too intensively developed or limited in area to allow for

some BMPs, such as pond BMPs and porous pavement, which require a large surface area and
buffer area.

Maximum Depth: To preserve storage capacity for subsequent rain events, keep water from

stagnating, and provide optimal pollutant removal conditions, infiltration BMPs must be

designed to completely drain within 2 to 3 days after a storm. If the infiltration rates of the
underlying soils are slow, the available depth of the infiltration facility may be limited. These

restrictions vary. depending on whether the facility is a trench, basin, injection well, or porous
pavement.

Restricted Land Uses: Certmn BMPs can only be applied to particular land uses, and are not

broadly applicable for all development sites. Porous pavement can only be used for sites with

parking lots not expected to receive heavy car or truck traffic, or much sediment.

High Sediment Input: Most BMPs are unable to handle the large loads of sediment that may be

generated during the construction phase of development. Infiltration BMPs are particularly
susceptible to rapid clogging and subsequent failure if significant sediment loads are allowed to
enter the structure..~.s a general rule, these BMPs should not be installed until all of the land to
be disturbed by construction in the contributing watershed is-effectively stabilized and will
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remain stabilized. Contractors must often take unusual steps during the actual installation of the

infiltration BMPs to prevent soil compaction or contamination by sediment. To prevent clogging
of the infiltration BMPs after construction, many designs call for the use of a pre-treatment

device to filter sediment and other coarse particles before they reach the infiltration BMP. In

addition, in areas where large amounts of fine sediment may occur even in the absence of
upstream construction. BMPs such as porous pavement are not recommended.

Landscape Enhancement: If properly designed, many BMP options have the potential to
enhance the urban landscape. Wet ponds and wetlands are frequently used to create a waterfront
effect in residential developments, and may actually increase the value of the adjacent property.

Dry. extended detention areas can serve as attractive parks, either manicured or natural in design,
or sports fields. Given the t.vpical rainfall patterns in Southern California. these open areas

would be available for public use most of the year. Most infiltration BMPs or lined detention
areas have a neutral or negative effect on landscape appearance. In general. BMPs may be

visually attractive or aesthetically unappealing depending upon the creativity of the project

designer.

H1.3 POLLUTANT REMOVAL CAPABILITY
The nature of the pollutant being removed and its concentration often sets an upper lirmt on the

potential removal rate that can be achieved with a given BMP. The pollutant removal capability
of a BMP is primarily governed by three interrelated factors: removal mechanisms as affected by

the design of the BMP, fraction of the annual runoff volume that is effectively treated, and nature

of the urban pollutant being treated.

Pollutants such as sediment and lead (which is typically bound to fine sediment) can be removed
effectively by common BMP removal mechanisms, including settling and filtenng. Soluble

pollutants such as nitrate, phosphate, and some trace metals are more difficult to remove and
require biological and/or chemical mechanisms, such as uptake by bacteria, algae, rooted aquatic

plants, organic material, terrestrial vegetation, or soils.
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The appropriateness of a BMP for a particular site can be affected by short-term and long-term
cost considerations. Short-term costs include installation costs for both materials and labor.
Long-term costs include maintenance. To sustain proper function, some BMPs require low level
maintenance on a regular and frequent basis, whereas other BMPs require infrequent
maintenance of a more extensive nature. Maintenance costs will include the proper disposal of



Attachment H1
Developer information For Project Planning And Design

accumulated material. In selecting a control method, cost considerations---construction,

installation, and maintenance--associated with the BMP should be considered.

H1.5 RESPONSIBILITY FOR MAINTENANCE
Improper maintenance is one of the most common reasons for water quality controls to not

function as designed or to fail entirely. It is important to consider who will be responsible for
maintenance of a permanent BMP, and what equipment is required to perform the maintenance

properly.

H1.6 CONTRIBUTING WATERSHED AREA
The feasibility of a particular BMP depends on the contributing watershed area. A BMP cannot

be practically suitable for all urban area sizes. For instance, wet pond BMPs generally require a
significant contributing watershed area of greater than 10 acres (4 hectares!, and in locales such
as Southern California, a dry weather source of water. By contrast, infiltration and vegetative

BMPs are applicable for catchments less than I0 acres (4 hectares), due to space, economic, or
flow volume constraints.

It should be noted that the contributing watershed area does not have to be limited to the

development project site. By using local topography and drainage, the contributing watershed
area may be increased or decreased to better accommodate a particular BMP. For example,

additional runoff generated away from the development project may be routed to the BMP,

thereby increasing total catchment area and making pond options more feasible. Conversely,
various portions of the total runoff from a development project site may be diverted to smaller,

individual BMPs, thereby decreasing the contributing watershed area and making infiltration and

vegetative BMPs more practical.

H1.7 ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT AND ENHANCEMENT
Low Flow Maintenance: Downstream aquatic life may be jeopardized when the natural low

flow levels experienced during the dry weather season decline even further because of reduced

infiltration in urbanized watersheds. However, this is sometimes offset by irrigation return
flows, which may cause unnatural dry weather flow. Infiltration BMPs can contribute

significantly to groundwater recharge and may be able to help the watershed better mimic its past

hydrologic behavior. Vegetative BMPs such as swales and filter smps appear to have modest
potential in this regard, while pond BMPs have little effect in maintaining low flows.
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Streambank Erosion Control: Streambank erosion not only contributes large sediment loads to

receiving waters, but also has an adverse impact on the habitat quality for downstream aquatic

life. Some BMPs. including extended detention ponds, and full exfiltration BMPs. can reduce
erosive storm flows enough to keep downstream channels and banks relatively stable, whereas

most other BMPs have only marginal capabilities in this regard.

Aquatic/Wildlife Habitat Creation: Some BMP options create wetland or open water areas
utilized bv waterfowl, marsh birds, and other wildlife. Shallow marshes and wet ponds are

particularly well suited for this role. if relatively small investments are made in landscaping
design and plant selection. Consideration would have to be given to a dry. weather source of

water, unless a seasonally wet area is desired. Terrestrial wildlife habitat may be created through
the incorporation of BMPs such as wet ponds, extended detention ponds, infiltration basins, and

filter strips. Relatively diverse biological communities may further be enhanced through
judicious planting of trees, shrubs, and grasses that provide food and cover for the target wildlife.

T \ 1 ~95~954P24 S’,TASK3- 31~::)~:emoer 20(:X~aev ~lnn,ng.aOC HI-5
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H2.1    SOURCE CONTROL BMPS
Efficient Irrigation: The tirmng and application methods of irrigation water should be designed

to minimize the runoff of excess irrigation water into the storm water drainage system. Rain
shutoff devices should be employed to prevent irrigation after significant precipitation and to
shut off before runoff occurs. Irrigation systems should be designed so areas that have different

water use requirements are not mixed on the same station, to avoid over-watering problems. The
use of drip irrigation should be considered for all planter areas that have a shrub density that will

cause excessive spray interference of an overhead irrigation svstem. Flow reducers or shutoff
valves triggered by a pressure drop should be used to mitigate broken heads or lines.

Energy Dissipaters: Energy dissipaters, such as riprap, shall be installed at the outlets of new
storm drains that enter unlined channels in accordance with applicable agency specifications to

minimize erosion. [Califorma Best Management Practice Handbook: ESC40 -Outlet
Protection]

Landscape Design: Choose plants with low irrigation requirements (for example, native or
drought tolerant species) and group plants with similar water requirements in order to reduce

excess irrigation runoff, where practical. Consider other design features, such as:

¯ Use mulches (such as wood chips or bark) in planter areas without ground cover to
minimize sediment in runoff.

¯ Install appropriate plant materials for the location, in accordance with amount of sunlight
" and climate, and use native plant material where possible and/or as recommended by the

landscape architect.

¯ Leave a vegetative barrier along the property boundary, and interior water courses, to act
as a pollutant filter, where appropriate and feasible.

¯ Choose plants that do not require fertilizer or pesticides to sustain growth.

[Cal(fornia Best Management Practice Handbook: ESC2 - Preservation of Existing Vegetation.
ESC10 - Seeding and Planting. and ESCI 1 - Mulching]

Linings for Urban Runoff Conveyance Channels: Onsite conveyance channels should be lined,

where appropriate, to reduce erosion caused by increased flow velocity due to increases in

tributary impervious area. The first choice for linings should be grass or some other vegetative

surface, s=nce these materials not only reduce runoff velocities, but also provide water quality
benefits from filtration and infiltration. If velocities in the channel are large enough to erode

grass or other vegetative linings, riprap, concrete soil cement or geo-grid stabilization may be
substituted or used in combination with grass or other vegetation stabilization.

"r ’ ~ 995054 la245\T ~,SK3- 3!~" Oecemoe~" 200(3 ~’.’ ~,an. ,t’,~ OC~ H2-1
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Materials Management: Project designs should be developed so as to rmnimize the potential of
pollutants to contact rainfall or storm water runoff. Materials should be stored inside or under

cover on paved surfaces. Secondary, containment should be provided. The outdoor storage of

hazardous materials should be minimized or eliminated. [California Best Management Practice
Handbook: SC5 - Outdoor Loading/Unloading of Materials, SC6 - Outdoor Container Storage of

Liquids. SC8 - Outdoor Storage of Raw Materials, Products, and By-Products]

Minimize Storm Water Runoff" Minimize the volume of post-development storm water runoff

to an amount approximately equal to an undeveloped vegetated site by utilizing measures that
increase infiltration. A reduction in the storm water runoff from a development project should

yield a corresponding reduction in the amount of pollutants transported from the property. The
undeveloped runoff volume should be determined by considering the project site to be in a

natural condition with surface vegetation in place.The storm water runoff volume can be
reduced by a variety of measures, including:

¯ increased use of landscape areas:

¯ increased use of vegetated drainage swales in lieu of underground piping or imperviously
lined swales: and

¯ construction of onsite ponding areas or retention facilities to increase opportunities for
infiltration.

Motor Fuel Concrete Dispensing Areas: Areas used for fuel dispensing shall be paved with

portland cement concrete (or equivalent smooth impervious surface), and the use of asphalt
concrete shall be prohibited. The fuel dispensing area shall have a 2% to 4% slope to prevent

ponding, and must be separated from the rest of the site by a grade break that prevents run-on of

storm water to the extent practicable. At a minimum, the concrete fuel dispensing area must
extend 6.5 feet (2.0 meters) from the comer of each fuel dispenser, or the length at which the

hose and nozzle assembly may be operated plus 1 foot (0.3 meter), whichever is less. [California

Best Management Practice Handbook: SC2 - Vehicle and Equipment Fueling]

Motor Fuel Dispensing Area Canopy: All motor fuel concrete dispensing areas must have a

canopy structure. The canopy’s minimum dimensions must be equal to or greater than the area
w~thin the grade break. The canopy must not drain onto the fuel dispensing area, and the canopy

downspouts must be routed to prevent drainage across the concrete fueling area. [California Best

Management Practice Handbook: SC2 - Vehicle and Equipment Fueling]

Outdoor Storage: Where proposed project building plans include outdoor areas for storage or

use of containers of oils, fuels, solvents, coolants, wastes, or other chemicals, the areas where
these materials are to be used or stored must be protected by secondary containment structures
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such as berms, dikes, or curbs, as well as a roof or awning to minimize collection of storm water

within the secondary containment area. In cases where storage areas are will be contained but

not covered with roof or awning, provisions must be made for proper disposal of storm water that
collects in secondary, containment due to potential contamination. [California Best Management

Practice Handbook: SC6 - Outdoor Container Storage of Liquids, SC8 - Outdoor Storage of
Raw Materials. Products, an By-Products]

Pervious Drainage System: Provide pervious drainage systems, where possible, to reduce the
volume of runoff through the opportunity for storm water infiltration. The primary, objective of

pervious drainage systems is to allow the storm water to flow over a natural surface or other
constructed pervious materials as much as practical, thereby increasing opportunities for

infiltration and pollutant removal. Methods of providing such drainage include:

¯ discharge roof drains onto lawn or vegetated areas, and not directly into a storm draan
system:

¯ provide vegetated drainage swales on the developed site:

¯ use natural water courses or unlined channels to convev storm water runoff:

¯ use open_jointed paving materials in walkway or parking areas: and

¯ where soils conditions are suitable, use perforated pipe or gravel filtration pits for low
flow infiltration.

Protect Slopes and Channels: Apart from approved grading plan areas, avoid disturbing steep

¯ or unstable slopes. Safely convey runoff from the tops of slopes, and stabilize disturbed slopes
as quickly as possible. Avoid disturbing natural channels. Stabilize temporary, and permanent

channel crossings as quickly as possible, and ensure that increases in runoff velocity and
frequency caused by the project do not erode the channel. [California Best Management

Practice Handbook: ESC40 - Outlet Protection and ESC42 - Slope Roughening and Terracing]

Reduce Area of Impervious Surface: Reduce the area of impervious surfaces to minimize the

storm water runoff volume and flow generated by the development project. The area of
impervious surfaces in a development can be reduced by either reducing the physical size of the

surface or by using a porous material for the paved surface. Some specific options to reduce

impervious surfaces include:

¯ Provide reduced width sidewalks and incorporate landscaped buffer areas between
sidewalks and streets. However. sidewalk widths must still comply with regulations for
the Americans with Disabilities Act and other life safety requirements.

¯ Use permeable materials for sidewalk, driveway parking lot or roadway surfacing, where
practicable.
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¯ Reduce widths of street where off-street parking is available. However. street widths
must still comply with life safety requirements for fire and emergency vehicle access.

Self-Contained Areas for Vehicle or Equipment Washing, Steam Cleaning, Maintenance,
Repair, or Material Processing: For retail, commercial, or industrial development projects, self-

contained areas shall be required for washing/steam cleaning, wet material processing, and
maintenance activities. Specifically, where:

¯ washing of vehicles without steam cleaning occurs, provide wash racks constructed in
accordance with local sewering agency guidelines or other acceptable standard, and
obtain the prior approval of the sewering agency:

¯ steam cleaning occurs, provide wash racks or structurally contain/with a cover to restrict
the entry, of storm water during rain events~ runoff from such areas on site for commercial
waste removal:

¯ wet material processing occurs, secondary containment structures shall be provided to
hold spills resulting from accidents, leaking tanks or equipment, or any other unplanned
releases: and

¯ vehicle repair/maintenance occurs, impermeable berms, drop inlets, trench catch basins,
or overflow containment structures shall be provided around repair/maintenance areas to
prevent spilled materials and wash-down waters from entering the storm drain system.

[Califorvua Best Management Practice Handbook: SC3 - Vehicle and Equipment Washing and

Ste.am Cleaning. SC4 - Vehicle and Equipment Maintenance and Repair, and SC7 - Outdoor
Process Equipment Operations and Maintenance]

Site Layout: Preserve natural drainage features, natural depression storage areas, and avoid

development on steep hillside areas to the extent practicable. Consideration should be given to
concentrating or clustering development on one part of a site while leaving the remaining land in

a natural undisturbed condition. Clustering of development for a project entails decreasing the
allowable lot size and set-back requirements while maintaining the number of allowable units on

the site. Such an approach can provide the flexibility to locate buildings and development on
areas of the property more suitable for the project while leaving areas of environmental value in

an undeveloped or natural state. Clustering mav reduce lengths of roads, walkways, driveways

and other impervious surfaces, thereby reducing the amount of runoff from the project. More
concentrated development may also provide opportunities to intercept and manage pollutants

generated by the development.

Storm Drain System Stenciling and Signage: Storm drain inlets and catch basins shall be

stenciled with prohibitive language and/or graphical icons to discourage illegal dumping. Signs
with prohibitive language and/or graphical icons discouraging illegal dumping may also be
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posted along channels and creeks. All storm drmn facilities constructed or modified will require
the addition of standard stenciling or signage. [California Best Management Practice Handbook:

SC30 - Storm Drain System Signs]

Trash Container Areas: Trash container areas, such as those for multi-family housing and

commercial and industrial facilities, shall have drainage from adjoining roofs and pavements
diverted around the areal s/. Trash container areas shall be screened or walled to prevent off-site

transport of trash, and shall have a solid roof or awning, where practicable. [California Best

Mana.~emep~t Practice Handbook: SC9 - Waste Handling and Disposal]

H2-2 TREATMENT CONTROL BMPS
Car Wash Facility: If a proposed project includes a designated car wash area. the area shall not
dischar_~e directly to the storm drain system. All wash water shall be directed to the sanitary

sewer (with prior approval of the sewering agency,, engineered infiltration device, or equally
effective alternative. [California Best Mapmgement Practice Handbook: SC3. Vehicle and

Equipment Washing and Steam Cleaning]

Constructed Wetlands: Create a wetland that is designed specifically for treating storm water
runoff. A simple constructed wetland shall include a rectangular basin with a forebay and

wetland vegetation area. The constructed wetland shall be shallower than a wet pond, allowing

for greater contact between water, soil. and vegetation, and consequently, more phosphorus and
metals removal potential. In Southern California. constructed wetlands would require a dry
weather source of water. [California Best Management Practice Handbook: TC3 - Constructed

Wetlands]

Control oflmpervious Area Runoff: Direct drainage from impervious areas, including roofs, to

the street or a storm drain shall be avoided. Impervious areas should be graded and constructed
to drain to a filtration BMP. such as a landscaped area. infiltration area, detention basin or

equally effective alternative, wherever practicable, and as recommended by the engineer of
record. Roof runoff should also be directed to a filtration BMP. wherever practicable, and as

recommended bv the engineer of record. Some examples to control impervious runoff are:

¯ parking lot catch basins could be placed in landscaped areas, and roof downspouts could
discharge onto landscaped areas which are designed to allow minor ponding

¯ .,~te drainage systems could be designed to provide a low flow bypass into a filtration
basin or sirmlar BMP.

Extended Detenn’on Basins: Provide an extended detention basin that fills with storm water

runoff and then releases the storm water slowly through a bottom outlet to provide time for
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sediments to settle. Extended detention basins are dry between storm events. Extended

detention basins are appropriate where dr),’ weather base flow cannot be used to maintain water
levels, as required in treatment BMPs such as wet ponds or constructed wetlands. These systems

are suitable for any size tributary area. Extended detention ponds have lower removal efficiency

than wet ponds and constructed wetlands with respect to particulate pollutants, and have less
capability for dissolved contarmnant removal.    [California Best Management Practice

Handbook: TC5 - Extended Detention Basin]

Infiltration Basins: Provide infiltration basins as effective means of removing both soluble and

fine particulate pollutants ~,ome in urban runoff. Coarse-grained pollutants should generally be
removed before they enter the basin. Unlike other infiltration systems, basins can be easily

adapted to provide a reduction of peak discharges for large design storms bv storing flow.
Depending on the degree of storage/exfiltration achieved in the basin, significant groundwater

recharge, low flow augmentation and reduced streambank erosion can be achieved. Basins are a
feasible option where soils are permeable and the water table and bedrock are s~tuated well below

the soil surface. Infiltration basins can serve relatively large drainage areas. However.

infiltration basins that serve larger watersheds can be problematic because it becomes more
difficult to control the sediment input. Both the construction costs and maintenance

requirements for basins are similar to those for conventional dr?., ponds. Infiltration basins do

need to be inspected regularly to check for standing water. [CaliJbrnia Best Management

Practice Handbook: TCI - Infiltration]

Infiltration Trenches: Install infiltration trenches as adaptable BMPs that effectively remove
both soluble and particulate pollutants from surface flows. As with other infiltration systems,

trenches are not intended to trap coarse sediments. Grass buffers or special inlets must be

installed to capture coarse sediment before it enters the trench. Depending on the degree of
storage/exfiltration achieved, trenches can provide groundwater recharge, low flow augmentation
and reduced streambank erosion. Individual trenches are primarily an on-site control, and are

seldom practical or economical on sites with contributing areas larger than 5 to 10 acres (2 to 4

hectares I. Infiltration trenches are only feasible when soils are permeable and the water table and
bedrock are situated well below the bottom of the trench. Aside from regular inspection and
effectave upstream sediment and erosion control, trenches have limited routine maintenance

requirements. However, trenches will prematurely clog if sediment is not kept out before,

during, and after construction activities in the contributing drainage area. An infiltration trench
will eventually clog and require periodic excavation and reconstruction. This BMP will typically

not work in areas with predominantly fine-grinned soils. [California Best Management Practice

Handbook: TC1 - Infiltration]
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Inlet Trash Racks: Install trash racks, gratings, screens or other devices in catch basins and inlet

structures where appropriate to reduce the amount of debris, litter, and other trash entering a
storm water system. The design and use of trash racks, screens or grates must consider hydraulic

capacity requirements to prevent flooding. Because of the potential for flooding if a blockage

occurs, prior to project approval or the issuance of perrmts, the development project should have
a maintenance plan for the inlet trash racks, screens, and other devices for the portions of the

storm drain system that do not revert to municipal ownership and operation.

Media Filtration: Use media filtration in watersheds where soils do not permit infiltration or
where concerns over groundwater quality prevent the use of infiltration. Media filtration is a

relatively new technique for treating storm water, whereby some portion of runoff is diverted
onto a self-contained bed of sand or other media, often preceded by a small sediment basin. The

runoff is then strained through the sand, collected in underground pipes and returned back to the
stream or channel. This BMP has the following advantages: moderate to high pollutant removal

capability: very few environmental limitations: small land requirement: and broad application to

most development sites, large or small. Media filtration can be used on areas with thin soils,
high evaporation rates, low soil infiltration rates, and limited space. Many media filtration

devices have been used on small parking lots, and numerous media filtration devices have been

used for municipal runoff. The required surface area of the filter is usuallv a direct function of
the impe~’ious area treated, and varies regionally due to rainfall patterns and local criteria for the
volume needed for water quality treatment. A disadvantage of media filtration is that it does not
provide storm water quantity control, unless coupled with detention. Media filtration systems are

¯ moderately expensive, and require the sand to be replaced even, 1 to 3 years. [California Best
Management Practice Handbook: TC6 - Media Filtration]

Oil/Water Separators and Water Quality Inlets: Provide oil/water separators or water quality

inlets for situations where concentrations of oil, grease, and related compounds are high and not
controlled effectively by source control methods. This t.vpe of treatment control is designed to

remove petroleum compounds and grease, and is also capable of removing floatable debris and

settleable solids. Businesses with a high likelihood of oil and grease concentrations include
truck, car. and equipment maintenance and washing businesses, as well as facilities such as

marinas, marine ports, airfields, and mass transit park-and-ride lots. Oil/water separators and
water quality inlets are only effective with a prescribed and diligent maantenance program, and
only if they are designed as off-line systems. [California Best Management Practice Handbook:

TC7 - Oil/Water Separators and Water Quality Inlets]

Porous Pavement and Alternative Surfaces: Install porous pavement or an alternative surface

which has a high capability to remove both soluble and fine particulate pollutants in urban

runoff, and can also provide groundwater recharge, low flow augmentation, and reduction in
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streambank erosion. Installation of infiltration devices in conjunction with porous pavement
allows capture of the runoff and percolation through the soil column. As the storm water

percolates through the soil column, many pollutants are removed by filtration and soil bacteria.

The use of porous pavement is generally restricted to low vehicle traffic volume and parking
areas: it can accept runoff from rooftops or adjacent conventionally paved areas. As a BMP,

porous pavement is only feasible on sites with gentle slopes, permeable soils, minimal (ideally
no) sediment input, and relatively deep water table and bedrock levels. The disadvantages of

porous pavement include the inability to bear heavy weight vehicles, the tendency to clog twhich
is costly to remedy), and the necessity of ongoing special maintenance to sustain function.

Construction and installation of porous pavement also requires high levels of workmanship.
[California Best Management Practice Handbook: TC1 - Infiltration]

Vegetated Swales and Strips: Install vegetated swales and strips to convey and treat storm water
prior to discharge to a storm drain or surface water body. Treatment is achieved by

sedimentation, filtration through the vegetation, adsorption to soil particles, and by bacteria
present in the soil and on the plant stems. Vegetated swales are channels lined with grass that

treat storm water flows. Swales are wider than typical storm water conveyance channels to
maintaan lower velocities and keep the depth of the water below the height of the vegetation (up

to a particular runoff design flow rate). Implementation of vegetated swales is most appropriate
for small drmnage areas. Vegetated strips treat sheet flow and are placed parallel to the

contributing surface, such as a parking lot. The strips should be greater than I0 feet (3 meters)
long to establish sheet flow and should be sized to treat drainage areas of less than 5 acres (2

hectarest. [California Best Management Practice Handbook: TC4 - Bio-filters]

Wet Pond: Install a wet pond where removal of dissolved constituents such as metals and

nutrients are of concern. A wet pond is a small water body with rooted wetland vegetation along

the perimeter that has a permanent water pool to treat incoming storm water. Wet ponds can be
combined with extended detention basins. In Southern California. wet ponds require a dry

weather source of water. [California Best Management Practice Handbook: TC2 - Wet Pond]
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BMP Fact Sheets - California Best Management Practice Handbooks [1993)
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Additional Information -- Preservation of Existing Vegetation

Me~hods for promcung exasnng vegetanon and trees:
¯ Sta~ off root system limits (cL,~p line of t~e.�). Some counnes limit con.sa’ucuon widen 5 feet of t~ t~e clap line.
¯ F~no= off ±e a~ea to be preserved or a~ng me ~ d=’tp [i.ne..
¯ Flag o~ mm:k trees to mmam in pray.
¯ Tree welJs and mtmning wall~ (pczma~ent) help preserve exa.snng vegetanon, but must be large enoug~ to pmt=~

mot sysm.zn (see below).
¯ For the Califorma Oak tree. no mmchmg or irrigazio~ ¢hould be allowed w~thin the driplines of the

~ acuvmes am demmental to the pmservanon of the ire=. - -
¯ Whe~ gz-admg undz=" ~ is necessary, excavanon and fill shoed be [imtu=d to I foot w~thin the cLripLines.

Best Management Pracuces and Eroslon Control Manual for Construcuon Sites. Flood Control Dismct of Mancopa
County, Arizona. September 1992.

County of Saca-amento Tree l:h’eservanon Ordinance - September 198 I.

Sto~nwater Management Water for the Puget Sound Basin. Washington State Department of Ecology. The
Manu~l - February 199:L Publicanon # 91-75.

Water Quarry. Management Plan for the Lake Tahoe Region, Volume If. I-landbook of Management Pr’acuces. Tahoe
Regional Planning Agency - November 1988.

:SUPPLEMENTAL INFORMATION, JUNE 1998

Limit and phase clearing. By clearing only those areas immediately essential for
completing site construction, buffer zones are preserved and soil remains
undisturbed until construction begins in a particular area. Additionally, the
proposed limits of land disturbance should be physically marked off to ensure
that no more than the required land area is cleared.

ESC~

Construction Handbook 5.9 March, 1993
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Construction Handbook                ’
5 - 12                            March, 1993
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BMP: MULCHING Obi~-tiv.,

~Jc~ing ~

~ Int~i ~
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Wood Fiber Mulch: Typically applied w~th a hydros~d~ at a ram of about 1000 m 1500 potmds per acre., or a.s a slurry
consisting of at least 150 pounds of binder, 400 pouads of wood fiber mulctu and 200 gallons of water per acre..

Maintenance: Mulclaed ar~as mqmm fr~u~t iasgx~on for damage aad demaoratioo. Requuements will vary greatly
based on ~� type of mulch used and the type of vegetation to b~ cstablkshed. Vegetauve mulcaes are usually not
mmnded t~ be permanen~ but ate extended only as a base for m-seeding or m-vegetanon. Whe~ a permanent anchor fo~
veg¢~auon is ~.,qm~d. along s~-p slopes or ~ of h~gh~ velocity flows. ~hen a gex~xn.l¢ mm or net s ~
(soe ESC20).

Best Max~gemcm PmL’~ccs and Erosion Control Manual for Construc~on $~tP.s. Flood Contxol Dksmct of Ma~co~
County, Scpu=nb~ 1992.

Con~olt~g Erosion of Comn’uct~on Sites. U.S. Depa=~ment of AFicultu~ Soil Conservauon Serwc¢, Agncu~tu~
Informa~n # 347.

"Draft. Sed~nenm~ion ~nd ~’mion Con~L An ~v~ of C~nt ~s", U.S~.~ A~ I~.

"~~n~ ~ ~’, ~W of Am~m T~.

Gui~ for ~sion & S~t Con~l m C~o~ USDA So~ Co--on S~ - ~m~ l~I.

~ of S~ of ~on md S~t Con~l M~ ~~ of Bay ~ ~enm J~¢ 1981.

~ Gm~ S~g ~ement M~ for So~ of Non~int ~Huuon m C~ W~ W~ G~p
Wo~g ~, US~ A~ i~

Soil ~ by Win, U.S. ~~t of A~c~ Soft Co~uon ~sm~ A~ ~o~uon B~e~
#513.

Stormwamr Management Wager for the Puget Sound Bastm Waahington Sta~ Department of Ecology, The Tectm~cal
Manual - February 199o_ Publicanon # 91-75.

Water Quafity Iv~nagement Plan for the ~ Tahoe Region. Volume R, Handbook of Mam’tgement Pmctr.e~ Tahoe
Regional Planning Agency - Novembe~ 1988.

Conslz’uct~on Handbook ’ $ - 18 Mard~, 1993

R0000882



Consu’uction Handbook                        5.53                            March. 1993

R0000883



Additional Information --. Outlet Protection

La = LENGTH OF APRON
:o = INSIDE PIPE DIAMET~_~
w = APRON WIDTH
: =APRON ~ICKNESS

P~E OUTI..ET TO W~..L-~’~NE~ CI"L&NNk"t

~
PIPE OUTLFr COND~IONS

Construction Handbook 5.55 March, 1993
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Additional Information -- Slope Roughening/Terracing

=I---=     ~.~2" - 15"

GROOVING IS CUTTING FURROWS
ALONG THE CONTOUR OF A SLOPE.
IRREGULARITIES IN THE SOIL SURFACE
CATCH RAINWATER AND PROVIDE SOME          "~I
COVERAGE OF LIME. FERTILIZER AND
SEE~.                                          BROOYlNG SLOPES

ES~=
STAIR-STEPPING CUT SLOPES

AND ~OOVING SLOPES

Coml~-uction ~ndbook $ - 61 iV[a~h, 1~)3
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ACTIVITY: VEHICL~ AND EQUIPMENT MAINTENANCE AND REPAIR Applications

Manufactuhng

DIKE TO PREVENT .
SPILLS/LEAKS ~ ~
FROM ENTERING _ ~,.,.,~~~)STORM DRAIN ~

Wute Cont~illrn~nt

DESC]~fiON
Targeted ConsbtuantsPrevent or reduce tee disclaarge of pollutants to storm water f’mm vehicle and equipment

maintenance and repair by running a dry. shop. (~ $~dirnent

APPROACH (~ Nutrfenta
¯ Keep eq-,pmem cle.~n, don’t allow excessive build-up of oil and grease. ¯ Heavy MetsL~
¯ Keep danp pans or containers under ee areas mat =ught ctnp.
¯ Do not change motor oil or penorm equlpmem maintenance m non-approprtat~ at=as.¯ Toxic

Use a velaicle maintenance area designed to prevent storm water polluuon. (~ Floctable¯ Inspect eqmpmem for te.aks on a regular basts.
¯ Segregate wasms. O Oxygen Denmnd-
¯ Mak= sure oil filr,-rs at= completely drained and crnslaed before recycling or disposaL,lag $ubat~nce#
¯ Mak¢ su~ incoming vebicle¢ are checked for leaking oil and fluid.~
¯ ~ yard st¯era d-am inlets(s) regularly and especially after lathe storms. ¯ 0ii &
¯ Do not pour matgfla~ down damns or hose down work areas: use dry sweeping.

(~ Bacteria &¯ Store ~dle eqtapmem under cover.
¯ Dram all fluids from wr=c.ked ve.laicles. ¯ uke~l n~¯ Rccycte ~.:~¢s, u.~d oil or oil fdmm aaUireeze., cleaning soluuons, aatomouve S/~nff/�~m

batlene.x, hydraulic, and ma~ts~us~ion fluids. 0 Pmbab~
¯ Swimh tO non-toxic cbr.m~cals for mmntenance when possible. Unknown
¯ Clean ~ spills wl~h rags, general clean-up wi~h damp mops and laf~er sp~lls w~h

absorbem ~. Implementation
¯ Paint s~gns on storm dram inlets to ,ndic:te mat me}, a~ not to receive tiqmd or solid Requirements

wa3~.~.
¯ Trma employees. 0 Capital Cast~
¯ Mimm~ze use of solve~m

~ O&M Casts¯ For a qmcf reference o~ disposal alterrmuve~ for specific wastes see Table 4.1. SC 1.
~ Maintenance

~ Training¯ Cos= ICap~u~L O&M~ - Should be iow. but wdl vary dependm~ on me sine of ~he

¯ Maintenance. Should be low it" prtx:edttres for tlae approach are followed.

¯ Space and ume hmatanons may preclude all work being conduct~l indoors.
¯ It may not be possible to contain and clean up spills from velaicle.s/equa pment brou ,h t SC4on-s~te ~ter working horn. -
¯ Drmn pans tusuallv 1 fLX I fL) are generally too small to contain anufreeze, whtcla ~r--"l _

may gush from some vehicles, so dn~ pans (3 fL x 3 fL) may laave to be purcImsed or
fabncatect.                                       "

¯ Dry. floor cteanmg methods may not be sufficient for some sptlls. Use three-step Bemeta~ tnste.aa.
Mana~emen~t¯ Idenufic=aon of en~me ~ may requ~ some use of solvents.
Pract|ces\

[ndus[r,~l Handbook 4 - 15 March, 1993
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Pick N Pull Auto Dismantlers tn Rancho Cordova dr’ares all fluids from automobdes befo~ t~ey ente..r tlae ya.n:L

E~ology Auto Wmckang m Rialto ts surrounded by a smet ptate./concrem fence and has a completely paved lot t~at m
gr-~ed m a central low pomL Collect~l storm wat~- m c2:tatmeled Uatougla as underground drainage sysmm of ¢lartfmrs

lndttstriai Handbook                           4. 17                             Mard=, 1993
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ACTIVITY: OUTDOOR LOADING/UNLOADING OF MATERIALS Applications

Manufectu~ng

/~. ~ ~~

Vehicle

DESCR/FTION Targeted Constituents
Pr~vcnl: or reduc¢ U2c alL,:barite Of pOllUtantS rd3 su3tl~ waler frO~ out, loot load~ (~ Sediment
unloadhlg of ~.

¯ Nutrient~
APPROACH

¯ Heavy Metale¯ Park tan~ u-uc~ or deIive~-y re,acres so tl~ spills or leaks can be contained.
¯ Cover U3e loading/unloading doc~ u3 reduc~ exposur~ of mate~u~ to ram. ¯ Toxic Matenel~
¯ Seal or door skixt between ~-aiier and building can also prevent exposure to r’am.

¯ Floata~ie Mat~ri~l~¯ De.sign loading/unloading a~a to prevent storm wau:r runon-"
grading or beaming, and ¯ Oxygen Oern~.
posiuon roof downspou~ to di~ct storm wa~- away from load~giurdoading ing

¯ Contain leaks du.,-mg mmsfcr. ¯ Oil &
¯ Use drip pans und¢r bos~

(~ Bacteria &¯ ~ sm’� fork l~t opexau3rs are properly u-~cd.
¯ Employ= training for spill containment and cleanup. ¯ LJk~y

Un/mown¯ COSta (Capital O&M). Should be low exert when covermg a large loa~ng/mgoad-
ing area.

Implement~Uon¯ ~n~.nance ~qui~ment~
~on~uct regular m.~pe~aon~ and make r~pa~ a~ nec~r’y. T’~e frequency of
~-’pa~ wd! depend on ~e age of the fa~. ~ ~aoital
C~ loa~ng a~ unloa~ng eqmpment regularly for 1~

v~v~ ~ O&M Coa~

P~P~ 0 ~intenance

- ~0~. ~ T~ning

L~f~ATIONS

un~cover. J ~ High 0 ~w
[[ ~y not ~ ~lble to co~uct ~fe= only d~ng ~ w~.

Managemen~
Pmct~es~

~d~trml Ha~k                            4- 19                              March. 1993
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Additional Information -- Outdoor Container Storage of Liquids

immectiamly begm cleaning up a spill if one should occur. Operator errors can be prevented by using engineering saie
guards and thus ~ucm~ accidental releases of pollutant. Safeguards mctude:
¯ Overflow protectton devices on ta~ systems to warn me operator to automaucaily sbmdown transfer pumps wbea

¯ Protecuve guar~ (boilards) around tat~ and piping to prevent vehicle or foddift damage, and
¯ Clearly tagging or iabe/mg aLl valves to reduce human error.

"lank sysmm.s should be mspect~ and tank integrity tested regu!ady. Problem areas can often be detected by vLsua~y
inspecung the tanks frequently. Probiem.s or potenua/problems ~houid be correcter as soon as pos~ble. Reg=ter~ and
specaficaHy t~amed profes.stona~ engmeer~ can tdenttt’y and co~t potenu,al problems such a.s loose fittings. [xxa- welding,
and unproper or poorly fitted ga.skeLs for newly msta/led tarflc systems. The tanX founda~ns, connecuons, coatm_~s, a~d
tank waJJs and piping systems also should be respected. Inspecuon for corrosion, leaks, crack.~ scrat~es m protecuve
coaungs, or other physical damage ~ may weaken the ta~ system ~hould be a part of regular integrity tesnng.

Seet~n d.~r" Conmmn~I1!
Ta~l~ should be be.treed or surround~l by a seconcl,~’y comajnmem sys~. ~ ~n be Cl~wa:ted more ~.sily and s~iLls
ca~ be cow~,ned when a secondary, con~am~em systems ~ ins~Hed. Bea~ts. ~ line~, v~,,l~ a~l double-wa~l ~
a~ examples of secondary con~nme.m sys~s.

One of the best protex:uve mea-sm-es ag~,n~t contamarm~Jon of storm water Ls cl~l~ng. Conla~r~mem ~ ar~ b~n~s or
r~-n,nmg w~ll~ ~ a~ designed to bold spills. D "dd~g is an effocl~ve Ix)lluoon prev~nuon me.a~ for a~x)ve ~ou~l
storage ~ and radc~ or ~oJ{ l~uck loading a~ncl unloading areas. The di~ surrounds the ~ of concern and holds the
spill k~ep,ng spill ~ s~par~ted from the storm water s~de of the di~ ~r~. DiJdag can be used m any indmlri~l
facili~, but ~t Ls most commonly used for con~Hmg l~e spills or rel~a.s~ ~ro~ liquid storage ar~s ~nd liq,,id wa~d’er

For smgie-wal/tanJc.s, containment dikes should be large enough to bold the conmnts of the storage ta~k for tim facility
plus rmn water’. For trucks, diked areas thould be capable of holding an amount equal to the volume of the ta~k truck
compan~t. Diked construction ma~nai should be strong enougti to safely hold spilled mamna/s. Dike malm’iaLs can
consist of e.art/L conch’el=, synthetic maw.riaLs, metal or other" impervious mamri~Is. Strong acids or bases may re~t with
metal contmners, conctx~ and some plasUc~ Where strong acids or bases or stortxL alternauv¢ di~
cons=der~d. More acuve organic chemicals may need cet-.a~n spectaJ Liners for dikes. Dikes may also be designed with
tmpermeal31e materials to ttmrea.sc �ontainment capabtliLies. Dikes should be inspected during or after stgntt’i~,nt s~Ls
or spills to chock for wa.~out.s or overflows. Regular ~ecks of commnment cLik~ to ~usure me ctikes are capable of
holding spills s~ouid beconducted. Inability of a structure to
vegetation mcLicate problem.s with cLLlm structu~s. Damaged areas should be pawed and stabilized tmmedia~ly. Earthen
dikes may rtqmre speciaJ maintenance of vegetanon such as mulching and irrigaoon.

Curbing ts a barner that surrounds an area of concern. Curbing ts similar to contammem dik£ng m the way tlkat it prevents
spills and leaks from being reie.ased mid the envtronmenL The curbing i~ usually sinai/sca/ed and does not conta~ large
spills like diking. Curbing tt common at many facilit.ie.s m smaJl areas wttere handl~=e ~nd transfer liquid mamtiaLs occur.
Cm’bmg can redirect contammamd storm waled- away from the storage area. It is useful m arca.s where liquid materials are
trans~~’rr~d ~rom one contaaner to another. A~pha.it
include e.ar’UL concr~m, syntherac matcrka~ metal or other impenetrable matures. Spilled mamrk~ should be retnoved
mmaed~ately trom curbed areas to allow space for t’utu,m spills. Curbs should have manually-controlled pump systems
ra~er man common drainage sysmms for collecuon of spilled mamrta~s. The curt~ arr.a should be respected regularly to
clear clogging dcbn.s. ,Maintenance stmuld also be co~-c,,’d frequently to prevent overt’low of any spilled materta£s as
curi0ed are.as are ctes~gned ooly for smaller sptllt. C~rbmg has the foilowin~ advantage:
¯ E.xceiient ninon control
¯ Inexpen.uve.
¯ Ease of ius~tment. ~,~
¯ Provicles opuon to recycae mamrtaLs spdled in cur~ ar~xs.
¯ Common mduswv ta’acQce.
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Additional Information -- Outdoor Process Equipment Operations and Maintenance

B=t .l~n~gement P1-m:uces for Industn~l Storm Wamr Polluuon Control Santo ~ Va~]ey Nonpomt Sou~= PoLluuc~
Conlzol Prog~’am. 1992.

Publicauons "Ebaz Can Work For You.=: C.ai~omm Deparm~nt of Toxac Substances Conu’oL Sa~’amento. CA. 1991 ~A
lig and ord=" form for was~,, mmtmiTatiolt pBj21ic.=~.tOIL~ iEDD1 the

Smnn Warn- Management for Indu.sma2 Ac~aviries: Developing Polluuon Pmvenuon Ptans. and Best Management
Pmmsces. EPA 832-R-92-0(~ USI~A. 1992.

Water Quality Best Mazmgcment Pracuc=s Manual City of 5ea~e. ~989.

$C7
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ACTIVITY: WAST~ HANDLING AND DISPOSAL ApplicatJone

Manufacturing

Malariat Handling

Vehicle Maintenance

, WASTE ;
ONLY I

DESCRIPTION Targeted Constituents
Prevent or r¢duc¢ ~he d~sch~rge of pollutants ~ storm wau~ from wa~= h~ndfing ~nd

0 Sedimentdisposa~ by u’~k~ag wa~= gen=’a~o~, s~oragP., and dLspos:~: reducing wasm g¢~c~-arion and
di.sposaJ ttUOugh so.re= rcducuon, r~-us¢, and recycling; ~d proven[rag runon and runoff 0 Nutrients

Heavy Metsle
APPROACH
¯ h~m,=,n usage inventory to l~tit wa~= genc~aUo~ ¯ Toxic
¯ Raw ma=,-1,1J[ subsutuuon or eJJ~lma~on. (~ Floatable Matsnais
¯ Process or ~quiptn~t modi~c~4o~.

(~) Oxygen Denmnd.¯ Producuon planning a~d sequencing. Ing Sub=tsn¢~
¯ SAKA Tide I/T. Sect;on 313 mquu=s reporting for over 3(X) ~u:d chczmca~ and

cbc#u~l compotmds. "1"his rcquixP.m~-nt should b¢ used [o ~ tb~s~ ct~.mJcaJ~ ¯ Oil & Grease
a~U~ough UzLs ~s not a~ a~:ct~t’~= a m~ms of L,-~c~ng a~ other approaches.

(~ Bacteria & Viru=~s

Prio~uze was= s~..=~ using: maxtit’~r.s, biennia/reports, pc.rmi~ environmen-~nknow.
tel audi~ SARA Tit.re ITI repon$, ezm.~ion mp3n.s, NPDF~ monitonng reports.
Inventory reports. Implementation
Da~a on cae~mcal spiLLs. R~quirements
Em,is~ons.
Shaft life ¢xpu’~Jon. 0 Capital

¯ Use dcslgn dam and r~vicw: proc=ss flow d~’~m, m:~=-,~ls ~nd applica~oas dL~g~m,
~ O&M Costspiping a~d instTuct~ons, ¢quipm¢~ l~r. ploz plan.

¯ Us~ ~aw mar=rta~ aJ~d producbon daze a~d review: compo$~uon ~heeLS. ~ sa~¢ty (~ Maintenance
~ ~hc¢LS (’~SDS), ~ sb�==, product or =w ma~r~t mvcn~or~ rccord~ produc-

~ Traininguo~ scbcdulP., o[:~-alor daze log.
¯ Use economic ~am xt~d

W~m o’�=m%~t and d~posal cost.
Pro~uc~ uu|iw and economic COSL ¯ High 0 Low
Op<~uo. and mam~nc~ ~ cost.

¯ R~c-fcie ~ whenever poss;bl~. SC9I"
,’vt.~m~n I~s~ or" ~nd me =moun= of maz~mls d~sposcd.

!- Wa~= sc~r¢g~o, and s~atat.toa.
¯ Ch~: mdusu-,aJ wasm ma~=gcmc~t zr=~ for spflts .~nd
¯ Cov~r. �~clos~ or bcrm mdus~l was~-w.~=r mmmgement ~ whencv~ possible to

prevent conr.lct wid~ ninon or rtmoff. Be
¯ Eqmp wa.sm u’anspor~ veJlicles wire enid-spill equipment. Managemen~

Practices~....t

[ndustr,~! Handbook 4.30 March.
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Waste mducuon for n~nuf~emrmg ~uvir.~s ~s ~e
w=m ~gement ~. R~ucuon m ~= ~ount of md~
~fe~t ~s of s~ ~n~ s~b ~
¯ ~u~on p~ ~d
¯ ~ or ~ui~t m~~.
¯ ~w ~m~ subsumu~ or e~uon.
¯ ~ pmvenu~ ~d bo~mg.

¯ Clo~ l~p ~clmg.

~ ap~ m m~ce sm~ wamr ~Hugon from
f~Q~ ~d ~uc= w=m g~on. ~� ~nt = d=ign~ m find si~o~ w~ w~m ~ ~ eI~ or

s~=~c i~o~uo~ ~g ~gu~on ~~ ~g¢~ =d ~veloping. ~nmg ~d ~t~g w=m md~
~Qo= for f~er study. 5~g a w=m ~ucuon
p~ =d low~ ~m ~ f~ ~ ~o~
~e ~ ~du= spi~ ~d minimi~ ~n=~o~ ~ ~u=ng ~� ~ount of ~ p~

Sni!l~k Con~l
W~m ~ ~ ~v~md ~m ~n~~ sm~ ~ by ~�~ng w=m ~em~t ~ for [~g ~n~ or

into ~ ~n~. D~ ~ ~ ~v~d
~m of ~e d~ps~. L~g =qmpmen[ mctu~g v=v~ ~n~ ~ or p~ps ~o~d ~ ~d p~y.

p~enu~ ~uipm~t mclu~s:

¯ Tmc~ w~ ~ g~s ~d sp~ g~ for ~Sd

~=dmg or unt~ w~ ~ condom sm~ w=~ wb¢n ~= w~t= ~ lost from ~� ~. Lo~£ s~
~ ~o ~ ~ m mm~ sp=~ ~d fugiUVe =~=~ Io~s

Runon!Runoft" Pr~vennon
Storm wam.r runon ~ould be pmveut=d from enmnng me waste m.-~nagement asia. Storm wamr poiluuon from ninon
can be pr~venmd by enclosing the az~z or bmIcLLng a berm a.round the area. O~her a~mrn.~zves for reducing su~m wamr
polJuuon mctud=:
¯ l~nung t~ wasm n’mmn~ £mm dL,’~’~Jy �onm~ung rmn.                                     S~
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Ra~ionai Wa~r Quarry Control Plan=’ New~ CL-/of Palo Aim. CaLiforma. t991.

Su~m Wa~er Pro~am Guidance M~nual £or me Puget Sound Basu~ (DrabS. ~/of Seaal~ Wsshinstoa. Draim~ and
Wauawa~r U~tlity, t992.

Urban Rnnoff: A PoUuuon Abau:me=t Program. Heal ~e Bay. Santa Mouu:a. Cafi, fomia. 1992.
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Additional Information --Infiltration
G~n~-~ ~nt’ormnri~n
W~ere conditions are suitable ~nfil~on sysmms may be the preferred chdice because storm water LS p~"ed into the
ground the~by r~ucing excess runoff and providing groundwa~r

Inf~lwaaon systems include:
¯ Int’dtrauon basra which is .nn open surface pond or unde .rgn3und vault (’Figure IA)
¯ InFdwar~on tmW’h which is an underground chamber filled with mc~. also called a rock welt ¢Figum
¯ Dry well or "verucaJ" infilwauon Lmnch t’Figum
¯ Porous pavement both a.sphaJt and concrete (’~gure ID).
¯ Concre= grid and modular pavement which are l=UCe grid structures with grassed, pervious matcna~ pL~.ed in the

openings (Figure

Infilu-a~on basins are generally used for ar~.s less than five ~res but can handle ~nbut,~’y areas up to 50 ac~s if the soil
is very. permeable. The other sys~.m.s a~ statable only for s~l siu~ of a few ac~es. Porous pavement and concrete
grids should only be. used in low u-at’tic arca.s like parking areas. Studies have shown that porous pavement is su’ong and
will last as long as convenuoual pavement (’Field. et aL I982; Gburek and Urban, 1980). Experience m Florida anct
IvL~u-yland indicates ~ concrete porous pavement performs bew.r than porous aspt~dL Porous pavements and under.
ground faciliues may be favored at industrial sites wl~em land is aLm.ady needed for business act~v~oes.

InFdlr~tion systems should be considered where dissolved pollutanr.s a~ of concern. However. sa~sfac’tory removal
effic’iencics require soils that contain loam. Coarse soils arc not effecuve at removing dissolved poLlum.ms and fine
parucutams before the storm war~- r=~..~es the ground water aquifer.

I.~ jurisdictions may not feel that int’dwation systems are zppropna,," on industrta/sims where spills of l~
chen~c~ can occur. However, spill control procedures may provide sau.sfactory control (Chapmr 4). Care should be
taken when considering the multiple objectzves of using infiltrar3on systems for wamr qu~ity h’~a~nenr, ground wam~
recharge, and flcxx/control Infiluauon basins, trenches, and porous pavement can meet storm waa~ detenuon reqntm.

Three concerns with int’ilu’ation systems are clog,rang, accumulation of me~aLs, and ground wa=r comamma~on.
InFil=r’ation systems have been used successfully on sandy soils in the Central VaJJey of Ca/ifornia and Long ~ New
York for w.,~ny years without operauonai problems. [n both instances the pri~ objecuves ~re =~ound wamr recharge
and Rood control, not wa~ quafi=y n’eaurtcn~.

Problen-~ c~n be expecmd w~th mfiItra~on systems placed in t’mer soils. The St,~ of Maryland has emphasized these
systems for about l0 yea~ where they have been ms=lied in soils with infilu’at=on raw as low as 0.27 inches per hour.
A recent stzrvcy (LmcLscy, et aJ. 1991) found ~ a thh-d of the faci/iues examined (177) we~ clogged and another 18%
were experiencing slow infil~’auon. Dry wells t~ treat roof runoff had the fewest failures (4%)a~ porous pavement
the most (T7%). Eh7 wells may have the lowest f~ure ~ be=ruse they only handle roof runoff. The primary cause=
of failu~ appear to be inadequate pretream~ent and lack of soil stabilizar, ion in the ~ibutary watershed, as well as ~
¢onstrucuon practices (Shaver. pets. colltm.). Erosion of the slopes of inf’dtration ponds was a significant problem m
a!most t~ the facilities surveyed. Problen~s have occurred in the Cenu-a/V~lley with facilities placed on finer soils, as
in the cz.sc of Modesto. (Tulloclk pets. comm.).

Based on a review of sever41 studies of infiltra~on facilities in sandy and loamy soils concluded ~ "monitoring _ has
not demonstra~x:[ signiFu:~nt comamma==on ... aJthough highly soluble pollutants such as nitrate and chloride have
~own to ~ugrate to g~ound water" t3.~SEPA. 1991). However. polluoon has been found in g~ound water where uffil~a.
t~on de,rices am m coarse gravels (Adopl~son. 1989; Miller, 1987).
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Additional Information
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Additional Information -- ~o.
Tog View

NOTE:
1. Backup underdrain is not used in most applications because plugging

occum in soil abov~e the drain.

2. An infiltration basin can also be excavated (typically 2 to 6 feet deep)
a~ tong a.s the bottom of the basin is 3 feet above high seasonal water table.

FIGURE 1A. INFILTRATION BASIN
TCl

Industrial Handbook $- 11 March, 1993
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Additional Information
~-4" ~: sm,~" ~,~

Source: Schueler. 1987
Note: See discussion on page 5-6 regazding design considerations. T~

WYI~OUT PRETREATM~NT

~FIGURE IC. DRYWELL CONFIGURATIONS "-~

Industrial Handbook                  5- 13                   Marc~ 1993
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Additional Information ---

Source: State of Florida

HGURE 1E. TYPES OF GRID AND MODULAR PAVEMENTS
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Vb = 3$d Ai 43560/12 = t08905dAi (1)

whet’e: Vb = pond volume (ft3)
Sd = mean storm depth (inches)
Ai = iml:m~nous ao’es in tim tributary water~ed

For Ai ttm engineer may use directly etmnected impe~ous a~x~s because it mm correctly ~rt the arm beiog
t.mated and would allow a smaller facility. Although tmpervtous aria and dir~:tly ¢ottne~:[ impe~nou~ aria a~ not
same. they art reasonable given the unctrtainty of the methodology and expect=d pond

This vo|t~me ~ouid be compared w~th the 14 days d~tenuon tram criterion and the mor~ conserva~ave vo|ume (i.e. larger
volume) siaouid be used for sizing.

Addin_o EMte~tion Storaoe to the Peernanertt Pool
Some mvesugators believe that d~mnuon volume added above the permanent pool etd~mces pool performan~
St,am of Fl~rtda. for example., r=quirts one ba.~n inch of d~tenuon storage be added to tim txmxtanem pool and be bird
dow~ over a 60 hoar l:mriod. This r=quLmment, bowever, adds considerably to the size of the ~ and the littt’al=~
does not indicate that wamr quality performance is improved. Ther=fom detention storage thould be added only fftlm
pond is to be used for draitmge cornel m addition to wamr quality ¢ommL As with ¢xmnded de4~tiom
thouid be given to bypassing the fa~-ility for flows greater than the two year storm so that bed load is not trapped i~ the

A perforated ~ oust rt=ommcnded by the Denver Urtmt Drainage and Rood Conrad Districts is itlustrated

Additional C’onsid~-~t~ons
¯ Plat= wcttand vege=mon amm~d ~1~ pond pcrua=~ and near tl~ oud=L

Roo~d vegetaoon around 0~ pond p~im=mr s~rvcs s~ver~l functions (Fi=~u~ 2.A). II cnt=ac.= the mmovaJ of dissolve!
pollutants (s~ T3, Construcmd Wetlands); it may mduc= the forma~on of floating ~lgaJ ma~s: it r~uc=.s the risk of
people f.a~ing ,nto ~ ~ areas of the pond; aacL it provides some h~hi~a~ for ins~ aquatic lif~. and wedaad
wildlife. The "thel~ for the vegetation thould be about l0 feet wtde with a wamr de~th of l to 2 feet. The to~aJ
the "sheLe’ ~ouid be 2.5-50~ of the wa=r surfact area. Vegetation nea~ the exit will assist s~ttling of solids. An
almrna~vt ts = rock filmr which is us~ m many wasmwater oxidauon ponds wlaer~ loss of algae in the etflu,’nt is
common problem during the growth season (’Rich. L. 1988).

If me~lUtmS are of pamcuiar concern, it wouM be advL~abie to intabit the gz~wth of emergent wetaand vegetatioo
the pertmet~ by using smep slopes, say, 9. I. and by mi~g the amount of pond area th,x has a depth less th~
Gambusta (mosqmto t’,th) can also be planted in larger Ixmds but the wamr level must be mmntamed to msar~ ttmir
survtvai daring me dry masott.

Industrial l~ndbook $ - 18 March, 1993
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Limimd studies (Dewberry and Dav~ 199(h. Meiorm. 1991: Florida. 1991; Livingsmn~. pen. comm.) of
s~diments mdicam mat toxicity limits specked by t’mal dispo~ mgulaUons a~ mot exceeded. Conc~nu’auons ob~rved
by Dewberry and Davts (1990) were less ~ 1/1000 of toxu=ity limim. If ~ problem ts occumng ~t suggesm
source control BMPs ne.~d to be tmpcoved.

If algal blooms am excessive consider alum trcam~ent or ~e use of devices that m~in non-rooted vege~aaon as d~-
cussed above.

Dewberry. and Dav~s Inc. 1990, "Invesugation of Pomnuai Sediment Toxicity from BMP Ponds’, Northern Virgima
Planning Dismct Commxsslon.

Flonda (Siam of), 1988. "The Florida Development Manual’, Delxtr~nent of ~nvironmentnl Regulmaon.

Florida (Staz of), 1991, "Mammnance Guid~lines for Accumutamd Sediments m Remnuon/Demnnon Ponds R=:mving
Highway Runoff’, ~t of Transportation.

Kleinsctunidt, S.R. 1961. "Hydraulic Design of Detention Tanks", J. Boston Society of Civil Engrs.. 4,g, 4, 247.

I.imnion Corporation. tmdau~ "Nutrient R~noval Using a Submersed Macropbym Sysmm’, and "Metals
Using a Submeased Macrophy~ Sysmm".

Maryland (Siam of), 1986. =Feasibility and Design of Wet Ponds to Achieve Wa~" Quality ControT, Wate~- Resouroes
Actmini~n-anon.

Metropolitan Wa.shingwn Council of Governments (MWCOG}, ~ 1992. "A Current Assessment of Urban Best
Management PracUces: Terhniques for Reducing Nonpomt Source Pollution in ~e Coa~ta~ Zone’.

Rast. W.. R. Anne Jones, G. Fred Lee, 1983. "Pr~ficUve Capab. ifity of U.5. OECD Phosphorus Loadmg-Eum3phicat~m
Response Models’, J. Wat~ Pollution Conn, ul Federation. 55. 7, 990.

Rich. L. 1988. "A Critical Look at Rock F’tlu~s", I. of Envir. ~ngr, Atom’. Society of Civil Engrs, 114, 219.

Shepp. D., D. Cole. and F. GallL 199Z "A 1~eld Survey of the Pe~’formanc~ of Oil/Grit Separators", Mem)polimn
Council of Governments.

Unit~ Staw.s Env~unmenml Pmt¢cuon Agency, 1986, "Methodology fo~ Analysts of De-’nnon Basins for Con~’ul of
Urban Runoff Quality".
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Additional Information
0.6O 0.50 0.4O

= I° ;

Source: Wooclwan:l-Clyde. 1989                "

DEPTH (I~
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Additional Information -- w= ~
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FIGLrRE 2E. WATER QUALITY OUTLET SIZIING:
WET POND WITH A 12-FIOUR DRAIN
TINIE OF THE CA/’TURE VOLUNFE
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Additional Information .--
¯ Freeboard of at least I fool
¯ V~th earthen contam~ facilities, instafl an aria.seep collar on the oudet pipe.
¯ The soils must be statable for wetland vegeza~on. If necessary orgamc soils (18 to 24 in.) must be import~ m the

¯ The soil must have an aJY.miry for pttospborus. Soils wtth aiunxinum and h’on am bes~. Softs sanwamd wi~ ~
pborus or a metal spec= may crosse the concenu~aons of these �ou~tinams to mcr~a.~ m me ov~ymg

¯ MJnim~e short-ctrc~ting by placing energy dissi~mmrs at the inlet, and by having a higj~ length m width ~

Short clrctlitiilg must be mini~ni,~l by using a generafly rectangular coufigm-ation wt= a length to width ral3o of a least
3:1 and by placing r.he i-let and outlet at opposite ends. The i~let and outlet can be pias=ed at the sam= end if
(islands) is iustailed to direct the water to ~ opposite e~d before returning to the outlet. If topogt~pt~y or aesthe=~=
r=qu~res the wedand to have an irregular sttape, the pond area and volume should be mereased to com~msam for
clead spaces. Energy dissipators and emrance baffles will spread the wa~ lau=.~ly acmes ttm facflL~"

¯ M~ wamr loss by th£dtratiou through the wetland bouom.
¯ Supplemental water may be needed to avoid loss of rooted vegetation during the dry period.

To mamtmn U~ wet pool to the maxm~um extent possible exc=sslve losses by int’dlIation tJa’oug]3 U3~ bottom mu.~ be
avoided. Depending on the soils, this can be accomplL~ed by companion, mcorpora~ng clay into the soil or an
amfici~d l~ner. Wedatut vegetanou spe~e~ have evolved to Jaand~ tt~ sne.ss of seasonal va~anons m wa~r availability.
However. dm~g the dry season there must be suff]~’ient wa~r to avoid complete d~iccation of plant mo~
quenUy, conswac~=d wetland.~ ar~ infeasible m areas wbe~ the=~ is a ~ or" either a ba.u:flow or n=ar-surfa~ g~rotmd
warm- during U3e dry season. Supplemental wa~r such as primped ground water and tre.al~ l~3C=ss wastewal=r may
have to be used.

Ther= ,~ some que~-on as to wtte=er annual harvesung of ~ v~c=U~ = ei~ ~ or chive = ~g
~ 1o~ of nu~= ~ ~im~g ~e ~e of ~e ~ ~S~ 1988). ~e ~efi= of ~g ~ ~

~nt m ~ p~t ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~d m ~e ~I ~ p~t ~. Giv~ ~ ~t m~ of ~ ~

~d~ N~k ~ - 31 ~ 1~
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Additional Information --
Figt=~ 4A i.s meaat for guidaz~ only aad ~ould be used wire cauUo~ m
because o~ t=’ram.

The facility ~hould be ~ectced annually for stgrts of erosion, vegetauon loss. and ~eLization of the flow. The gta.ss
~hould be mowed when it reacher a height of 6 mche~. Allowang the gr’a~ 03 grow taller may =use it to thin and
become le~ effecove. The clippings xttould be mmovexL
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Additional lnfo~mtion -- s~t=-=

FIGLrRE 4A. SIZING GUII)ELINE FOR BIOFILTERS I      "1~
(SQ. FT./IINIPERVIOUS ACRE)
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Additional Information --
COLD TOI.~a.ANCE
(winter �olor gef~istance) HEAT TOLERANCE
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A drawdown ~me of 40 hours is mccm~mended in order to se~.le out )he t’mer clay particles as sta=d above; however,
24 bour~ czm be used ¯ it can be demonswamd )hat )h~ ra~ will remove 80% of the solid~ The analysis of runoff usm~.

Indttstrial Handbook $ -42 Mart:h, 1993
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1.1 BMP SELECTION PROCESS FOR PROJECT CONSTRUCTION
In planning a construction project, the developer/contractor must answer three key questions

with respect to storm water quality control: (l) what kind of water quality controls are
needed?: (2) where should the controls be implementedT; and (3) how much control is

enough? In order to answer these questions, the developer/contractor should use a
documentable, defensible process to identify potential water quality problems, develop design

objectives, formulate and evaluate alternatives, select the most appropriate alternatives, and
design the plan.

1.2 DEVELOP GOALS AND OBJECTIVES
Site-specific conditions of development construction projects determine which BMPs are

most applicable for a site. The BMP plan for a site should fulfill the following goals and
objectives:

¯ be appropriate for the given site constraints:

¯ ease of implementation and maintenance:

¯ have a net beneficial impact on the environment:

¯ provide effective pollutant source control or removal capability:

¯ meet regulatory requirements;

¯ maximize, to the extent practicable, the percentage of permeable surfaces: and

¯ be economically feasible.

1.3 BMP SELECTION CRITERIA
In order to fulfill the above goals and objectives, BMPs should be selected by using
appropriate selection criteria that serve to identify the capabilities and lirmtations of each

BMP. The criteria to be used in screening and selecting BMPs during the planning stage are:

¯ site factors (e.g., slope, high water table, soils, etc.):

¯ pollutant avoidance (source control) or removal capability:

¯ cost of implementation; and

¯ environmental compatibility.
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These criteria may be given equal weight during the BMP selection process, or they may be
weighted differentially, depending on the relative importance of each factor for the particular

project.

1.4 NOMINATE AND EVALUATE ALTERNATIVES

A number of applicable BMPs have been identified in Section H.10 of this document for
construction projects. The BMPs were nominated from the Californio Stor~n Water Best
.~,hmagement Practices Handbook (1993). Other BMPs from other manuals and sources were

also considered.

1.5 SELECT BEST ALTERNATIVES
Based on the list of recommended BMPs for construction projects provided in this pro~am,

the developer/contractor should use the selection criteria described herein to select the best

alternatives for the project conditions, characteristics, and concerns. This may be done
numerically, by weighting the selection criteria, rating each BMP against each criteria, and

summing up a weighted rating for each BMP. which then becomes a relative ranking. Or the

selection process may be done in a more subjective, non-numerical way using experience and
professional judgment to select the best alternative BMPs.    Either way. the
developer/contractor should document the selection process and provide support for the

selected system of controls.

1.6 DESIGN, IMPLEMENT, AND MAINTAIN THE BMPS
After the appropriate BMPs are selected for a given project, the developer/contractor should
document those selected on the standard checklist and show the selected BMPs on the plans.

It is important that the control measures be properly installed and maintained. Improper
installation and maintenance are the most common reasons for storm water controls to not

function as designed. Therefore, the designer must provide sufficient information in the

project plans and specifications for proper BMP installation, and to provide adequate
gmdance on BMP proper maintenance so that the maintenance procedures may be

mcorporated into the local storm water pollution prevention plan (Local SWPPP), Wet
Weather Erosion Control Plan (WWECP), or state Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan

i state SWPPP) in accordance with the California General Permit for Storm Water Discharges

Associated with Construction Activity (Construction General Permit).
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1.7 MINIMUM REQUIREMENTS FOR CONSTRUCTION PROJECTS
All construction projects covered under the City’s storm water quality management program

shall be required to implement BMPs as necessary, to reduce pollutants to adhere to the
following minimum requirements:

Minimum Water Quality Protection Requirements for Development Construction Projects
Subject to Storm Water Construction Controls

Category Minimum Requirements BMPs(1)

1. Erosion and Sediments from areas disturbed by construction shall be retained on Sediment
Sed~ment s~te. using structural drainage controls to the maximum extent Controls
Control practmaDle, and stockpiles of soil shall be properly contained to

minimize sediment transport from the site to streets, drainage facilities
or adjacent properties wa runoff, vehicle tracking, or wind.

2. Construction Construction-related materials, wastes, spdls or residues shall be Site Management;
Materials retained on site to minimize transport from the site to streets, drainage Matenal and
Control fac=lities or adjoining properties by wind or runoff. Waste

Runoff from equipment and vehicte washing shall be contained at Management

construction sites unless treated to remove sediments and pollutants.

’~ BMPs that may be used to meet the ram=mum requirements are described in Section 1.10.

1.8 PRIORITY PROJECTS
Prior to receiving a building or grading permit, applicants for Construction Priority Projects
must prepare a Local SWPPP covering construction materials and waste management
control, and must certify that they will implement the Local SWPPP year-round. The Local

SWPPP shall include:

¯ the name. location, period of construction, and a brief description of the project:

¯ contact information for the owner and contractor:

¯ name. location, and description of any environmentally sensitive areas located in or
adjacent to the project:

¯ a list of major construction materials, wastes, and activities at the project site;

¯ a list of BMPs to be used to control pollutant discharges from major construction
materials, wastes, and activities:

¯ a site plan (construction plans may be used) indicating the location of BMPs where
appropriate: and

¯ A developer’s certification statement that all required and selected BMPs will be
effectively implemented.

Applicants for Construction Priority Projects must also prepare and implement a WWECP if

the project will leave soil disturbed during the rainy season, defined as November 1 through

T \ 1995~954 P245\TASK3o31:~D~.emO~’ 2"~00~v Ola~,ng Oo¢ [’3
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April 15. The WWECP must be prepared, for projects that have already broken ground, not

later than 30 days prior to the beginning of each rainy season (i.e., by October 1) during
which soil will be disturbed, and implemented throughout the entire rainy season. For

projects that will begin construction during the rainy season, the WWECP must be available

30 days before construction commences. The WWECP shall include the following
information:

¯ the name, location, period of construction, and a brief description of the project:

¯ contact information for the owner and contractor:

¯ a site map (construction plans may be used) showing the location of erosion control
and sediment control BMPs that will be implemented for the rainy season: and

¯ a certification statement that all selected BMPs will be effectively implemented.

A certification statement of compliance with the minimum requirements must be submitted

prior to issuance of a building or grading p_ermit. A copy of the Local SWPPP must be kept
on the project site at all times after the start of construction. A copy of the WWECP must be
kept on the project site at all times after 30 days prior to the start of the rainy season through

the end of the rainy season.

Guidance and sample forms for preparation of Local SWPPPs and WWECPs are included in

Attachment I 1.

1.9 PROJECTS SUBJECT TO THE GENERAL PERMIT FOR STORM WATER
DISCHARGES ASSOCIATED WITH CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITY

A project is subject to the Construction General Permit if it disturbs 5 acres or more of soil,

or the project results in the disturbance of less than 5 acres but is part of a larger common
plan of development or sale that exceeds 5 acres. Construction sites that result in soil

disturbance of 5 acres or greater will require the preparation and implementation of a storm
water pollution prevention plan meeting the requirements of the Construction General Permit.

A storm water pollution prevention plan prepared in compliance with the Construction
General Permit is referred to as a "state SWPPP." A properly prepared state SWPPP may

satisfy the requirements of a Local SWPPP and WWECP required under the City’s storm

water quality management program.

Before issuing building or gading permits, the City will require applicants to certify that a

Notice of Intent (NOI) has been filed with the State Water Resources Control Board
(SWRCB), and that a state SWPPP has been prepared for projects subject to the Construction
General Permit. The City may require that the SWRCB’s letter of filing confirmation be

T \ ~ 9~S41~4~\TASK3- 31:~D$~:~0~ 2000~v olar~u~.Oo¢ I-4

R0000941



Appendix I
Developer Information For Project Construction

attached to the certification form prior to issuance of building or grading permits. An

example certification form is included as Attachment I2.

1.10 CONSTRUCTION SITE INSPECTION
Development construction projects are routinely checked by County/City inspectors to verify

that the construction work is being done in accordance with the project plans, building and
grading perrmts, and applicable municipal codes. BMPs for construction sites are usually

temporary measures that require frequent maintenance to maintain their effectiveness and
may require relocation and re-installation, particularly as project grading progresses.

Therefore, regular inspections are required, particularly during the rainy season. Developers
andlor contractors of projects subject to the Construction General Permit are required to

perform self-inspections. In addition, self-inspections will be required for all Construction
Priority Projects.

At a minimum, a developer/contractor self-inspection checklist, noting date. time, conditions

and inspection date, must be kept on-site and made available for inspection, if requested.
Self-inspections must be performed according to the following schedule:

¯ Before every, rainfall event that is predicted to produce observable runoff and after
every rainfall event that produces observable runoff, and

¯ At 24-hour intervals during extended rainfall events (except weekends or holidays
when there is no ongoing site activity on those days).

¯ More frequent inspections would be effective to ensure that BMPs are maintained in good

condition. Suggested frequencies include monthly during the dry season and weekly during

the wet season.

There are two primary purposes of the self-inspections conducted by developers and
contractors:

¯ To ensure that BMPs are properly implemented and functioning effectively, and

¯ To identify maintenance (e.g.. sediment removal) and repair needs.

An example form that may be used for developer/contractor self-inspection is included as
Attachment I3. When requested, self-inspection forms will be made available to County/City

inspectors for review.
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1.11 BMPs FOR CONSIDERATION
The (able on the next two pages provides guidance for selecting BMPs for different types of

construction activities. The columns on the table list the types of construction activities that

pose a risk of discharging pollutants to the storm water drainage system. Each "x" within a
column indicates that the BMP should be considered for the associated construction activity.

The numerical designation for each BMP corresponds to the BMP number used in the

Cal(tornia Storm Water Best Mana,eement Practices Handbook (1993). The BMP Fact
Sheets for each of these BMPs listed are provided in Attachment I4.
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Table I-1. Storm Water Pollution Controls for Construction Activities

Cale~iorles el Activities
Sile Consllucliorl el Conslfuclion el ConslEhol] el Walen~vays Planling & Landscaping

Preparaliol~/ Underg{ound Above G~ound ~oa~a~,
EaHhmoving Slruclures Slruclures Wal~a~

& Pa~in9 Lois

c 0 E

ManagemenlSl°rm WaterpracllcesBes, BMP No.

General Site Managemenl

Construction Praclices

Dewatering Operalions CA01 X X X X X X X X X X

Paving Operations CA02 X X X X X X

Structure Conshuction & Painting CA03 X X X X X X X X X

Vehicle & Equipment Managemenl

Ve~cle & Equipmenl Cleaning CA30 X X X X X X X X X X

Vehicle & Equipmenl Fuehng CA31 X X X X X X X X X X

Vehicle & Equipment CA32 X X X X X X X X X X
Maintenance

Cent{actor Training

Empl0Yee/Subcontractor Training CA40 X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X

Construction Materials & Waste Management’

Material Management

Male.al Delivery & Slorage CAt0 X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X

Material Use CA l I X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X

Spill Prevenl~on & Cont~ot CA12 X X X

Waste Management

Selld Waste Managemenl CA20 X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X

Hazardous Wasle Ma~agemenl CA21 X X X X

Conlaminaled Soil Management CA22 X X X X X X X X

Concrete Waste Management CA23 X X X X X X X X X

Sanita~/Septic Waste CA24 X X X X X X X X X X X X    X X X X X X X ’ X X X
Managemenl

(1) Num~rs refer Io California Best Managemenl Practices Hand~k (See Ap~ix I)
(2) Some praclices are also covered under other ~egulatow pr~rams. See BMP fact sheets in Appe~ix I lot delads.
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Table I-1. Storm Water Pollution Controls for Construction Activities
Cale( ories of Aclivilies

I Sile Construction of I Conslruclion o| C~s~.-’~n ol Walerways Planhng &
P[epa[aho~ Unde[g[ound

~

Above G[ound ~. W~ La~dscap~ng
Eadhmoving Structures Slruclures & Pa~ng Lois

E ~ ~

Storm Water Best BMP No. ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ o ~ - - c=. o
Erosion Conlro~
Site Planning Consideralions

Scheduling ESC01 X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X
Presewalion ol Exisl,~g Vegelalion ESC02 X X X X X X X X X X ; X X X X

Vegetation Slabilizalion
Tem~ra~ Seeding & Pla~ting ESCIO X X X X X X
Temporary Mulching ESC11 X X X X X X

Physical Slabilization
Geotextiles & Mats ESC20 X X X X X X X
Dusl Control ESC21 X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X
Tempora~ Stream Crossing ESC22 X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X
Construction Road Slabilizatio~ ESC23 X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X

~ive~sio~ of Runolf
Eadh Dike ESC30 X X X X X I X X X X
Tem~ra~ Drains & Swales ESC31 X X X X X I X X
Slope Drain ESC32 X X X X X , X X

Vel~lly Reduclion
Outlet Proleclion ESC40 X X X X X
Check Dams ESC41 X X X X X X
Slope Roughenin~e~racm9 ESC42 X X X X X ~ X

Sediment Control
Sill Fence ESCS0 X X X X X X X
Slraw Bale Barrier ESC51 X X X X X X X
Sand Bag Barrier ESC52 X X X X X X X
Brush or R~k Filler ESC53 X X X X X X X
SIo[m O~ain Inlol Protecliof~ ESC54 X X X X X X x
Sedimenl $~ap ESC55 X X X X X X X
Sedimenl Basin ESC56 X X X X X X X
Slabilized Consl~uction Enl[ance     ESC24     X      X    X    X    X    X    X    X    X X X    X    X    X    X     X    X    X    X    X    X    x

(1) Numbers ;eler 1o Calllomla Besl Managemenl Praclices Hand.ok (See Appendix I).
(2) Some Wacllces ale also cove~ed unde~ olhe~ regulalo~ p~og~ams See BMP fact sheels in Appendix I lot delads.
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Attachment I1
Owner’s Certification of Compliance with Minimum Requirements

National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) is the portion of the Clean Water Act
that applies to protection of receiving waters. Under permits from the Los Angeles Regional

Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB), certain activities are subject to RWQCB enforcement.

To meet the requirements of the Los Angeles County Municipal Storm water Permit
(CAS614001), the City (County) of           has adopted rrunimum requirements for storm

water runoff management from development construction activities. These include requirements
for sediment control, erosion control and construction activities control to be implemented on

each project site.

Site Address or Tract No: Buildin~Grading Permit No:

Owner: Contractor:

I have read and understand the requirements indicated above.

Owner or Authorized Representative Date

¯ In compliance with the above requirements. I certify that I understand and will comply with the
minimum requirements noted above.

Owner or Authorized Representative Date
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Attachment I1
Guidance for Local Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan

and Wet Weather Erosion Control Plan

Construction Priority Projects require the project owner to prepare:

¯ A Local SWPPP and

¯ A WWECP if the soil for a priority project will be disturbed during the rainy season.

The Local SWPPP must be prepared before the project owner, developer, or contractor receives a
grading or building permit and must be implemented year-round throughout construction. A
WWECP must be prepared prior to each rainy season, and must be implemented throughout that
rainy season.

If a Local SWPPP or WWECP is required, it may be prepared by the owner, the construction
contractor, or a consultant. When developing a Local SWPPP or WWECP. the preparer should

assess site conditions, identify construction activities with the potential to cause storm water
pollution, and then identify the BMPs that will best suit the construction activities. A well-

developed plan will provide sufficient detail to properly implement and mainta.tn the BMPs. yet

be sufficiently flexible to allow for minor field modifications without making formal plan
amendments.

The Local SWPPP and the WWECP must include a site map of the project ta copy of the ~ading
or drainage plan may be used’) showing:

¯ The project boundary and/or limits of grading. The City may elect to require site limit
maps to extend 50 feet beyond property line and/or grading limits.

¯ The footprint of existing facilities and facilities that will be built during construction.

¯ Specific locations where construction materials, vehicles, and equipment will be stored.
handled, used, maintained, and disposed, along with locations of structural measures that
will be used to contain these materials on site.

¯ The existing and final grades of the site, along with any intermediate grades during
construction that will significantly affect site drainage patterns.

¯ The location(s) where runoff from the site may enter storm drains, channels, and/or
receiving waters.

The plan must provide information about the project location, owner, and contractor; and include

a brief narrative description on the nature of the construction activity and special site conditions,
and a list of BMPs for managing targeted construction activities. The plan must also include a

BMP checklist with a discussion of the reasons for selecting or rejecting BMPs such as shown in
the attached example, and must contain a signed certification statement.
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Attachment I1
Local Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan

Section 1 - Project Description and Information

l. The name of the project:

2. The address or location of the project:

3. The building permit number for the project:

4. The grading permit number for the project (if applicable):

5. The owner/developers name, address, phone number and contact person:

6. Contractor’s name. address, phone number and contact person:

What are the major features that the project will provide? (e.g., low density residential,
commercial development, etc.)



Attachment I1
Local Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan

Section 1 - Project Description and Information (continued)

8. What are the estimated construction start and finish dates?

Project Start Date:

Project Finish Date:

9. What are the estimated dates during which soil will be disturbed?

Start Grading:

Finish Grading:

10 Are there an.,,’ unique features relating to adjacent water bodies (i.e.. in or around a
wetland, river, stream, or estuary.)?
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Local Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan

Section 2 - Best Management Practices

Use the following tables to indicate the BMPs that will be used to control storm water pollution.
Attach additional written documentation if necessary..

2.1 General Site Management

Will BMP Be If Yes, Explain How
Used?

BMP Description Yes No If No, State Reason

Site Planning Considerations

Scheduling (ESC01)

Preservation of Existing Vegetation (ESC02)

Construction Practices

Dewatering O!::)erat~ons (CA01)

Paving Operations (CA02)

Structure Construct=on & Painting (CA03)

Dust Control (ESC21)

Vehicle & Equipment Management

Vehicle & Equipment Cleaning (CA30)

Vehicle & Equipment Fueling (CA31)

Vehicle & Equipment Maintenance (CA32)

Tracking Control

Stabilized Construction Entrance (ESC24)

Contractor Training

Eml~loyee/Subcontractor Training (CA40)



Attachment I1
Local Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan

2.2 Construction Materials and Waste Management

Will BMP Be If Yes, Explain How
Used?

BMP Description Yes No If No, State Reason

Material Management

Material Delivery and Storage (CA10)

Material Use (CA11 )

Sl~i!l Prevention and Control (CA12)

Waste Management

Solid Waste Management (CA20)

Hazardous Waste Management (CA21)

Contaminated Soil Management (CA22)

Concrete Waste Management (CA23)

San~tary/SeDtic Waste Management (CA24)

Section 3 - Site Map Checklist
The project boundary, and/or limits of grading. (Option. 50feet beyond proper~’ line or
grading limits)

The footprint of existing facilities and facdities that will be built during construction.

The existing and final grades of the site, along with any intermediate grades during
construction that will significantly affect site drainage patterns.

The location(s) where runoff from the site may enter storm drain(s), channel(s), and/or
receiving water(s).

Specific locations where construction materials, vehicles, and equipment will be stored,
handled, used, maintained, and disposed, along with locations of structural measures that
will be used to contain these materials on site.
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Attachment I1
Local Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan

Section 4 - Certification

As the project owner, I certify that appropriate BMPs will be implemented to effectively

minimize the negative impacts of this project’s construction activities on storm water quality.

The project contractor is aware that the selected BMPs must be installed, monitored, and

maintained to ensure their effectiveness. The BMPs not selected for implementation are

redundant or deemed not applicable to the proposed construction activities.

Signed:

Title

Date



AtTachment I1
Wet Weather Erosion Control Plan

Section 1 - Project Description and Information

1. The name of the project:

2. The address or location of the project:

3. The building permit number for the project:

4. The grading permit number for the project l if applicable I:

5. The owner/developer’s name, address, phone number and contact person:

6. Contractor’s name, address, phone number and contact person:

7. What are the major features that the project will provide? (e.g., low density residential,
commercial development, etc.)
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Attachment I1
Wet Weather Erosion Control Plan

Section 1 - Project Description and Information (continued)

8. What are the estimated construction start and finish dates?

Project Start Date:

Project Finish Date:

9. What are the estimated dates during which more than 1 acre or 50,000 ft~ of soil will be
disturbed?

Start Grading:

Finish Grading:

10 Are there an’,’ unique features relating to adjacent water bodies (i.e.. in or around a
wetland, river, stream, or estuary)’?
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Attachment I1
Wet Weather Erosion Control Plan

Section 2 - Best Management Practices

Use the following checklists to indicate the BMPs that will be used to control wet weather

erosion and off site sedimentation. Attach additional written documentation if necessary..

2.1 Erosion Control Practices
Will BMP Be If Yes, Explain How

Used?
BMP Description Yes I No If No, State Reason

Site Planning Considerations
Scheduling (ESC01)

Preservation of Existing Vegetation (ESC02)

Vec~etative Stabilization

Seeding & Planting (ESC10)

Mulching (ESC11 )

Physical Stabilization

Geotextiles & Mats(ESC20)

Dust Control (ESC21)

Temporary Stream Crossing (ESC22)

Construction Road Stabilization (ESC23)

Diversion of Runoff

Earth Dike (ESC30)

Tem!~orary Drains & Swales (ESC31)

Slol~e Drain (ESC32)

Velocity Reduction

Outlet Protection (ESC40)

Check Dams (ESC41)

Slope Roughening/Terracing (ESC42)
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Attachment I1
Wet Weather Erosion Control Plan

2.2 Sediment Control Practices
Will BMP Be If Yes, Explain How

Used?

BMP Description Yes No _ If No, State Reason

Sediment Control

Silt Fence (ESCSO)

Straw Bale Barrier (ESC51)

Sand Bag Barrier (ESC52)

Brush or Roct~ Filter (ESC53)

Storm Dra~n Inlet Protection (ESC54)

Sediment TraD (ESC55)

Sediment Basin (ESC56)

Section 3 - Site Map Checklist

The project boundary and/or limits of grading. (Option: 50feet beyond proper~, line or
¯ grading limits)

The footprint of existing facilities and facilities that will be built during construction.

The existing and final grades of the site. along with any intermediate grades during
construction that will significantly affect site drainage patterns.

The location(s) where runoff from the stte mav enter storm draan(s), channel(s), and/or
receiving water(s).

Specific locations where erosion and sediment control measures will be installed for each
permanent or temporary, site drainage pattern that will occur before, during and after
construction.
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Attachment I1
Wet Weather Erosion Control Plan

Section 4 - Certification

As the project owner, I certify that appropriate BMPs will be implemented to effectively

minimize the negative impacts of this project’s construction activities on storm water quality.

The project contractor is aware that the selected BMPs must be installed, monitored, and

maintmned to ensure their effectiveness. The BMPs not selected for implementation are

redundant or deemed not applicable to the proposed construction activities for the reasons cited

above.

Signed:

Title:

Date:



Attachment 12
Owner’s NOI/SWPPP Certification Form
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Attachment 12
Owner’s NOI/SWPPP Certification Form

National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) is the portion of the Clean Water Act
that applies to protection of receiving waters. Construction activity that will disturb a ~ound
surface area of 5 acres or more (about 220,000 square feet or 2.02 hectares), or if the project results
in the disturbance of less than 5 acres of soil but is part of a larger common plan of development or
site that exceeds 5 acres, is subject to requirements of the California General Perrmt for Storm
water Discharges Associated with Construction Activity (Permit No. CASO00002) under the
NPDES Program. A Notice of Intent (NO13 is required to be filed with the SWRCB and a Storm
Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) is required to be prepared, implemented and available at
the _lob site for review and verification at all times for such projects.

Site Address or Tract No: Permit No:

Owner: Contractor:

I have read and understand the requirements indicated above.

Owner or Authorized Representative Date

In compliance with the above requirements, I certify that a Notice of Intent has been filed with the
State Water Resources Control Board and that a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan has been
prepared.

Owner or Authorized Representative Date
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Attachment 13
Developer/Contractor Self-Inspection Form
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Attachment 13
Developer/Contractor Self-inspection Form

CONSTRUCTION SITE INSPECTION CHECKLIST

Inspected By:

Project:

Contractor:

Date:

Check "Yes" or "No" or "N/A" if not applicable.

YES NO N/A

1. Has there been ram at the site since the last inspection?

2. Are all sediment barriers ~e.g., sandbags, straw bales, and

silt fences~ m place in accordance with the Plan and are

they functioning properly?

3. If present, are all exposed slopes protected from

erosion through the implementauon of acceptable

soil stabilization practices?

4. If present, are all sediment traps/basins installed and

functioning properly?

5. Are all material handling and storage areas reasonably

clean and free of spills, leaks, or other deleterious

materials?

6. Are all equipment storage and maintenance areas

reasonably clean and free of spills, leaks, or any other

deleterious materials?

7. Are all materials and equipment properly covered?

8. Are all external discharge points t l.e., outfalls) reasonably

free of any noticeable pollutant discharges?

9. Are all internal discharge points (i.e., storm drain inlets)

provided with inlet protection?

R0000962



Attachment 13
DeveloperlContractor Self-inspection Form

INSPECTION LOG
The site shall be inspected before and after storm events with 0.25 inches or greater predicted or
actual precipitation, and documented on the Construction Site Inspection Checklist Form.
Incidents of noncompliance must be reported to the Engineer. A log of all inspections, as shown
below, shall be kept current.

Type of Inspection Observations

Date Inspector Routine Pre-Storm    Post-Storm (If post-storm inspection, note
size of storm in ~nches)
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Attachment 14
Developer Information For Project Construction

BMP Fact Sheets - California Best Management Practice Handbooks (1993]
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ACTIVITY: MATERIAL DELIVERY AND STORAGE Obiective=

Ilinimiz~ Oistur~e~ ~

St~iliz~ Oistufaed

Coma’acbon Handbook 4.9 March, 1993
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ACTIVITY: sPlU. PREV~NT10N AND CONTROL.

Stabiliz~ Disturbed

Control/nt~rrmi F.msion

DESCRIPTION Targeted Pollutants
l~vent or reduce me &sct~a’ge of potlu~mL~ ~ s~rm w.~e from |eaJ~ ~nd spi~ by
reducing ~e clmace for spills, st~ppmg me soun:e of spills‘ c.~nt~ma~ and cleaamg up (~ Sediment

spills‘ properly disposing of spill mazpnals, ~nd u’axmng emp|oyecs. 0 Nutrients

This best mana~emem pracuce covers only spdl prevenuon and conz~’ol. However, CAI0
ToxicM~terf=Ll

, (Maxcna[ DeLivery and S[ora&,e) and CAll (’Material Use). also contain useful in/orma- Oil & Grease

~ion, paractzlafiy on spill pmvenuon. For mformauon on wasze~, see ~he waste manage-O Floatable Materfala
mere BMPs in ~ cJ:mpter. (~ Other

Waste
APPROACH
The following steps will help reduce ~e sz~rm water zmpac~s of leaJ~ and spills: ¯ LlkeJy to

¯ DLffez~m mamnaLs poUuze in diffex,~t ~mounzs. Mak~ sm’e ~ ea~ employee O /~r~t~ame L~w 0�
Uaknownlazow$ wtmt a "sigmficant spill" ~S for e.a¢~ mamnal rh~.y use, and wtu~ is the appro-

pna." response for "sigmfic:mt" and "inslgmficaat" spills.
Implementation

~
R~quirements

¯ Hazardous mare.riaLs ~nd wash-’s sllould be smr~d in covered con~e.,~ aad promcted (~ Capital
from v~nda.L~. ~ O&M

" ¯ Place a s[ock’pile of spill cleaaup materials whe~’� ~t will be readily accessible.
(~ Maintenance

¯ Tram employees m spill pmve’aaon and cieaaup.
~ Teaming¯ Designate rcsponszble md~viduafs.
~ Suitability for

Siopea >5%

¯ Clean up le.ak.s and spilLs m~med~amly.
¯ On paved surfaces‘ cle~n up spiLLs ~n~h as lkil¢ wa~er as p0sszble. Use a rag for small

spills, a damp mop lot general clcaaup, and absorbem material for ~’ge~ spills. If the
spdlcd mam.na~ Ls baza~ous. ~¢n ~e used clcaaup ma,,’naLs ~ also hazardous and
mu.st be seat ~ ej~her a cemf~cd lauadry (rags) or disposea of as hazardous was=e. ] ¯ High ~) Low

¯ .’qever hOSe dow~ or bury ~ mate_hal spills. Cleaa up as much of ~he malarial ~

sp~c~c u~’orz~uoa.

¯ Report sz~lficanz spiLLs ~o Ioca, t agencies‘ suctz as me F’tre Department: they can a.~t
Zn cleanup.

¯ Federa~ mgu~aons mquu~ ~ any slgmficant oil spill Ln~ a water body or onzo ~n B

adjomin~ ~omlme be rq>or~d zo ~he NaaonaJ Response Cenze~- fl’¢RC~ az g00-424-ManagemenPt
sso2 r24 hOUr). Practices’~.-.t

Construction Handbook 4. 13 March, 1993
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ACTIVITY: HAZARDOUS WASTE MANAGEMENT Objective=

Minimize Oi~

Pmt~t ~i~~=

~I Site

C~I Internal
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REQUI~,EMENTS
¯ Costs (Capital 0~)                                                  ¯ High 0 Low

All of the above az~ low cost mcasu~s.

Inspect subc°mz’a~r~ ’° ensure mat c°ncr=te wast¢’~ a~e being pr°lx’riy ma~" CA23
aged.
If using a temporary, pit. dispose hardened concrete on a r, guiar basis.

~

LIMITATIONS
¯ OtT-stte waslao~t of ¢onc~te wastes may not Mways be pos.stble.                       Be

Management’)
PracticesX..~

Construction Handbook 4.21 March, 1993

R0000974



ACTIVITY: SANITARY/SEPTIC WASTE MANAGEMENT Objectives

Housekeeping Prac#ces

Minim~z~ Ois~u~ed ,4t~=s

Cont~i Inte~i ~n
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ACTIVITY: VEHICLE AND EQUIPMENT CLEANING

DESCP.J~t iON
Targeted Pollutan~

Prevent or reduce the ~� of pollutants to storm wmer fzom ve.tucle and eqmpme~t
cleaning by u~mg off-site facili~es, was~g m destlpaamd, contained areas otdy, �limmat- (~) S~imenr
mg ~ges to the storm dr’am by mEfllx-ax.mg or recTclmg tJae wa.sla water, a~dJor

0mauung employees and subcontractors.
~ Toxic

APPROACH ~ Oil &
¯ Use oft’-sv," commer~ wasJ3mg businesses as muc~ as possible. Wastung vebictes (~ Fio~ta~ie

,xnd ¢qtupment ouuloors or m ~ where wa.sh water flows Ohm paved suffac.~ or
(~ Otherinto d/~e pathways ca~ pollute sl/~nzl wal~’. ~" yOU was~ a i~’ge tltl~bct" of W~te

vehicles or ptec~ of eqmpment, consuP.r conducting ~ wo~ at an off-site commer-
c~l be.~ne~. T~ busme.s~s are beuer vqmpped to band]� and dispose of ~he wash

¯ Uk~/mwamrs l~’op=Hy. Performing ~J~is wo~ off-site can also be econon~cal by �~g S/e~m~un
the need fo~ a separa~ wasting operanou at your si~ (~ ~,e~m~

¯ ~ wa3jljng mus~ OCC~ on.-si~., tl~ d~Sigl~ be:n~ed waSJl ar~ls K) prcv~ wash Unkrmwn imlm~t
wau=" contact w~h storm wauffi-, creeks, rivers, and omer wau=" bodies. The wast~ area
can be sloped for was~ w-am~" coUe~on and subsequent m~l~auon into the g~ound. Implerrmntation

¯ Use as Little watt. as possible to avoid bawng to ms~Ll e~sion and sediment controLs R~quir~t~

for ~J~� ~h a~a. ~
¯ Use phospt~a~-free, biodegradable soaps. (~) O&M
¯ Educate employees and subconn-actots on polluuon prcven~on mca.sm’~s.

~ M~intenance¯ Do not p<~mt steam cleaning on-site. Steam cleaning can gene~-az¢ sigmficant
pollu~ant conccnn-anons. (~ Tr~ning

¯ For a qmck rcfc~mc~ on di.~osaJ a~tema~ves for specLfic wasms, see Table 43, (~ Suit~ility
CA40, Employee/Subconwactor Trmnmg. $1o#~ >5%

REQ tF[RE~fl~NTS
¯ Costs (CaplutL

All of be above ate low cost measures.
¯ Mam~mnce ¯ High

MiaunaL some berm repatr may be necessary..

CA30
¯ Even pbospttate-f.ree, biodeg~ble soaps bare been ~hown U3 be U3xlc U3 fi.~ before

¯ Sending vehicles/equipment off-site ~hould be done m conjuncnon w~h ESC~4
(Stabflkzed Consn’ucnon Enmanc¢).

RETERENC£ ManagemenPt
Swisher. R_D.. 1987. Sm’factant Biode_~-~lanon. Marcel Decker Corpo~non

Construction Handbook , 4.24 March, 1993
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ACTIVITY: VEHICLE AND E{~UIPMENT FUELING Objectives

Minimiz~ Oistuebed ~

Sfa~iliz~ Distur~e~ 4~

Protect Slo~/Ch~ne~s

Co~l Site Peh~

Commt Internal ~s~on

DESCRIPTION Targeted Pollutants
Prevent fuel spflL~ and le.a~ and reduce ~h~r ~mpac~ to storm wate~- by using off-sire
faciIirms, fuei~g m desigtmted areas only, e~ciosing or covering stored fuel implemenung0 Sediment
spill controL~, and =’a~Lng employees md subconu-a~to~. (~ Nutn’enta

APPROACH ~ Toxic Mate~al~
¯ Use off-sire fueling s~auons as much as possible. Fueling vehicles and eqmpment ~ 0il & Grease

ou~ioor~ or in afe.a~ where fuel may spdUIca~ onto paved sm’far, es or into dr~nag¢ (~) Ftoatabie
pa~ways can pollute storm wa~’. If you fuel a large number of vehicles or pieces of
eqmpmenL consider- u~ng an off-site fueting smuon. These bu,smesses are better (~) Other Con=trumion

Wasteequipped u) lmadle iuel aad spills property. Performing ~ wor~ off-site mn also b¢
economacai by elimmaung the need for a separate fueling area at your site.

~ ~kely m H~ve¯ If fueaing must o~-xtr on-site, ~ designated arias, located away from drainage .Sig~ifl~’~nt
courses, to prtvent tlm runon of storm water and the runoff of spillS. (~) ~m~ L~w

¯ Discomag¢ -t~ppmg.off" of fuel tan~. unknown
¯ Always use s~:ondary containment, such as a dram pan or drop cloth, when fueling to

cau:a spflLqleaks. Implementatlon
Requirements

¯ Place a stz)ckpile of spill clcmup mamrmls where it will be r~adily accessible.
¯ Use adsorbent matenab on small spills m~J~" ~ hOSing down or burying the spill. ~ ~a#ital Co~t~

Remove tim adsorbent materials prompdy and dispose of properly. (~ O&M Cosr~
¯ Carry out aft Federal and St,am reqmrementt regarding smonary above ground storage~ Maintenance

~adcs. ~ Training¯ Avoid mobile fueling of mobile constxucnon eqmpment around the site: rattmr,
wansport the equipment to designamd fueling areas. With the excepuon of macked(~ Suitability for

Slo#ea >$%equipment suc~ as bulldozers and ptdaaps forklifts, most vehicles should be able to
travel to a designamd area wi~ little lost t~me.

¯ Tram employees and sulxonuactor~ in proper fueling .qnd cleanup procedures.
¯ For a qmck rtfertnce on disposal alternatives for s~cific wastes, see Table 4.2, CA40,

F.mploye~dS ubcontra~tot Training.

RI~QUI~II:~N’I’S
¯ High (~ Low

¯ Cos= (Capl~L O&.M~
All of the above measures a~ low cost. except for me capital costs of above CA31
ground tanks that meet aL! local environmental zomn!t, and fLre codes.

~ a~lpl¢ supplies of sp~ll cl¢~aup ~teflaJ.s on-site.
Iaspcct fueling az¢~ and storage ~ on a regular scaedule.

Be
LIMITATIONS

ManagemenPt¯ Sending ve~idc~e4mpment off-site ~ould be done m conju~cuon w~th ESC24 Practices~...~
(S~abilized Cons~c~on Enm~nc~).

Conslzu¢~o, [-Iandbook 4. ~ Marc.b, 1993
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ACTIVITY: VEH=CL~ AND EQUIPMENT MAINTENANCE

~Inimiz~
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CA40

Managemen~
Practices~.--t

Construction Handbook ’ 4.28 March, 1993
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TABLE 4.2 QIJICK REFERENCE - DISPOSAl. ALTERNATIVES
(Adoplcd from Sanla Clara Counly Nonpoin! Source Pollulion Control Program - December 1992)

All or |lie wilsIc p{odla:ts t.I this cllzirl arc p{ohibilcd IfOlll disclliirg¢ to IIIc SlOfln dr;fill syslcm. Use Ihis matrix Io dcci~ which alternative dis~l s~alcgies to u~.
AI,’I’ERNATIVI~ ARE I.IS’IEII IN PRIllRITY OIIllEK.

Key: illIW ih)uschold hazardous waslc (Governnienl-s~ored drop-off ¢vcnls)
~’~ ihdflically Owned Trcatmenl Planl
Rcg.Bd. Rcgilmal Walcr Qualily C~llll[~)l Boa{d (Oakland)
"llis~)sc I~l su.ita~y ~wcr" nlCallS dis~sc int. sink, Ioilcl, or sanilary sewer clean-out conoeclion.
"llis~sc as Irasli" iiiea~ls (lis~l~ ill {hiillpSlcrs or flash collllhlcrs Ibr pickup all,or evenlual dis~sal in landlill.
"Dis~s¢ as llaear{hu~s wasle" li)[ busi~lcs~c{ulmlcrcial illeafls COlllracl wilh a haz~dous wasle hauler Io [eniove aM disuse.

I)ISCI IA It G I:JA CTI Vl’r¥ IIUSINESSICOMMERCIAI, RESIDENTIAl,
Disposal Priorilies Approval Disposal Pr!o..r!lies

General Conslruclhm alsd I’ainling; Slreel .’rod Lllilily Mainlcnance

Exccss p;tinl (oil-I)ased) I. Rccyclchcuse. I. Rccyclchcu~.
2. Disl~)se ;is hazardous Wasle. 2. Take Io lltlW drop-~)lf.

Excess p:iilil (w;llcr-I’);iscd) I. Rccyclchcuse. I. Rccyclchcu~.
2. Dry residue ill calls, dispose ,’is uash. 2. Dry rcsiduc in c;ms, dispose as lrash.
3. I1 wdmnc is Ill much to dry, 3. If volume is Ill Inuch to dry, Utke Its

disposc ;ts h;lzardous waste. IIIIW drop-off

Pililll clcanllp (oil-base(I) Wil}c Il;liill Out Ill’ brushcs, lit(Ill: Wi[}c Ilililll OUt O| brushes, III¢ll:
I. Filler & louse Ihinncrs, solvelllS. I. Filler & reuse dlilmers, solvcals.
2. Dislx~se as h;Iz;udous WaslC. 2. Take Io tllIW drop-off.

Painl cleanup (WalCr-I);,.~cd) Wil}C I);1i111 {~111 o1 b,ushcs, Ihcu: Wil)c p;liql oul o1" brushes, IhCll:
I. Rin.~c I!! s;u|il:u~/ sewer. I. Rillse Io 5~Ulilal7 sewer.

E,np~y p;,i,t c;ms (dr7) I. Ronovc lids, dislx)sc as Irash. I. Re,hove lids, dispose as flash.

P;iml sllii~pll|~ (wilh solvcnl) !: Di.~l)OSc as haz;l~’dous WaSlC. I. Take Io IlIIW drop-ol[.
i|mldiag Cxlcrior clcmlin~ (high- I. P~cvcnl Cnlry illh) slonn dr;lia and
pressure walc~) rOll|lye ollsilc

2. ~V;tsh OttlO dirt area, sp;glc
3. Collccl {e.g. mop up) lllld

di.,~’ll;Ir[~c IO s;Ulil;Ir~ sewer POTW

Clcm~ilsg ol" building ealcrio[s which I. Use dry ,L’Ic;uliug mC:lhod$
have IIAZARI)OUS MA’I’ERIAI.S (e.g. 2. Conl;lill and dispose washwal~ as
mercury, lead) ia paials haz;u’dous wasle (Suggeslion:

II~;lle[i;ll fhsl IO reduce volume)



Table 4.1 (Continued)
Page 3

DISCI IA R(; E/A CTI V I°I’Y IIUSI NESS/COMM ERCI A !. RESI DENTIA

Disposal Priorities Al)prov,al Disposal Priorities
|

General Conslrtlcli,ln and Painting; Street and Utility Mainie~nce {toni’d)

Riil~W;ilC[ [rt)m Ct)liCrcle illiXilig Irucks I. RClum flock Io y~d for nliMIIg
illlO p)lltl (W dirl areal

2. At ~’ouM~t~lioli silo, wash illh)
of dill illell

Non-ha~,rtE.,s conslrudtou and I. Rccyt’Ichcu~ (concrclC, wt~, clc.) I.

dcmolilion dcl.is 2. Dis~sc as l~tsh 2. l)is~)sc as Ictsh

II~arthuts dClllt)lilltlll ~liitl I. I)is~sc ilS Ili~iudous w;t51c I. [)t) iit)l ;lllCIllpl Io remove yourscl[.

COllSlltlt’liOil tlcl)iib (C~. ;l~l~Mtls)
5alC ~llloval and di5~)~ll

2. Vc~ small illBOUlll5 (less lit;In 5 II)s)
~nay

tlp fcsidtlC
2. VIICUIIIII sluffy lind dis~l~ oil-silo.
]. Bh~k ~io.n dlilill of ~ ~iill low

wCif it~ li~flStlfy IO allo~ mo~l 5olid5
hi ~ill~. Sliov~l ll~l ~llllCl~; dislike
~c~idiic hi di[I llrCll, t’t)llMfU~liOll y;if~
ill lan~lill.

Ctiusllut’litill tlcwlilCrill~ J.

CtillMlilclitln (l~w;llC[lll~ (()lllcl Ihall I.
ilOlil~lblll, Ulit’Olllallllllal~ll ~itililld~iilCil 2. bi~llal~C IO llllilil~ 5cwcf

]. A~ lilipilipfiill~, Illlll llfiill hi
tlisclllll~C hi Shill dlllill ¯

Pol~iblc illil~l wli~l~ I. Illl~illg Cilli~iliy shall

l~lum IO I~ililig company

2. I[ dmnpslcr is ~ [o[ liquid
wii51c, use pl~lic li~r



Table 4. I (Conlinucd)
Page 5

i Disposal Priorilies A.p|)rovnl Disp.sal Priorilies

I,andscape/(;arden Mai|denance

Pcslicidcs I. Use up. Hmsc cO||lai|lcrs use I. Use up. Rms¢ et)||lai|iers, us~~" rin~walcr as pr~ucl. Dis~ rin~walcr as ~slicide. Dis~)~

2. l)is~)sc lliiU~d ~siicidc as 2. T;Ikc Ullus~d ~slicidc io llliW drop-
h;I/;irdOllS WilMC

Swilm,li,lg ix~)l, spa I-lilt[ I)ackwa.,,h I. Rcu.~� Ior ilxigaliOll I. Us(: [of hmdscap¢ ilTigalioII
2. Di.~lX)Se t,I dirt ;uea 2. Dispose on dirt a{ea
3. 5c111c, (1i.~1~)~ IO Samla[y sewer 3. Scllle, dis[x)s¢ IO s,’ulil,’U~’ sewer

Vehicle Wastes

Used IllOhlf till I. [J.~c sccolld;u’y COlll;lilllllClll while I. Put ~ml for curbside recycling pickup
St*l, lUg. S{~lltl tO recyclcr, where available

2. Take IO Recycling F,’lcilily or aulo
so{vice Iacilily wilh recycli||g progr;un

3. T;Ik¢ tO ttliW eV(.IILS ,lccepliil~ inolof .0,!! ,

AIIIiIIccl¢ I, |J.’~ SC~Ol|da[y COIII;liIIIITIClli while I. Take to Recycling Facility
slo{m’:L scud Io rccyclc{.

Odlcr vehicle Iluids ;rod solvculs I. Di.~l~)Sc as h;Iz~udous WaSlC I Take Io tlHW ¢v¢111

Aulomobii¢ ballC[iCS I. Send
2. Take Io Recycling Cooler 2. Take Io Recycling FEilily or HHW ¢vcnl

wllc[c ~mc~cs ~c Eccp~

Motor hoinclc{)uSl~udion trailer w;~lc I. Use h(ddmg Imlk. Dis~l~ IO I.



Table 4.1 (Cotllinued)
Page 7

DISCIIA RGF~JACTIVlTY BUSINESS/COMMERCIAl, RESIDENTIAl,
Disposal Priori!!e.s Approval Disposal Priorilies

Other Wastes (trod’d)

Kilchcll Grca~ I. ~ovid¢ ~col~;uy cotillliiiin¢lll, collect, I. CollecL ~lidi/y, dis~)~ ~ Ir;~li
selld to rccylcr.

~ Providc sc¢omlary ClHIlliililliClll,

~ml Io I~ via hauler.

Resla.r;llll clca.i.g o[ fl~r in;ilS, I. CIc;m i.sidc huildi.g wl~h di~h;egc
¢xllilusl fihcrs, etc. ~lrough grc;~ Ir;Ip IO Sililil;ffy ~wcr.

area wilh di~har~c Io S~lllila[y ~wcr.

~Ic;m-up wa~cwalcr from sewer back-up I. Follow lhis pr(~’cdurc:

a.d rclum spil~d malc~al IO lhc
~milary ~wcr,

b. Bl~k slonn (Irai., [i.sc ICttl;lioli.g
IB;ll¢[i;ll I0 COIIccliO. ~)i111 ;llld

W;llC[ I.;ly I]ow h) Sl(~ll dGlill)
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Additional Information -- Preservation of Existing Vegetation

Me)hOdS for prot=cung e#.mnng vegemnon and trees:
¯ $ taYm off mot sysmm li~Uts (drip lin~ of n’e.=). Some counues timit cousu-ucuon wi)hin 5 feet of the n-~e drip line.
¯ Fence oft" the a~e= m be ~ed or a~ng )he u’ee d~p Line.
¯ Flag or matt tr~s m mmam in pla~.
¯ Tm¢ we.~s and m~g walls (~0 help prmorve exa.~ang vegemaon, but must be large enoug~ to pmmct the

mot sys=m (see below).
¯ For the ~ora~ Oak tre�, no mmc.l~ing or tmgano~ ¢hould be allowed witkin )he d~iplines of )he ~ smc= bo)h

)he.s= acuvin~ am demmental to )he presmwa=on of tl~ rex=. - - -
¯ Wh~ ~rading uad=r ~ is nec(msa~, e.xcavaaon and fill ¢hould be timimd to I foot w~r.l~n tt~ daptmes.

Best Management Pr~nces and Er~slon Control Manual for Construcnon Sites, Rood Control Dismct of Mancopa
County, Arizona. Sepmmber 1992.

County of Sacramento Tree Pmservanon Ordinance - September 1981.

Stormwamr Management Wam~ for d~ Puget Sound B=in, Wa.~b~ngton Smm Depm’tment of Ecology, The Te~amca~
I~/mnual. Febmm’y 1992. Publication # 91-75.

Wa~r Quality Ivfan~gement Plan for )he Lake Tahoe Region. Volume If. I~ndlx)ok of IVfaa~ement Pmcuces, Tahoe
Regiom’d PIanmng Agency - November 1988.

I SUPPLEMENTAL INFORMATION, JUNE 1998

I Limit and phase clearing. By clearing only those areas immediately essential for
completing site construction, buffer zones are preserved and soil remains
un0isturbed until construction begins in a particular area. Additionally, the
proposed limits of land disturbance should be physically marked off to ensure
that no more than the required land area is cleared.

Consumction Handbook 5.9 March, 1993
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BMP: SEEDING AND PLANTING
Ob~:~v~

Hous~r~mng p~

Construction Randbook 5 - 10 Mm’cJz, 1993
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Additional Information -- Seeding and Planting

Pem~anem seeding of g~-asse~ sodding, and planting of =ees, sm-ubs, vines and g~ound covess can provide tong-m-m
stabilizauon of soil. Pe~’manemt seeding and planting conmbums to long-term site aestheacs am[ helps redac~ e~’mion by
reducing the velocity of runoff, allow~g mfilmataon to occ%~, f’dten~g sed~ents, and by holdieg soil pm’ncles in place,.

Seeding and planting should be a~lied as soon as fin~ g~-admg ~s done to all g~’aded and cleaz~ atlas of the consa%~c-
tion site wt~re plant cove~ ks ulmnazely des~l. For example, vege~aon may be es~abli.sbed along lan~ co~ndon
and buffe~ zones wheze they may act as f’d~ stops (see TC6 m C.h~ 5 of the Mummpal HandIoook). Add~om~ly.
vegetamd swales, steep and/or rocky slopes and sn~.am baz~s can also serve as a~)pnate az~.as for seeding and
plannngs.

App~ca~on o~ appropna~ vcg~auon mus~ consider: ~h~ seedbed or p[antt~ecL proper sea.sonal pi~u~ umes. wa~r
requirements fm’tiliz~r ~qtm’ements and avadabil~ty of the sele(:te~ vegeta~on w~thm the pmje(:t’s re_mon. Permanent
plaanngs dung the cons~ucnon s~e of l~Ojects requa’e c.are~ coon:tmm~on between the local ageacy
project managers, consm~cnon manage, and land.sca~ conn’amor. Protocols for coordmanon and U~|ementaaou
procedm~s reg-acdmg site access, cons~ucnon sta~ng, and ¢hon- and long-term plaaneg areas should be developed
to the consn’uc~on bid p~tx:ess, Whe~ possible, these protOCOlS should be establksbed by and n:mmn tl~ responcibllity of
the site

Because of the many available .types of plan~s and ground covers and because si-" cond~nons and land use vary. so widely
w~thin CalJIornm. a set of general gmdelmes ks included for mstatlanon~appl.icauou of g~ases, =ees and shrubs, vines
and g~ound coven. However, yore" kx:al mumcipatity, Soil Con.s~waaon Sernce, agricultural extenuom or
n:soum..es ¢hould be cousulted on a~ixopnate speczes, planting requ~ements, az~ mam~nance needs for yore" ~ and,

Gr~ss~

Cam,s~, de~nding on the type, provide short-te~n soil stabilizanon dunng coosn’ucuon or can serve as long-
permanent soil s~biiimtion for d~smrbed a~as. In general gz’a.ss~ provide low mammnanc~ to a~a.s ~ h~ve been
cleaxed, graded and ~cally s~)ilized.

The selecnon of the grass type ts cleten~ned by me cfimam m’igaaon, mowing fxequency, maintenance effort and soil-
bed con~ons. Although gras,s~ provide qmck gezmmaaon and ~tad grow~ tl~y aJ.so Imvc a shallow nxx system and
ate not as eff~"nve m s~b~g deep soils, wbese ~ sl~ubs and deep roo~.d ground coven may be mo~e appzoi~mm.
Several g~ass~ ate adorable to ~ various Ca~forma clm~ms, The figta’e a~ the end of thes~ fact sheets mows
pna~e g~ass~ for regions withia Californm. Blue g~’ass ts well adalxed tl~roug~)ut Californm except for m the valley
regions. The blue ~a.ss is found on d#y, sandy soils ~ have good drainage. Bermuda gross, on the othm" hand is web
adapted m me v~lley region where soils ate dry, com’se and heav~e~. Specific seed mtx and/or vaneues for each site
s~ould be l~’ov~de.d by an a~0provediqualified ptaat maw.rials specmlist.

ESClO

Consl~-uce~on Handbook 5 - 12 Marcb~ 1993
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GENERAL DES~OH Targeted Pollutants
Mulctung is us¢d m mmpor4nly azxl p¢rman=ndy stabiliz¢ cle..,~rd or f~siRly s~d=d at=as. ¯ Sediment
Types of mulches include organic m=r~,~=i~, straw, wood chips, bark or otto" wood fibers.
decomposed gra~r~, and grave.l. ~ Nutrients

Toxic M~teriei~
SUITABLE APPLICATIOHS 0 Oil &
¯ Temporary sralb~on of ~y ~ and pl~mted al~LS.

(~ Floats~le M~te~i~i~¯ Temporary. smb~on during pe~ods ansuitabl¢ for oowmg vegemnorL
~ Other Conafrucbon¯ Tcmpo~ smbiliz~o~ o£ a~.as rJ~a~ c;mno~ be ~ or p~nmd (�.g, msuf-fia~t We, re

ram, steep Mope).
¯ Mulches such as g~ve.l and decomposed soils may be used as posl-consauc~on ¯ Ukel~

BMP~ p-~-Uculady in and ~gions. s~##~t

]INSTALLA’I~ION/AP PLICATION cRn~RIA u~m~

Mulch pmvenm ¢rosion by pro~.c~g ~he SOil surfa~ and fosmnng g~ow¢ of
s~xlings ttm~ do not smbiliz= by tl~m.~Iv~s. Impiementstion
¯ May be used with neJnng m suR~l~zmm soil smb~on. Requirements

¯ Apply u3 planan~ m~as whir= SlOpeS ar¢ 2: l or ~¢u~r. ~ C~piml C~
¯ Binders may be r¢qui.,~d for s~ ax~s. or R" wind and runo~ Ls a [~ob|~L ~ O&M Co~t~
¯ Ty~ of mulch, b~ az~d appLicano~ rau= ~ouid be rrcommrnd=d by manufac- ~ M~inte~nce

rurm-/conn-acu~. (~ Tr~i~ing

REQL~,E:MT~rrs ¯ Suimbili~/ for
¯ ~V~m~nc~ Slopes >596

Mus~ b= ~ w~idy and a/m- ra~ [or damage or d¢mnor~on.
¯ Cost Av~’ag¢ ~nnuaJ cosl for i~sraJh~ion and mamm~nc¢ (3-t month uscfu!

sO=~:: F_.PA. 1992)

Wood ~bcr MuP.t~ $3~00 p~ ac~. ¯ High 0 Low
- Jute Nemng:

ESC11¯ Wood t~bcr mu~ches ~hou~d be used otdy m areas w~h over 20 inches axmua~

¯ ~c re!riches a~ ao~ permm~c~t =’osion comrol m¢a.smcs.
¯ M~dcbes tend m lower =� so~! su~fac~ ==per~mP_ and may d~lay g=’mm,’mon of

¯ P=’=,~=t m~ for =d r~o= ~ou~d mctud= g-~e! and d=~’o~oo~ soi~ Managemen~
Practice$~....t

Consumction Handbook , 5 - 16 March, 1993
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Additional Infom, ation -- Mulc~ing

Wood Fiber Mulch: Typically applied ~m a hydrose, eder at a ra~ of a~out t0(X) to 1500 pounds per ac~ or as a slurry
coustsLmg of a.t least 150 potmds of binder, 400 pounds of wood fiber mulch, and 200 gagons of water per acz~.

Maintenance: Mulched atlas r~qulre frequent mspecnon for damage and detm’~ora~on. Reqmmments w~l vary gz~ady
based on the type of mulch used and the type of vegetauoe to be esmbLLshed. Vegetauve mulches a~ usually not
intended to be permanent but a~ extended only as a base for r~-se~ding or r~-vegetauon. Where a permanent anchor for
vegcmuon ~s mqtu_m~ a~ong steep slopes or areas of h~gb~ vetocny flows, then a geo-’xnle mat or net m recommended
(se¢ ESC20).

Best Managen~-nt l~-acUc=s and Erosion Conm3! Manual for Consn~caoo Sh~s. Rood Control Dksmct of Mancopa
County, September 1992.

Controlling E~sim of Consn’ucUon Sims. U.S. Department of Agncultu~ Soft Conservation Serwce., Agriculture
Information # 3=t7.

"l~-~t. Sedimentation and Erosion ControL An Inventory of Current PracUoes", U.S.E.P.A. April 1990.

"Environmental Criteria Manual", City of Amen. Texas.

Guides for Erosmn & Sediment Conm31 in Cafifornia. USDA Soils Conservaaon Set,hoe - January 1991.

Manual of Standards of Erosion and Sediment Conm3! M~ Assoc~uon of Bay ~ Governmen~ June 1981.

Proposed Gmchnoe Spec~ving Management Measures for Sources of Nonpomt Pollution m Coas~ Wau:n, Work Group
Working l~x-r, USEPA, April, 1992.

Soil F.mslc~ by Wa~r, U.S. Deparm~ent of Ag~culmre, Soil Conservanon D~smc~, Agriculture Informanon Bullenn
#513.

Stormwaz~ M=~nagen~ent Wa=~" for the Puget Sound Bas~ Washington Sr~z~ Deparunent of Ecology, The Tectmlcai
Manual - February 1997., Publicanon # 91-75.

Wau=r Quafity Management Plan for the Lake Tahoe J~:g~on. Volume [L Hm3dbook of Management Pracuces. Tahoe
Regional Ptannmg Agency - November 1988.

E$Cll

ConsU-uction Handbook 5 - 18 March, 1993
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Additional Information -- Geotextiles and Mats

Construction Handbook , $ - 21 March, 1993
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Additional Information -- Geo ,. a=

~..~~ ~ ~URY THE UP-CHANNEL =..NI3 OF’
~.~,. ~ N~ iN A I2" 0~P TRENCH. ~AMP ~ SOIL ~RMLY.

~ STAPLE ~T 12" ~N~RVALS ~CROSS THE NET.

~~ ~ OVERLAP E2GES OF r~E STRIPS
~~~ ~T LEAST 4". ST~PLS EVERY ;2" DOWN THE

~~

CENTER OF TNE ST~,P.

FLOW
~ JOINING ST~pS: INSERT THE NEW ROLL OR NET
~~ IN ~ TRENCH. AS WITH THE ~NCHOR SLOT. OVERLAP

":~ THE UP-CHaNNEL END OF THE PR~IOUS ROLL ;8"
: i TURN THE END OF THE PREVIOUS ROLL JUST ~ELOW
~ I ~ ~NCHOR SLOT. LEAVING 6" OVERLAP.

SLOPES. CHECK SLOTS SHOULD BE M~E ~ERY 15 FE~.
~ INSET A FO~ OF THE NE INTO A 6 ~CH AND

~ ~ TRAMP FIRMLY. STAPLE AT ~2" INT~VALS ACROSS THE
NET. LAY THE NET SMOOTHLY ON THE SURFACE OF THE
SO~ - DO NOT S~ETCH THE N~. AND DO NOT A~0W
WRINKLES.

AHCHORIN~ ENO~ ~T ~TRUCTURES:
~ ~ PLACE THE END OF THE NET

// ~ ~ /" / SlOE OF THE STRUCTURE.
~ / ~ ~ ~ FILL ~E TRENCH AND TAMP FIRMLY.

~ ( }~ [ ~ ROLL THE NET UP THE CHANN~
[ ~ ~ ~ ~ mLACE STAPLES AT 12" I~VALS

~ ~       ~ ALONG THE ANCHOR END OF

~ ~ NET.

INSTALLATION OF NETTING AND MA ING

Com~cbon Band~k 5. ~ M~, 1~3
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Additional Information --- Dust ConSols

Pmsl~crs for Anaining the Stare Ambient Air Quality Standa~ts for Suspencted Parrict~am Mawr (PMI0). Visibility
R~tucing Parades, S utfaw.s. ~ and Hydrogen Sulfuie. CaRforma Air Resotu~s Board. April 1991.

Sacramento Count,/, W’mmriza~iou Ordinance & Dus~ Con=ol Ordinance (example).

USDA Soil Conservanon Se~’v~ce, "Guides for Erosion and Sediment Conm31".

Construction Handbook $ - 27 March, 1993
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ManagemenPt
Practices~....t

Conslrucbon Handbook . 5 - 30 March, 1993
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Additional Information -- Temporary Stream Crossing

¯ A lcmpot-ary fot’d offcllt littte ff any erosion conlxol in ~o~g
~~y~m~ ~on~s~.

f~ ~o~

B~ ~d Sh~ ~om ~T~s - Nov~ 1970.

B~t ~~nt ~ ~d ~1oa Coati ~ for Coas~non
Co.w, ~ S~. I~2.

ESC~

Construction Handbook $ - 32 March, 1993
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Additional Information -- Temporary S~.am Crossing

AGGREGATE APPROACH
MAXIMUM. SLOPE ON ROAD

TEMPORARY ACCESS FORD ESC22

~onsZ~’acbon Rr~ndbook $ - 34 ~xrch, 1993
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BMP: CONSTRUCTION ROAD STABII.~ZATION

Control Inten~l

R0001001



BMP: STABILIT.ED CONSTRUCTION ENTRANCE

M~nagement~
Practtces~..£

Construction Handbook                        $ - 3"/                            March, 1993
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Additional Information -- Stabilized Construction Entrance

VENCLE LENGTH

¯                                   ~ (iC~’IEMATIC)

r to ~- CO=RsE ~
AGGREGATE                      ~                   ESI~4

STABB_JT_L~ CONSTRUCTION ENTRANCE

R0001003



Construcbon Handbook , $ ~ 40 M~re.~, 1993
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Additional Information -=- Earth Dike

ESC~0

Comtructlon Bandbook $. 42 March, 1993
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Construcbon Handbook $. ~4 ~arc~, 1993
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Additional Information -- Temporary Drains and Swales

CROSS SECTION

~--0.Sz OR STEEPER.
\DEPENDENT ON TOPOGRAPHY

STABLE OUT~ REOUIRE~ ~ FLOW ~ ~FLOW~

TEMPORARY DRAINAGE SWALE

Construction ELandboek 5 - 46 March, 1993
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ESC 2

Construction Handbook $, 49 March, 1993
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Additional infoPmation..-- Slope D~rr -~

OIKE

~-ST~NO,RD~11 ~TRANCE SEC~ON

RIPRAP APRON

SIDE SLOPE

_ 30 - 2

RIPRAP SHOULD CONSIST OF ~" 01~METER STONE
PLAC~ ~S SHOWN ~NO SHOU~

PIPE SLOPE DRAIN (RIGID)

Cons~uct~on Handbook 5 - 51 Mm’ch, 1993
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Additional Information " 0utlet’Protection

La = LENGTH OF APRON

NOTES

~ 1. APRON LINING MAY BE RI~RAP,
~ ~ ~ I

GROUTED AIPRAP, OR CONCAE~

-- i~ m~G ~’ 2. PiPE DIAM~ER, APRON DIMENSIONS.
~ -~v~

AND AVENGE ROCK SIZ~ FOR
aLTER FABRIC ~~’;ON’_., ~-~ RIP~P ARE BASED ON ~E DESIGN

~OW RATE AND VELOCI~. ~ AND
~PE OU~ET TO FLAT ~REA ROCK SI~ MUST BE $E TO SLOW
wITH NO DEFINED CH~NN~ ~E ~OW TO NON-EROSIVE

VELOCITIES (e.g., LESS ~AN 10 fps).

~
SEE CALT~NS AND LOCAL AG~CY
DESIGN CRITERIA FOR APPROPRIATE

~
SI~NG CRITERIA

3. d = 1.5 ~MES ~E MAXIMUM ROCE
8 ~ 8 SIZE DIAM~ER BUT NOT L~SS THAN 6

~ ~~~¢ 7 ~ INCHES.

ES~O
P~P~ CU~ TO W~N~ CH~NN~

~~

PIPE O~~ CONDITIONS ~

Construction Handbook 5 - 55 March, 1993
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GENERAL DESCRIFIqON Targeted Poilutant~
Smafl temporary dams co~tructed across a swale or drain� dimta. C~eck dazz~ reduce ¯ Seaitrmnt
the velocity of couce~waw.d stormwat~ flow~ thereby reducing troston of the swale or
diw.~ atxJ promoting sedimentataon betund the dam. if property aaciaored, brusla or rock O Nutrients
fLltet bertz~ (E~C53) tlaay be used ’for ¢hec~ dal:tLS. (~ Toxic Mmerfa~

surI’ABLE APPLICATIONS
O Oil & St~a~,

¯ Used to pr¢vem erosion by redm’mg the velocity of cbamm! flow m small mtertmt-~t(~ F~omtable M~terml~

¢immaeis a~d tempot-ary swales. (~) Other Conatru¢tion
Waate¯ ,May a/so promote sedimenta-oo behind the dam, but sl~ould not be cousidered to be a

Fr,,mary scdimetat trapping d~vice becau~ subs~quetlt storms will scour axad rt~us-
pe~d mu~ of the trapped sedim~t. ¯ Uk~, t~ Hwe

INSTALLATION/APPLICATION CRI"I~RIA                               C) /~MbU/~w ~"
¯ Clmc.t: dams thould b¢ pi,x:ed at a distance and heigtat to allow small pools to form

betweeta ~ one. Implerrmntation
¯ Bac.~a~" fxom a dowustream cbec~ dam s~ould mac& the toe of the upstream checkR~qu/mmont~

¯ ,Major floods (2 year storm or larger) should safely flow over the c~ct: dam without
a~ mctta~ m upstream flooding or d¢smactaou of the ehecir~aam. C) O&M Coam

¯ P~ly used th small, st~-’p c~�ls where velocttae~ exceed 2 fps. ~ Maimenarma
¯ Us¢d in stec’p ~ where velocity rtd~ct~oD = requJ.~td.

O Training¯ A deep sump may be provided immediately upstream of the claeck dam to capuare
excessive sedimeat. (~ Suitability for

¯ C~ect: dams may be bmk of roc~ or log~. w~rh a~ secured agams~ dam~� dm-m~ Slopes >S%

ugmficam floods.

P..EQUm~tX2~’S

~t for sediment buiJdup beJamd the cbeci: dam aad sig~s of ~’oston around [ ¯ High (~ Low

Se= CaITra~ Cmt Scbed~e for mgioaai cost data.

L~MrrATIONS

$~

¯ Us~ onty m rata11 ope= c~Ls which dr-am I0 acres of le~s.
¯ No� m tm used in five saxams, ta@
¯ Do aot mstaa m lined or ve~etazd caanneas. Managamant~

Construction Handbook 5 - 56 March, 1993
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Cons~-ucbon [~andbook 5 - 58 Marr.~, 1993
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Additional Inforr~tion .~ Slope Roughening/Terracing

DEBRIS FROM SLOPE ABOVE
!S CAUGHT BY STEPS

DRAINAG~

GROOVING IS CUTTING FURROWS
ALONG TIlE CONTOUR OF A SLOPE.
IRREGULARITIES IN THE SOIL SURFACE

-~
COVERAGE OF LIME. FERTILIZER AND

GROOVING SLOPES
ESC42

STAIR-STEPPING CUT SLOPES
AND GROOVING SLOPE~

Consl~-uc~on Handbook                        5 - 61                            Marr.~, lY)3
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Additional Information -- Silt Fence

To reduce me ~h.~sce of clogging, it is l~fm-~ble to specify a fabric w~h opemngs as l,z~e as allowed by ttte cnmna. No
fabric ~hould be specked wvh an FADS smaller rJ~n U.S. Standard Sieve No. I00 [0.0059 in. (0.I~ mm.)]. If85 percent
or morn of a soil by weight, passes thxou.~ the ownmgs m a No. 200 sieve [0.0029 in. (0.074 ram.)], f:tlmr f~bri¢ s/mukl
not be used. Most of the particles m sueh a soil would not be ermined if the ~’OS was wo large., and they wou~l c.[o~ dm
fabric qmckly if ~he EOS was small enough to captttm the soil

The fence s~ould be suppormd by a wu¢ m~h ~f ~he fabric scl~cmd does not have sttf~zcient s~reng~ and bursting
SU’eng~h ~ for the p~me~i applicanon ( as recommended by the fabric man~). F’ilmr fabric mamml
-,hould contain uIlzzwolet ray in~ibim~s and smbilizm~ ~o Frov~d~ a mmimmn of six months of expected u.sable cons~ruc-
Uon life ata mmpcramre range of 0" F. to 120" F.

Insu~llanon Guid~Rnes:
F’tlter fences are to be consn’ucmd on a level conwur. Sufficient area should exit be.bind ~e fence for ponding to ~
w~thout flooding or overtopping ~he fence.

¯ Pou.s should be spaced a max.tmum of 6 feet apart and d~iven securely into ~h¢ ~round a minimum of 30 inches.
¯ A n-rnch ~hould be excavated appmx.m~mly 8 mcbes wide aml 12 mcbe.s deep a/ong ~he fine of pos~s and upslo~

from ~he barrier.
¯ When standard sn’rngth f’tlmr f.a~c ts used. a wu’� me~ support frnce should be fastrned sccu~i.v to the upslope

side of ~he POS~S using heavy-duty wu’� suzples a~ least [ mc.~ long, us wu~s or hog rings. The wu~ should exv’nd
inw ~he rrenc~ a mm~num of 4 inches.

¯ The st,~:taxd sm~ng~h f’dmr fabric should be su’tpled or wired to the fence, and 40 inches of the fabric s~ould ex-msd
into the n’rncJ~. When extra-strength f’dter fabric and closer post spacing ar~ used, the wu~ mest~ support fence may
be eRminamd and the filter fabric stapled or wired dircc~y m the pos~s.

¯ Avoid the use of joints. The fdmr fabric ~ould be purcJ~s~l in a continuous roll then cut to the length of the
barner. When joints are necessary, filter cloth should be spliced together only a~ a support pos~, wi~h a minimum 6
inc~ overi,~p, and both ends se, cm~iy fasmncd to the posL

¯ The =rnch should be backf’dled w~th compac’ard nanve mamrmL

Inspect monthly during dry periods and immediately after cacti rainfall. Repine as necessary.. Sediment must be removed
when it ~ apla’oxamate|y om tAird the betgilt of the fence, especially if heavy ~ a~ expected.

F’flter fences should not be removed tmtil the upslop~ aria ttas be~n [x~manendy stabilized.

¯ Filter fences will cream a temporary mdimrntanon pond on the upstream sid~ of the fence and may CatL~ mmtx~ry
flooding. Fenc~ not constructed on a level contour w-ill be overtopped by concentrated flow r~uiung m failure of
ttm filter fence.

¯ Ftlmr fences are not practical where large flows of wau= are revolved, hence the need to msmct ~hetr use to drainage
areas of one ac~ ~r le.~ and flow rams of less than 0.5 cfs.

¯ Problems my arise f~ma mcor~ct s~lectton of pore stz= =d/or =proper installation.
¯ Do not allow war~" depth to exce~l 1.5 ft. at any point.
¯ Imprt~eriy installed fences ar~ subject to failur~ f~om undercumng, overlapping, or collapsing.

ESCSO

Consu’uc~ion Handbook                ’        5.64                              March, 1993

R0001018



Additional Information -- Silt Fence

--~_" X =," WOOD POST. ~TANOARD OR BETTER OR
EQUAL ALTERNATE; STE~’~_,_ ~NCE

,--~’~LTER FABRIC ~A~RIAL ~O" WIDE ROLLS.
USE ~TAPL~ OR WIRE RINGS TO

~i. ~ABRIC ~O ~IRE
,’ -- ~" X 2" I~ GA WIRE

! / ; =ABRIC OR EQUIV.

..... m ’~,~

, ~’       ] I ~BURY BOTTO~ OF FILTER ~ATERIAL
I ( IN 8" X IZ" ~ENCH

FILTER FABRIC ~ATZRIA~ ~

FOLD g SET
FABRIC INTO SOIL ~ ~,

-- I~ ~owBACKFI~ ~O COMPACT ~E ~CAVATE~ ~ --

OF ~LTEB ~CE FASAIC                   = -

8"

4" WOOD POST ~    i ~
ALT=2" X STEEL FENCE POSTS ~

~o

Consu-uction Handbook $ - 66 March, 1993
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Construction Handbook , ’ 5 - 69 March, 1993
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BMP: SAND BAG BARRIER Obj~.-tive=

C, orltlin Wls~

S~ O~ ~
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Additional Information -- Sand Bag Barrier

W~VEN F~BRIC ~ANDBAG FILLED WITH
C~ARSE SAND-MIN WEIGHT 40

F OEPENOING ON FIELD CONOI~ON5

/ .~      ~. 24" MIN

FRONT VIEW

SAND BAO BERM

Construction I’landbooi~ 5 - 73 March, 1993
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High
I

Inspect monthly and after each nmfall. Low f

R~ove ~= wb~ ~ ~es l~ of ~ betel or I ~

B~ ~ ~w m ~m co= ff ~ ~m ~-s=m clog md ~bbmg ~

~ fd~ ~v~ ~ off-sire ~ ~d c~on ~d ~ofi~o~
~o~ ~ ~y ~                                               ~

Managemen~
P~¢tices~

Com~uc~on Hand~ 5 74 ~arch, 1993
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Additional Information -- Brush or Rock Filter

Construction [-Iandbook $ - 76 March, 1993
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Additional Information -- Srush or Rock Filter

3/4," - 3" ,----!.5" FOR NON TRAFFqC AREAS
CRUSHED ROCK ~,~

"~0" ~OR TRAFFIC AREAS

GRAVEL FILTER BERM
ESCS3

Consl~ction Handbook $ - 78 March, 1993
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BMP: STORM DRAIN INLET PROTECTION

Comwuction Handbook $ - 79 March, 1993
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Additional Information -- storm Drain Inlet Protection
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Additional Information -- Storm Drain Inlet Protection

~
STAKES

OROP INLET ’NITHGR~TE

} jiJijj l/ __----

,~ WASHED G=RAVEL

STAKE5~ / ~-’- C)RO_.P INLET

SEDIMENT LADEN /    I~1 ~I

FILTER FABRIC FENCE DROP INLET F1LTEN

~,..~

Comtruction l~andlxw)k 5 83 March, 1993
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Additional Information -.- Storm Drain Inlet Protection
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Additional Information .- Sediment Trap
The map is Rmoved and ~ area smbifized when ~ u~sh:~pe dr-~in~� a~a has been properly smbii~ed.

5. When a riser is taed, atl pipe jomt~ must be wa~-nght.
6. When axLseris used. at least t~e top two-thirds of the riser sth~tl be perforaxzd with I/2.~ ~ ho~ ~ 8 ~

vertg:dly and 10 to 12 iza:hes horzzoutaily. (See Sediment Ba.sm. F, SC56)
When an earth or stoue outlet L~ used. the outlet c:¢st eL’ration sboakibe atlea~t i foot beJt)w the mp of the embaagme~t

8. When a ~ st°he outlet is used, tJae ~ su3ne tLsed m the outlez should meet AASHTO M43. skze No. 2 ~ 24

or it~ eqmva~nt such a~ MSHA No. 2. Graved mee~ng ~he above gradation may be used ii crusJx~ stone ts not available

Best Management Prac~c¢s and Erosion Control Manual for Consm,~-Uon Si~s, Hood Control Dismc~ of Mancopa
County, Rough Draft - ,ruly 1992.

"Dt-a~t - Sedimentation and Erosion ControL. An Invenu3W of Ctu~nt Pracuc~". U.S.F_P_A.. April. 1990.

"£n’monmeutal Criteria Manual", City of Austin. Texas.

Manual of Standards of Erosion and Sediment Control Measure. ,M,socia~ou of Bay Ar~a Gover~nents, June 1981.

Proposed Guidance Specifying Management Mea~ur~ for Source~ of Nonpomt PoiJuaon m Coastal Ware=. Work G~3up
Worgmg Paper, USEPA, April 1992.

Stormwatm-Management Wamr for the Puget Sound Basra. Washmgwn Stare Department of Ecology, The TecJ]~caJ
Manual - February 1992, Publication # 91-75.

Wat=r Quafity Ma~lgem~t PLan for t~e ~ Tahoe R~giou. Volume ~ Handbook of Management PracUces. Tahoe
R~g~onal Planning Agency - November 1988.

Cor~-uc~ion Handbook                ’        5 - 89                            March, 1993
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Additional Information -- Sediment Basin

Consa’uct~on Handbook .5.92 March, 1993
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Constrncdon Handbook , $ - 94 March, 1993
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Attachment 13
Developer/Contractor Self-Inspection Form

Check "Yes" or "No" or "N/A" if not applicable.

YES NO N/A

10 Are all external discharge points reasonably free of any
significant erosion or sediment transport’?

11. Are all BMPs identified on the Plan installed in the
proper locations and according to the specifications
for the Plan?

12. Are all structural control practices in good repair and
maintained in functional order?

13. Are all on-site traffic routes, parking, and storage of
equipment and supplies restricted to areas designated
in the Plan for those uses?

14. Are all locations of temporary soil stockpiles or
construction materials in approved areas and properly
contained?

15. Are all seeded or landscaped areas properly maintained?

16. Are sediment controls in place at discharge points from
the site?

17. Are slopes free of significant erosion’?

18 Are all points of ingress and e~ess from the site
provided with stabilized construction entrances?

19. Is sediment, debris, or mud being cleaned from public
roads at intersections with site access roads?

20. Does the Plan reflect current site conditions?

If you answered "no" to any of the above questions lexcept Number 1), describe any corrective action(s)
that must be taken to remedy the problem and when the corrective action is to be completed:

Checklist Item Corrective Aetionts) N~ded Date to be Completed
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Executive Summary

ES.1 OVERVIEW
On July 15, 1996, the Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board (Regional Board)

issued a municipal stormwater National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES)

permit (Permit) to the County of Los Angeles and 85 cities (Permittees). This Permit contains a

requirement for Permittees to develop and implement within their jurisdiction a Storm Water

Management Program (SWMP). The Countywide Storm Water Management Plan (CSWMP) is

the unified plan consisting of model programs developed under the Storm Water Management

Program requirements as by programs are toestablished thePermit. Thesemodel aimed reduce

pollutant discharges to the maximum extent practicable for attaining water quality objectives and

protecting beneficial uses of.receiving waters in Los Angeles County.

In the 2001 NPDES permit, the CSWMP has been renamed to the Stormwater Quality

Management Plan (SQMP). For the remainder of this document, the acronym SQMP is used.

The Permit required the Permittees to develop a model program to address each of the following:

¯ Illicit Connections and Illicit Discharges,

¯ Development Planning,

¯ Development Construction,

¯ Public Agency Activities, and

¯ Public Information and Participation

Each model program is a "stand-alone" document that describes one of these five elements of the

SQMP. Record-keeping and reporting requirements are also associated with each model

program. This Executive Summary describes the primary requirements of each of the model

programs comprising the SQMP. The remainder of this document is the SQMP element referred

to as the Public Agency Activities Program. which was approved by the Regional Board in July

1998.

ES.2 MODEL ILLICIT CONNECTIONS / ILLICIT DISCHARGE ELIMINATION
PROGRAM

?art 2.1I of the Permit contains requirements specifically for the identification and elimination of

illicit connections and illicit discharges to the municipal separate storm sewer system (MS4),

generally referred to in this document as "’storm drain system." The Permit requirements include
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five components for the elimination of illicit connections and illicit discharges. Those five

¯; components are:

¯ Illicit connection elimination,

¯ Illicit discharge elimination,

¯ Best management practices (BMPs) program for designated non-stormwater discharges,
¯ Public reporting of illicit discharge and disposal practices, and

¯ Hazardous waste reporting program.

Illicit Connection Elimination
The goal of this component is to detect and eliminate illicit connections in order to reduce

pollutants discharged through such connections to the maximum extent practical¯ The objectives

are to:

¯ Conduct storm drain system field screening for illicit connections during scheduled
infrastructure maintenance by maintenance personnel.

¯ Determine the source and nature of suspected illicit discharges by investigating
connections to the storm drain system.

The model program also describes a methodology that Pemittees may use in priontizing areas of
1 their jurisdiction for investigation. Once the illicit connection/discharge has been investigated,

¯ one of the following actions must occur:

¯ If the discharge is determined to consist only of exempted non-stormwater, the
connection will be allowed to remain and will no longer be considered an illicit
connection. Permittees may elect to issue a permit for the connection or allow the
connection to remain if information on the connection is documented; or

¯ The discharger will be required to obtain an NPDES permit; or

¯ The connection will be terminated through voluntary action or enforcement proceedings.

Permittees may prioritize potential problem areas for detection and investigation efforts under
this program component, using the methodology defined in this model program.

r \19~5’~95,4P24~TASK3-4~DECEMBIER 2000"~FINAL.DO~\ ES-2
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Illicit Discharge Elimination
The goal of this component is to detect and eliminate illicit discharges from entering the storm

drain system to reduce pollutants from such discharge to the maximum extent practicable. The

objectives are to:

¯ Investigate, contain, and clean up incidental spills reported by the public, other agencies
or observed by Permittee field staff dunng the course of their normal daily activities,

¯ Eliminate through voluntary termination or enforcement action prohibited non-
stormwater discharges to the storm drain system, and

Investigate to determine the nature and source of the discharge and eliminate through
voluntary termination or enforcement action suspected prohibited non-storm discharges
in the storm drain system.

BMPs for Designated Non-Stormwater Discharges
The Permit required the City of Los Angeles to conduct a study on pollutants entering storm

drains from street and sidewalk washing operation to:

(i.) Characterize discharges from municipal street washing and sidewalk washing

(ii.) Assess the impacts of such activities and

(iii.) Recommend appropriate BMPs to control any adverse impacts.

The City of Los Angeles completed the study and prepared a report entitled, "A Study of

Pollutants Entering Storm Drains from Street and Sidewalk Washing Operations in Los Angeles,

California." The Regional Board approved recommended BMPs for street and sidewalk washing

activities.

Public Reporting
The goal of this component is to promote, publicize and facilitate public reporting of illicit

discharges and illicit disposal practices. Permit’tees must implement a system for complainant

documentation and a follow up response for calls received from the public regarding potential

illicit discharges and illicit disposal practices.

Reporting Hazardous Substances Entering the Storm Drain System
The goal of this component is to facilitate appropriate reporting of hazardous substances entering

the storm drain system as a result of an illicit discharge. The Permittees must implement a

reporting program to document quantities of hazardous substances entering the storm drain

system.                          ,
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ES.3 MODEL DEVELOPMENT PLANNING PROGRAM
.,~

"Development" Projects encompass those projects that are subject to a planning and permitting

review process by a Permittee. A "Development" Project may be new development,

redevelopment, renovation, remodeling, rehabilitation, infill, or other terms that may be used in a

Permittee’s ordinances and/or building code. The planning and design of public facilities have

similar requirements described in the Model Public Agency Activities Program, another

component of the Countywide Storm Water Management Plan.

The fundamental concept of this program component is to identify development that may

significantly impact stormwater quality and to then to include permanent BMPs in the project’s

design. Development projects that may significantly impact stormwater quality are Planning

"Priority" Projects. Other projects are deemed "Exempt" from these program requirements.

Each Permittee will implement a development-planning program that includes the following

components:

¯ System for determining the appropriate category (Priority or Exempt) for a Development
Project;

¯ Recommended lis.’, of BMPs to be considered, and as appropriate, implemented for
Development Projects;

¯ Process to ensure that Planning Priority Projects incorporate the Standard Urban Storm
Water Mitigation Plans using the recommended list of BMPs;

¯ Guidelines for Califomia Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) compliance;

¯ Guidelines for the revision of General Plan elements to include watershed and stormwater
quality management considerations, when General Plan elements are being significantly
rewritten; and

¯ Developer information program that provides general guidance on the Permittee’s
development planning program, and specific guidance on BMP selection and the
Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plans.

checklist and flowchart are included in the Model Development Planning Program to assist

Permittees in determining whether a project is Priority or Exempt.
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ES.4 MODEL DEVELOPMENT CONSTRUCTION PROGRAM
Permittees must also implement a program to manage stormwater and urban runoff associated

with construction activities within their jurisdictions. The Model Development Construction

Program addresses:

¯ Development and implementation of construction site B1V[Ps;

¯ h-nplementation of procedures to verify Notice of Intent (NOD filing with the State Water
Resources Control Board (SWRCB) and completion of stormwater pollution prevention
plan (SWPPP) for projects subject to the California General Construction Permit, and

¯ Implementation of a construction inspection program.

Construction Site BMPs
A Development Construction Project is defined as projects for which site activities such as
clearing, grading, excavation, road construction, structure construction, or structure demolition
results in the disturbance of soil.

In certain situations, where impact to stormwater quality is a greater threat, Development

Construction Projects should be given greater scrutiny to ensure that minimum requirements are

met. These projects which present a greater threat to water quality, but are not subject to the

California General Permit for Storm Water Discharges Associated with Construction ActivityI

are called Construction Priority Projects.

Unless specifically exempted, all Development Construction Projects will be required to

implement BMPs to meet minimum water quality protection requirements. As a condition for

issuing a grading or building permit, applicants for covered Development Construction Projects

shall be required to certify that they understand and will comply with the minimum BMPs

requirements related to construction site runoff.

Projects Subject to the General Construction Permit
Developers of construction sites subject to the General ConstTuction Permit are required to

prepare and implement a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (state SWPPP). Before issuing

building or grading permits, Permittees will require applicants to demonstrate that a Notice of

Intent (NOD has been filed with the SWRCB, and that a state SWPPP has been prepared for

projects subject to the General Construction Permit.

1 A project is sublect to the General Construcbon-Permit if it disturt~s 5 acres or more of soil, or the project results in the
distur0ance of less than 5 acres but is part of a larger common plan of development or sale that exceeds 5 acres.
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Requirements for Construction Priority Projects
Prior to receiving a building or grading permit, applicants for Construction Priority Projects must
prepare a local stormwater pollution prevention plan (local SWPPP) covering construction
materials and waste management control, and must certify that they will implement the local
SWPPP year-round. Applicants for Construction Priority projects must also prepare and
implement a Wet Weather Erosion Control Plan (WWECP) if the project will leave soil
disturbed during the rainy season (November t through April 15).

Site Inspection and Enforcement
Each Permirtee will impi’ement site inspection procedures to assess whether the minimum
requirements for Development Construction Projects are being achieved and appropriate BMPs
are being implemented. Site inspections wil! also determine if local SWPPPs are being
implemented at projects where they apply. Developers and/or contractors will also be required
to conduct and document self-inspections of their construction site. Each Permittee will also

develop and implement enforcement procedures to require that corrective actions be undertaken
when the requirements are not met.

ES.5 MODEL PUBLIC AGENCY ACTIVITIES PROGRAM
Part IV.C of the Permit contains requirements specifically for public ag~cy activities and
facilities. Components of the Public Agency Activities Model Program describe measures to be
taken by Permit-tees to reduce stormwater impacts from public agency activities and facilities
such as sanitary sewer systems, public construction activities, vehicle maintenance and material
storage facilities, recreation facilities, stormwater drainage systems, streets and roads, etc.

-1 Sewage Systems Operations
This program component is applicable to all Permittees who own and operate a sewage

collection system. Although sewage systems themselves are not a regular source of stormwater

pollution, raw sewage contains pollutants that can pose a serious threat to both human health and

the quality of receiving waters if they enter the storm drain system through incidents such as

spills, leaks, or overflows. The goal of this program is to reduce the impact of Permittee-owned

sewage system operations on stormwater quality.

T",199b"~’J4P245~T~SK3-4~DECEM~ER 2000~INALDOC\ ES-6
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The objectives of this program component are to:
.,~

¯ Keep any sewage overflows or leaks from entering the storm drain system or receiving
waters.

¯ Identify and repair sewage system blockages, exfiltrations, overflows and implement
procedures for investigating the causes.

¯ Noti~, public health authorities in cases where threats to public health exist.

Public Construction Activities Management
This program component is applicable to all Permirtees who construct or contract to construct

public facilities, including infrastructure. The program component requires the use of temporary

best management practices (BMPs) to reduce the discharge of pollutants from public

construction sites. In addition, public agency facilities with the potential for having a significant

effect on stormwater quality when completed by virtue of their size, nature of on-site activities,

or other factors must incorporate permanent BMPs in the planning and design of the project.

The objectives of this program component are to:

¯ Select and incorporate appropriate construction control measures for stormwater quality
management from construction sites.

-I ¯ Conduct and inspection program, including enforcement procedures as necessary, to
verify that the construction control measures are implemented and performed effectively
throughout the construction period.

Vehicle Maintenance I Material Storage Facilities Management
This program component is applicable to all Permittees who own and operate vehicle

maintenance or materials storage facilities. Activities at these facilities may generate waste,
-! spills and leaks that could potentially reach the storm drain system and receiving waters. The

goal of this program is to make stormwater quality a consideration when conducting activities at

municipal facilities.

The objectives of this program component are to:

¯ Identify and evaluate sources of pollutants from public vehicle maintenance/material
storage facilities that may affect the quality of stormwater discharge from the facility.

¯ Identify and implement site-specific best management practices to reduce or prevent
pollutants in stormwater discharges.
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Landscape and Recreational Facilities Management
This program component is applicable to all Permittees who own and operate recreational

facilities. Maintenance practices at parks and recreation facilities generally include fertilizer and

pesticide applications, vegetation maintenance and disposal, swimming pool chemical

maintenance and draining, and trash and debris management. All of these activities have the

potential to contribute pollutants to the storm drain system. If improperly managed, potential

pollutants can be transported in runoff (stormwater and non-stormwater discharges) to the storm

drain system and subsequently to receiving waters. The goal of the program for landscape and

recreational facilities management is to make the stormwater quality a consideration when

conducting operation and maintenance activities.

The objectives of this program component are to:

¯ Minimize the discharge of pesticides, herbicides and fertilizers to the storm drain system
and receiving waters.

¯ Prevent the disposal of landscape waste into the storm drain system.

¯ Minimize the trash, debris and other pollutants from entering Permitee-owned
recreational water bodies.

¯ Discharge municipal swimming pool water in a manner that will not contribute pollutants
to receiving waters.

Storm Drain Operation and Management
The storm drain system functions primarily to collect and convey surface runoff to receiving
waters during storms in order to prevent flooding. A common municipal activity includes the
maintenance of the storm drain system to maintain hydraulic function as intended during storms.
The goal of this program is to reduce the impact of storm drain operation and maintenance
activities on stormwater quality.

The objectives of this program component are to:

¯ Inspect and clean catch basins annually and keep appropriate records.

¯ Remove trash and debris annually from open channels and properly dispose of these
materials to prevent them from being washed to receiving waters.

¯ Report prohibited non-stormwater discharges observed during the course of normal daily
activities so they can be investigated, contained and cleaned up, or eliminated.

¯ Review maintenance activities to verify that they minimize the amount of pollutants
discharged to receiving waters.
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Streets and Roads Maintenance
Streets and roads may collect litter and debris from nearby activities, as well as from vehicular

traffic. During the course of routine maintenance waste materials are often generated. The goal

of this component is to reduce the impact of Permittee street and road operations and

maintenance on stormwater quality.

The objectives of this program component are to:

~ ¯ Sweep curbed streets to reduce the discharge of pollutants associated with activities
occurring in street and road rights-of-way.

Minimize the discharge of pollutants associated with the maintenance of streets and
roads.

Parking Facilities Management
Permirtees who own parking lots with more than 25 parking spaces located in areas with
potential exposure to stormwater must have a parking facilities management plan. The goal of
this component is to reduce the impact of these parking facilities on the quality of stormwater
discharges and receiving waters. The objective of this program component is to remove debris
from parking facilities to reduce the amount of material that comes into contact with stormwater.

Public Industrial Activities

¯ Industrial activities, whether private or public, have the potential to discharge pollutants to the

storm drain system. Many industrial facilities are subject to the California General Industrial

Activities Storm Water Permit (General Industrial Permit) for control of stormwater pollution.

The goal of the General Industrial Permit is to reduce the impact of industrial facilities on

stormwater quality. This provision of the Permit may procedurally simplify and reduce the cost

of Permittees’ compliance for their industrial facilities (Phase 1) by providing the option to

obtain coverage under the Permit in lieu of the General Industrial Permit. The objective of this

program component is to comply with all requirements and conditions contained in the General

Industrial Permit.

Emergency Procedures
Each Permittee must consider the impact of discharges to the storm drain system during

emergency repairs of essential public services and infrastructure, and response to natural

disasters. The goal is to reduce the impact of emergency response activities on receiving waters,

to the extent possible, without compromising public health and safety.
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The objectives of this program component are to:

¯ Recognize that public health and safety are the highest priority when conducting
emergency response activities.

¯ Protect surface water quality by incorporating appropriate- BMPs into emergency
response activities to the extent possible.

ES.6 MODEL PUBLIC INFORMATION AND PARTICIPATION PROGRAM
The purpose of the Public Information and Participation Program (Five-Year Public Education
Plan) is to provide the framework for a comprehensive educational stormwater and urban runoff
outreach approach that will reach as many Los Angeles County residents as possible. The Five-
Year Public Education Plan is research-based, broad-based with overarching themes, flexible,
adaptable, and simplistic in order to produce behavior change.

Groups of residents differ significantly in terms of the amount of pollution they contribute, their
demographics and lifestyle, attitudes related to stormwater pollution, and probabiliu of changing
their behaviors. By better understanding the general County resident population, resources may
be directed to those segments of the population that pose the greatest threat to stormwater quality
and who represent the greatest opportunity to respond to a public education campaign.

Some key strategies developed for successful implementation of the education model include:

¯ Creating Overarching Approach - A unified overall public education approach sets a
" "’tone" for the program and once established helps target audiences identify, the program

with its pollution prevention message.

¯ Building Partnerships - Integrate County. and city programs, cooperate with
environmental groups, co-Permittees, and other public and business groups to
disseminate public education program materials and special events information.

¯ Unify Pollution Prevention Efforts - Link all pollution prevention efforts (such as
recycling, used oil and household waste) under a single agenda rather than under multiple
prevention splinter programs.

¯ Develop "How To" Instructions - Provide specific guidelines supported by simple easy
to remember tasks and concise "how to" instructions for pollution prevention actions that
residents and business may incorporate into their everyday routines.

¯ Monitoring and Evaluation System - Establish an evaluation system to measure program
effectiveness by assessing the number of people who show increased av,areness, intent
and/or actions in reducing stormwater pollution. Re-evaluate and enhance program
components on continually based on program effectiveness.
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¯ Multiple Audience Impact - Develop program materials and activities that may be
implemented and have impact on more than one audience at a time.

The Model Public Information and Participation Program also includes reporting requirements

for Permit-tees to support the Annual Program Report to the Regional Board. These reporting

requirements include the documentation of information such as:

¯ Number of media outlets contacted to run public service announcements (PSAs),

¯ Dollar value and number of media buys,

¯ Audience of the media PSAs,

List of local businesses enlisted to place non-traditional advertising (point-of-purchase
displays, product n~ck hangers, etc.)

¯ Numbers and types of stormwater pollution prevention materials distributed, and

¯ Whether there is an increase in the number of illicit discharge reports to the Permi~tee.
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Introduction

The municipal storm water National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit
¯ ~ (Permit) issued to Los Angeles County and 85 cities by the Los Angeles Regional Water Quality

Control Board (Regional Board) on July 15, 1996 contains a requirement for Permittees to
develop and implement a Public Agency Activities Program. This document describes a model

program that Permittees can use to develop and implement their own Public Agency Activities

Program in compliance with the Permit.

Part IV.C of the Permit contains requirements specifically for public agency activities, as

summarized in Table 1. A copy of the applicable Permit section is included as Appendix A and

can be used to determine specific language. The Permit requirements are fully enforceable and

can only be changed through action by the Regional Board. The model program contents will be

reviewed and approved by the Regional Board staff (Executive Officer) and can be changed by

approval of the Executive Officer.

Table 1

Permit Requirements - Public Agency Activities

Permit Section Requirement (Summary) Compliance Date

IV.B Develop and implement a program to Four months after commencement
reduce storm water impacts from public of next fiscal year following
agency activities, The program shall Executive Officer approval of

! include, at a minimum, procedures for the model program, but no later than
following:                             7/30/99.(1)

- IV.C. 1 Sewage systems operations

IV.C.2 Public construction activities
management

IV.C.3 Vehicle maintenance/material storage
facilities management

~1
IV.C.4 Landscape and recreational facilities

management
IV.C.5 Storm drain operation and management

IV.C.6 Streets and roads maintenance

IV.C.7 Parking facilities management

IV.C.8 Public industrial activities (optional)

IV.C.9 Emergency procedures

(1) Provided hat suctt approval is issued not later than 90 days pnor to he commencement of t~e Pen~lttee’s fiscal year.
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Implementation activities for each of the nine program components are discussed in the first nine

sections of this model program. Additionally, the Permit contains a requirement to "include a

discussion of the ongoing investigation of the feasibility of dry weather flow diversion from the

MS4 (municipal storm drain system) to municipal wastewater treatment plants, where
appropriate." The discussion of dry weather flow investigations is included as Section 10. There

are no requirements for Permittee implementation activities related to dry weather flow

diversion.
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SECTIONONE Sewage Systems Operatiop_ 

1.1 INTRODUCTION

1.1.1 Program Goal and Objectives
This program component is applicable to all Permittees who own and operate a sewage

collection system. Although sewage systems themselves are not a regular source of storm water

pollution, raw sewage contains pollutants that can pose a serious threat to both human health and

the quality of receiving waters if they enter the storm drain system through incidents such as

spills, leaks, or overflows. The goal of this program is to reduce the impact of Perm~ttee-owned

sewage system operations on storm water quality.

Each Permittee’s program must meet the requirements of the Los Angeles Count3’ municipal
storm water permit (Permit), as summarized in Table 1-I.

Table 1-1

Permit Requirements - Sewage Systems Operations

Report Section Requirement (Summary) Permit Section
1.2.1 Implement procedures to keep sewage spills or leaks from IV.C. 1 .a

facilities operated by a Permittee from entering the municipal
storm drain system to the maximum extent practicable.

1.2.1 Implement procedures to respond to overflows and investigate IV.C. 1 .c
complaints.

1.2.2 Implement procedures to identify, repair, and remediate sanitary IV.C. 1 .b
sewer blockages, exfiltration, overflow, and wet weather overflows
from sanitary sewers operated by a Permittee to the municipal
s̄torm drain system.

1.2.3 Implement procedures to insure that the Permittee is able to IV.C.1 .d
investigate any suspected connections or cross-connections from
the sanitary sewer systems to the municipal storm drain system.

1.2.4 Implement procedures to notify public health agencies with IV.C. 1 .e
discretionary decision authority on beach closures when there is a
threat to public health.

The objectives of this program component are to:

¯ Keep any sewage system overflows or leaks from entering the storm drain system or
receiving waters to the maximum extent practicable.

¯ Identify, repair and remediate sewage system blockages, exfiltration, and overflows,
and implement procedures for investigating suspected cross-connections.

¯ Notify public health authorities when there is a threat to public health.
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.1.1.2 Facilities Covered by the Permit

Facilities that are covered under this program include sanitary sewer pipes and pump stations
owned and operated by the Permittee. The owner of the-sanitary sewer facilities is the entity
responsible for carrying out this prevention and response program.

1.2 PROGRAM IMPLEMENTATION ELEMENTS

1.2.1 SpilllLeak/Overflow Response and Containment

The following procedures will be implemented, where applicable, to contain spills, leaks and
overflows from sanitary, sewer pipes and pump stations.

¯ When a spill, leak, and~or overflow occurs, keep sewage from entering the storm
drain system to the maximum extent practicable by covering or blocking storm drain
inlets and catch basins, or by containing and diverting the sewage away from open
channels and other storm drain facilities (using sandbags, inflatable dams, etc.).

¯ Remove the sewage using vacuum equipment or use other measures to divert it back
to the sanitary sewer system.

¯ When disinfecting a sewage contaminated area, take every effort to ensure that the
disinfectant or sewage treated with the disinfectant is not discharged to the storm
drain system or receiving waters. Methods may include blocking storm drain inlets,
containing and diverting disinfectant and sewage away from open channels and other
storm drain fixtures, and removing the material with vacuum equipment.

General guidance on responding to overflows and investigating complaints is included in
Appendix B, Section B. 1, and detailed guidance is provided in the model Illicit Connection/Illicit
Discharge Elimination Program.

1.2.2 Preventive and Corrective Maintenance

The following procedures will be implemented, where applicable, to identify, repair and
remediate sanitary sewer blockages, exfiltration, and overflows.

¯ During routine maintenance and inspection, note the condition of sanitary sewer
structures and identify areas that need repair or maintenance.

¯ Document suggestions and requests for repair and report the information to the
appropriate manager or supervisor.

¯ Prioritize repairs based on the nature and severity of the problem.

R0001056
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Guidance on identifying, reporting, and repairing potential sewage system problems is included

in Appendix B, Section B.2.

1.2.3 Cross-Connections

The following procedures will be implemented, where applicable, to verify that suspected

connections or cross-connections are investigated.

¯ Educate field staff to recognize suspected cross-connections to the sanitary sewer
system during their daily activities.

¯ Maintain accurate records of both sewer connections and new sewer lines.

Guidance on maintaining records is included in Appendix B, Section B.3. Guidance on
conducting cross-connection and other illicit connection investigations is provided in the model
Illicit Connection/Illicit Discharge Elimination Program.

1.2.4 Public Health Agency Notification
The following procedures will be implemented, where applicable, to notify public health

agencies with discretionary decision authority to close beaches when a sewage release may pose

a threat to public health.

¯ Notify the County Department of Health Services, or other local health agency, of the
spill location and potential discharge point to the receiving water. The County may
be reached by calling the Hotline number (800) 303-0003 or (888) CLEANLA.

¯ Notify other agencies as needed to help determine the extent of the threat and
document the release.

The 24-hour spill response telephone numbers for all Permittees are included in Appendix B,

Section B.4.
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2.1 INTRODUCTION

2.1.1 Program Goal and Objectives

This program component is applicable to all Permit-tees who conduct or contract out the

planning, design, or construction of public facilities. One goal of this program component is that

appropriate permanent BMPs are incorporated into the planning and design of public facility

projects with the potential for having a significant effect on storm water quality when completed

by virtue of their size, nature of on site activities, or other factors. The second goal of this

program is that temporary best management practices (BMPs) are implemented to reduce the

discharge of pollutants from the construction sites of public facility projects.

Each Permittee’s program must meet the requirements of the Los Angeles County municipal

storm water permit (Permit), as described in Table 2-1.

Table 2-1

Permit Requirements. Public Construction Activities Management

Report Section Requirement (Summary) Permit Section
2.2.1 Implement storm water management requirements for the IV.C.2.a

design and construction of public facilities consistent with
the requirements and time lines specified for private
development in Part 2.111.A and III.B.

2.2.2 Implement procedures to seek coverage, as an option, IV.C.2.b
(optional) under this Order for construction activity with a disturbed

area of five acres or more (Phase 1, 40 CFR 122.26) which
is undertaken by or on behalf of the Permittee.

The objectives of this program component are to:

¯ Identify public facility projects that when completed (operational phase) have the
potential for significantly effecting storm water quality.

¯ Select and incorporate appropriate permanent BMPs into the planning and design of
public facility projects.

¯ Select and incorporate appropriate construction control measures for storm water
quality management from construction sites.

¯ Conduct an inspection program, including enforcement procedures as necessary, to
verify that construction control measures are implemented and ’performed effectively
throughout the construction period.
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2.1.2 Public Facilities Subject to the Model Program
This program element applies to all public works Development Construction Projects in Los

Angeles County owned or operated by a Permittee including, but not limited to, site

development, building, roadway, drainage, utility and other infrastructure projects, except for

projects determined to be exempt from this program. Projects exempt from the plarming and

design requirements are discussed in Section 2.2.1, and projects exempt from temporary

construction site requirements are discussed in Section 2.2.2.

A public works Development Construction Project is a site where construction activities such as

clearing, grading, excavation, road construction, structure construction, or structure teardown

results in soil disturbance. Construction activity does not include routine maintenance to

maintain original line and grade, hydraulic capacity, or original purpose of the facility, nor does

it include emergency construction activities required to immediately protect public health and

safety."

2.2 PROGRAM IMPLEMENTATION ELEMENTS

2.2.1 Planning and Design Requirements
The Permit (Part 2.1V.C.2.a) requires that the stormwater management requirements for the

design and construction of public facilities be consistent with the requirements for private

development projects. A Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plan (SUSMP) was adopted

by the Regional Board for eight enumerated categories of private development projects.

Although public agencies do not plan and design these eight categories of projects, public

facilities may have similar functions or characteristics or may conduct similar activities after

construction is completed.

The planning, design, approval, and oversight of public facility projects differ from private

development projects. For example, private development projects are regulated through a

process of a development plan approval (i.e., conditions of approval), building or grading permit

applications, and permit conditions. Public facility projects undergo design review by the

contracting agency; are issued permits or similar administrative authorizations; and are then

regulated through the enforcement of contract terms and approved plans and specifications.

Since the municipality is also the project owner, construction of public facilities according to

approved plans and specifications is ensured through inspection and oversight by the project

owner and enforcement of contract provisions. Review, approval, and inspection of public

_ i
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facilities and private development projects are generally performed by different municipal

departments.

Each Permittee shall implement a planning and design program for their public facility projects
that includes the following components:

1) a system for determining the appropriate category (Priority or Exempt) for a public
facility project;

2) a recommended list of BMPs to be considered during planning and design of public
facility projects; and

3) a process to ensure that public facility projects incorporate appropriate BMPs into project
plans or design.

The Permit defines Priority and Exempt projects as follows:

¯ Planning Priority Projects are development and redevelopment projects requiring
discretionary approval which the Building Official (or equivalent municipal authority)
determines may have a potential significant effect on storm water quality;" and

¯ Planning Exempt Projects are development and redevelopment projects which the
Building Official (or equivalent municipal authority) determines will not have a potential
significant impact on storm water quality." [Note: This definition of "exempt" projects
differs from that found in the Public Agency Construction Model Program.]

The process for determining whether a public facility project is a Planning Priority Project or a
Planning Exempt Project is shown on Figure 2-1 and is described in the remainder of this
section.

Z2.1.1 Projects Requiring Discretionary Approval
The first factor in categorizing a public facility project as either a Planning Priority Project or a
Planning Exempt Project is to determine if the project requires discretionary approval. If a
proposed project does not require discretionary approval, the project is a Planning Exempt
Project and is exempt from the requirements described herein.

Discretionary approval .for purposes of this Model Program will be interpreted consistent with

Section 15357 of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines. Section 15357

states:

"Discretionao, project" means a project which requires the exerctse of judgment or
deliberation when the public agent, or body decides to approve or disapprove a
particular activtn.,, as distingutshed from situations where the public agent, or body
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merely has to determine whether there has been conforml~.’ with applicable statutes.
o ~ ordinances, or regulations.

Ministerial approvals are defined in Section 15369 of the CEQA Guidelines, which states:

"Ministertal ’" describes a government decision involving little or no personal judgment
by the pubhc official as to the wisdom or manner of car~. ing out the project. The public
official merely applies the law to the facts as presented but uses no special discretion or
judgment in reaching a decision. A ministerial action involves only the use of fixed
standards or objective measurements, and the public official cannot use personal,
subjective judgment in deciding whether or how the project should be carried out.

Ministerial approvals should not be confused with projects that are determined to be

Categorically Exempt under CEQA. Categorically Exempt projects are a distinct type of

exemption under CEQA. By definition, any type or category of proiect that is treated bv a

particular iurisdiction as typically being Categorically Exempt under CEQA, is a proiect

requiring discretionary approval.

Consistent with Section 15268(d) of the CEQA Guidelines, "Where a project involves an

approval that contains elements of both a ministerial action and a discretionary action, the project

will be deemed to be discretionary..." Throughout the remainder of this Section 2.2.1, such a

discretionary approval or discretionary action by a public agency or body will be referred to as a

"discretionary action."

¯ While the definitions of "discretionary" and "ministerial" as used in this section of the Model

Program rely on language from CEQA Guidelines, the process outlined herein for public facility

projects is independent of the CEQA determination.

2.2.1.2 Project Determination as Planning Priority or Planning Exempt

The second factor in categorizing whether a public facility project is a Planning Priority Project

or a Planning Exempt Project shall be based upon the contemplated project characteristics. The

model checklist provided in Figure 2-2, or a substantially similar checklist, shall be completed

for the proposed project.

r \1995M954P245\TASK3-4~DECEM~ER 2000~FINAL.DOC’~ 2-4
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The model checklist lists project characteristics that may be used to identify potentially

significant sources of storm water pollutants. Those project characteristics" are:

¯ A public facility greater than l00,000÷ square feet?

¯ Vehicle or equipment maintenance areas or structures, including washing?

¯ Fuel dispensing?

¯ Food service facility?

Waste handling or storage, excluding typical office waste?

¯ Outdoor handling or storage of hazardous materials or waste?

¯ Hillside location (as defined by the local jurisdiction)?

¯ Outdoor work areas for activities such as, but not limited to, welding; cutting; metal
fabrication; assembly; application of paints, coatings, or finishes; pre-cast concrete
fabrication; etc.?

. ¯ ¯ Parking lots > 5,000 square feet or with _> 25 parking spaces and potentially exposed to
stormwater?

For consistency across the various component programs of the Countywide Storm Water

Management Plan:

¯ The determination of the number of square feet for a public facility will be based on total
-| impermeable area as opposed to lot size or building footprint. This interpretation is used

because storm water runoff from paved areas associated with buildings must be managed.

Hillside is defined as a parcel (or parcels) located in an area with known erosive soil
conditions, where the project plans include grading on any natural slope that is 25 percent
or greater.

If in completing the Planning Priority/Exempt Checklist, n_q project characteristics are identified,
_-| the project is exempt from the requirements of this Model Program.

If one or more project characteristics are identified in completing the Planning Priority/Exempt

Checklist, the project is a Planning Priority Project subject to the requirements of this Model

Program.

2 Activities or materials potentially exposed to stormwater and not protected by storm-resistant sheltering. Such
activines include public facilities operataon and construction work. Such materials include rnatenal handling
equtprnenL mdusmal machinery, raw materials, intermediate products, by-products, and waste products however
packaged.
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Figure 2-1. Flow Diagram for Determination of Project as Priority or Exempt
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Figure 2-2. Planning Priority I Exempt Checklist

MODEL CHECKLIST FOR CATEGORIZING DISCRETIONARY
PUBLIC FACILITY PROJECTS3 AS PRIORITY OR EXEMPT

Project Name:

Project Location:

Description of Project:

PRIORITY PROJECT: Any question is answered "YES."

EXEMPT PROJECT: Every question is answered "NO."

Project Characteristics Yes No

A public facility greater than 100,000+ square feet?

Vehicle or equipment maintenance areas or structures, including
washing?

Fuel dispensing?

Food service facility?

Waste handling or storage, excluding typical office waste?

Outdoor handling or storage of hazardous materials or waste?

Hillside location (as defined by the local jurisdiction)?

Outdoor work areas for activities such as, but not limited to, welding;
cutting; metal fabrication; assembly; application of paints, coatings, or
finishes; pre-cast concrete fabrication; etc.?

-! Parking lots _> 5,000 square feet or with >_ 25 parking spaces and
potentially exposed to stormwater?

Outdoor animal confinement (e.g., stables, kennels, etc.)?

3 "I’his model checklist applies only to Public Agency Planmng Projects as defined in Section 2.1.2 of this Model
Program.
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2.2.1.3 Storm Water Mitigation Plan

Prior to administrative authorizations or issuance of permits for Planning Prionty Projects, the

Permittee shall require that the pertinent requirements of the SUSMP be incorporated into the

planning and design of the Planning Priority Project.

2.2.1.4 BMP Selection for Priority Projects

The Permittee should address the potential water quality impacts of storm water discharges

associated with public facilities early in the project planning and design process. In general, the

sooner potential storm water impacts are considered, the greater the opportunity to include

efficient and effective BMPs into project design and plans. A recommended BMP selection

process is described in the remainder of this Section 2.2.1.4, and the recommended BMPs for

consideration in Planning Priority Projects are provided in Appendix C.

Goals and Obiectives

Site-specific conditions for a public facility project determine which BMPs are most appropriate

for a site. Prior to select’:ng BMPs, a good understanding of post-construction activities and

potential sources of storm water pollutants is needed. The BMPs considered should address the

potential pollutants reasonably expected at the site once the facility is occupied or operational.

The permanent BMPs planned for a public facility should fulfill the following goals and

objectives:

¯ be appropriate for the given site constraints;

¯ be feasible to implement and maintain;

¯ ensure no adverse storm water quality impacts;

¯ promote improved water quality;

¯ provide effective pollutant source control or removal capability;

¯ meet regulatory requirements; and

¯ be economically feasible.
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¯ BMP Selection Criteria

Appropriate BMPs may be selected by using selection criteria that identify the capabilities and

limitations of each BMP. Common criteria used in screening and- selecting BMPs during the

planning and design stage are:

¯ project characteristics (e.g., potential sources of storm water pollutants after
construction is completed);

site factors (e.g., slope, high water table, soils, etc.);

¯ pollutant removal capability:

¯ short-term and long-term costs:

¯ responsibility for maintenance;

¯ contributing watershed area; and

¯ environmental impact and enhancement.

The BMP selection criteria listed above should be applied in accordance with the overall

objective of this Model Program, i.e., to reduce pollutants in discharges to the MEP to achieve

water quality objectives and protection of the beneficial uses of receiving waters. Some BMPs

will clearly be more appropriate and effective in some site-specific situations than others, and

BMP selections should reflect this variability. These factors are described in more detail in

Appendix D.

Select Best Alternatives

Using the list of recommended BMPs for Planning Priority Projects, the designer should use the

selection criteria to select the best alternatives for the project conditions, characteristics, and

concerns. This may be done numerically, by rating and then ranking the BMPs. Or the selection

process may be done in a more subjective, non-numerical way using experience and professional

judgment to select the best alternative BMPs. Either way, the designer should document the

selection process to provide justification for the system of BMPs incorporated into project plans

and designs. R0001066

Desien and Installation

After the appropriate BMPs are selected for a given project, the designer should design the

BMPs and incorporate them into the project plans and specifications. It is important that the

project plans and specifications include adequate information for the BMPs to be properly

installed. Improper installation is one of the most common reasons for water quality controls to

not function as designed.
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Maintenance

Maintenance is crucial to the proper and continued functioning and effectiveness of the BMPs.

Designers should provide guidance on the proper maintenance of the BMPs so that it may be

provided to the entity responsible for BMP maintenance.

2.2.1.5 Changes in Project after Initiation of Construction

Prior to final administrative authorization or approval of project permits, projects previously

designated as Planning Exempt may become subject to the requirements of Planning Priority

Projects. If the proposed changes would add project characteristics included in the model

Planning Priority/Exempt Checklist, the project shall be required to incorporate appropriate

permanent BMPs into the project’s revised design and plans.

2.2.2 Construction Activity Requirements

2.2.2.1 Overview of Development Construction Projects Subject to the Model Program

The overall process of determining what requirements are applicable to a public agency

Development Construction Project is depicted in the flowchart shown in Figure 2-3.

Construction Priority Project

In certain situations, where impact to storm water quality is a greater threat, Development

Construction Projects should be given greater scrutiny to ensure that minimum requirements are

met. These situations are:

Projects where a greater threat to water quality exists, but which are not subject to the
California General Permit for Storm Water Discharges Associated with Construction
Activity are called Construction Priority Projects. Three conditions determine a
Construction Priority Project:

1 ) The project is in or adjacent to an environmentally sensitive area, or

2) The project will disturb greater than two acres, or

31 The project is located in a hillside area (as defined by the local jurisdiction) where
soil disturbance occurs during the rainy season.
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Figure 2-3. Construction Control Measures
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Projects Subject to the General Construction Permit

A project is subject to the California General Permit for Storm Water Discharges Associated
with Construction Activity (hereinafter referred to as the General Construction Storm Water

Permitl if it disturbs 5 acres or more of soil, or the project results in the disturbance of less than 5

acres but is part of a larger common plan of development or sale that exceeds 5 acres.

Exempt Projects

Permittees may exempt certain types of Development Construction Projects that pose minimum

risk of storm water pollution as defined in Section 2.2.2.1.4.

2. 2. 2.1.1 Minimum Requirements

All public agency Development Construction Projects covered under this program must

¯ implement BMPs as necessary to reduce pollutants to the Maximum Extent Practicable4 (MEP)

to meet the minimum water quality protection requirements as defined in Table 2-2.

Construction contract documents (plans and specifications) for all covered projects will include

these minimum requirements.

Table 2-2
Minimum Water Quality Protection Requirements for Development Construction Projects

-|
Category                      Minimum Requirements                         BMPs~1~

¯ Erosion and Sediments from areas disturbed by construction shall be retained on Sediment
Sediment site, using structural drainage controls to the MEP, and stockpiles of Controls
Control soil shall be properly contained to minimize sediment transport from

the site to streets, drainage facilities or adjacent properties via runoff,
vehicle tracking, or wind.

Construction Construction-related materials, wastes, spills or residues shall be Site
Materials retained on site to minimize transport from the site to streets, Management;

~1 Control drainage facilities or adjoining properties via runoff, vehicle tracking, Material and
or wind. Waste
Runoff from equipment and vehicle washing shall be contained at Management
construction sites unless treated to remove sediment and pollutants.

(1) BMPs that may be used to meet the minimum requirements are descnbed in Section 2.2.2.1.5.

4 Maximum Extent Practicable (MEP) is the standard for implementanon of storm water management programs to
reduce pollutants m storm water. MEP refers to storm water management programs taken as a whole. It is the
maximum extent possible taking into account eqmtable considerauon and competing facts, including, but not
lirmted to: the gravity of the problem, public health risk, societal concern, environmental benefits, pollutant
removal effecuveness, regulatory compliance, public acceptance, implementability, cost and technical feasibility.
Secnon 402(p)(3)(B)(iii) of the Clean Water Act requires that municipal perrmts "...shall require controls to
reduce the discharge of pollutants to the maximum extent practicable, including management practices, control
techniques and systems, design and engineenng methods, and such other provismns as the Adnumstrator or the
State deterrmnes appropriate for the control of such pollutants."
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2.Z2.1.2 Construction Priority Projects

Construction Priority Projects are projects that have the potential to significantly affect storm
water quality dunng construction but which do not meet the criteria (i.e., acreage5) to be subject

to the General Construction Storm Water Permit. Construction Priority Projects will be

identified by the Perrnittee during the design process, using the following criteria:

¯ The project is not exempt from this program and not subject to the General
Construction Storm Water Permit, and

¯ The project will result in soil disturbance of more than 2 acres of land; or

¯ The project is in or adjacent to an environmentally sensitive area6, or

¯ The project is located in a designated hillside area and soil disturbance will occur at
the project site in the rainy season.

Application of these criteria is depicted in the flow diagram in Figure 2-3.

Construction Priority Projects will require preparation of a Local Storm Water Pollution

Prevention Plan (SWPPP) covering construction materials and waste management control prior

to beginning construction and implementation of the Local SWPPP year-round. A copy of the

Local SWPPP must be kept on the project site at all times after the start of construction. It shall

include:

¯ The name, location, period of construction, and a brief description of the project

¯ Contact information for the Permit’tee and contractor

¯ Name, location, and description of any environmentally sensitive areas located in or
adjoining the project

¯ A list of major construction materials, wastes, and activities at the project site

¯ A list of best management practices to be used to control pollutant discharges from
major construction materials, wastes, and activities

¯ A site plan indicating the selection of BMPs and their location, where appropriate.

Construction Priority Projects will also require preparation and implementation of a Wet

Weather Erosion Control Plan (WWECP) if the project will leave soil disturbed during the rainy

5 A con.strucnon project of 5 acres or more or that which is less than 5 acres but ts part of a larger common plan of
development or sale. This acreage criteria may be revised downward by the USEPA under Phase II storm water
regulations.

6 Examples of such areas may be wetlands, habitats o.f endangered, threatened, or rare species, wildlife dispersal or
rmgra~on comdors, areas of locally designated species such as heritage trees, or locally designated natural
communitles such as oak forest or coastal habitat.
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season, defined as November 1 through April 15. The WWECP must be prepared not later than
30 days prior to the beginning of each rainy season (i.e., by October 1) during which soil will be
disturbed, and implemented throughout the entire rainy season. The WWECP shall include the
following information:

¯ The name, location, period of construction, and a brief description of the project

¯ Contact information for the Permittee and contractor

¯ A site showing the location of erosion control and sediment controlmap BMPs that
will be implemented for the rainy season.

For Construction Priority Projects. Permit-tees may elect to prepare the Local SWPPP and the
WWECP (if required) as part of the construction contract bid package, or they may include the
requirement in the contract documents for the contractor to prepare these plans. In either case,
the contract documents must require the contractor to implement the Local SWPPP throughout
the duration of the construction project and the WWECP throughout the duration of the rainy
season. Construction contract documents will require that:

(1) The Local SWPPP be prepared before any work can start on the project and be kept on
the project site at all times after the start of construction, and

(2) The WWECP (if required) be prepared within 30 days of the start of the rainy season
before any soil disturbing activity can star’, and be kept on the project site through the end
of the rainy season.

2.Z2.1.3    Projects Subject to the General Construction Permit

A project is subject to the General Construction Storm Water Permit if it disturbs five acres or
more of soil, or the project results in the disturbance of less than five acres but is part of a larger

common plan of development or sale that exceeds five acres. Construction sites that result in
soil disturbance of five acres or greater will require the preparation and implementation of a state

SWPPP meeting the requirements of the General Construction Storm Water Permit. The state

SWPPP must address all categories of control measures, and has specific documentation

requirements. The General Construction Storm Water Permit can be viewed or downloaded

from the SWRCB’s web page: www.swrcb.ca.gov/stormwtr/construction.htm.7 A properly

prepared state SWPPP satisfies all requirements of a Local SWPPP and WWECP required under
this model program.
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copy of the General Construction Permit can also be obtained from the Los Angeles Regional Board at 320 W.
= Street. Suite 200. Los Angeles. CA 90013: telephone 213.576.6600.
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For public agency Development Construction Projects subject to General Construction Storm

Water Permit, Permittees must file a Notice of Intent with the SWRCB and prepare the state

SWPPP (or require the construction contractor to prepare it) before construction can begin. As

an alternative, Permittees may seek coverage for such projects under the municipal Permit, as

described in Section 2.2.3.

2.2.2.1.4 Exempt Projects

Permittees may exempt certain types of projects from the program that pose a minimum risk of

storm water pollution as determined by the local building official or equivalent municipal

authority. Exemptions estal~lished for public agency Development Construction Projects shall be

the same as those established for private development construction projects.

A list of specific types of projects that are deemed to be exempt include:

¯ Routine maintenance to maintain original line and grade, hydraulic capacity, or
original purpose of facility (permit definition)

¯ Emergency construction activities required to protect public health and safety (.permit
definition)

¯ Interior remodeling with no outside exposure of construction materials or
construction waste to storm water

¯ Mechanical work

¯ Electrical work

¯ Sign work

The local building official (or equivalent municipal authority) may designate additional types of

projects as exempt projects. Types of Development Construction Projects may be designated

exempt if the project type meets all of the following criteria:

¯ No significant soil disturbing activity

¯ No outside storage or exposure of construction materials or construction wastes to
storm water

¯ The activity poses a minimal risk of storm water pollution
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2.2.2.1.5    Best Management Practices

BMPs that may be implemented for Construction Priority Projects to meet the minimum water
quality, protection requirements are summarized in Table 2-3. These BMPs have been organized
into four major categories:

¯ Sediment Control. Feasible methods of trapping eroded sediment so as to prevent a
net increase in sediment load in storm water discharges from the site.

* Erosion Control. Measures that prevent erosion and keep soil particles from entering
storm water, lessening the eroded sediment that must be trapped, both during and
after the completion of construction.

¯ Site Management. Methods to manage the construction site and construction
activities in a manner that prevent pollutants from entering storm water, drainage
systems or receiving waters.

¯ Materials and Waste Management. Methods to manage construction materials and
wastes that prevent their entry into storm water, drainage systems, or receiving
waters.

For non-priority projects any combination of BMPs that meet the minimum water quality
protection requirements may be utilized. Construction Priority Projects must prepare a Local
SWPPP and WWECP that considers all listed BMPs, and, at a minimum, must include the
following BMPs:

¯ Sediment Control. At site perimeters, below significant slopes (at a minimum
applied to grades of 1:5 V:H or greater), and at other similar locations, the use of at
least one type of BMP such as silt fence, straw bale or sand bag barrier to minimize
the transport of sediment. At interior storm drain inlets the use of at least one type of
inlet protection BMP to minimize the transport of sediment offsite.

¯ Erosion Control. On completed disturbed surfaces, the use of at least one type of
erosion control (soil stabilization) BMP during the rainy season.

¯ General Site Management and Materials and Waste Management. All BMPs
applicable to specific construction operations, if such construction operations will
occur at the site.

Guidance material about the BMPs that may be implemented to meet minimum water quality
protection requirements will be provided by the Permit’tees to contractors. Similar guidance
material will also be provided to site inspectors for use in assisting contractors to meet the
minimum requirements. Three forms of guidance material are included in this model program:

¯ BMP Selection Matrix in Table 2-3 provides guidance for selecting BMPs for
different types of construction activities. The columns on Table 2-3 list the types of
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construction activities that pose a risk of causing storm water pollution. Each "x"
within a column indicates a BMP that should be considered for this type of
construction activity.

¯ BMP Selection Guidance is provided in Appendix E.

¯ BMP Fact Sheets describing each BMP are found in the California Storm Water Best
Management Practice Handbooks, Construction Activities and are included in the
model program for private Development Construction.

Additional informational materials will be developed and provided to developers/contractors

through the Developer Information Program conducted under Part 2.III.A of the Permit and

through the Five-Year Storm Water Public Education strategy, under Part 2.V.C. of the Permit.
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Table 2-3. Stormwater Pollution Controls for Construction (continued)

Categories of Activities
Site Construction of Construction of Construction of Waterways Planting &

Preparation/ Underground Above Ground Roadways, Landscaping
Earthmoving Structures Structures Walkways &

Parking Lots

O

Sediment Control
SiltFen~ ESCS0 X J X

: t
I l X , X ~ X X

Straw Bale Barrier ESC51 X
SandBagBarrier ESC52 X J X X ~ ~ i X j X X X
Brushor Rock Filter ESC53 X j X XJ j I X ’, X X X
Storm Drain Inlet Protection ESC54 X ~ X X ~ ~ X ~ X X X
Sediment Trap ESC55 X ~ X X ~ [ X ; X X X
Sediment Basin ESC56 X X X X X X x -
Stabilized Construction ESC24 X J X X X X X X ! X ~ X X X X X X ~ X X X X X X J ~ X
Entrance

(1) Numbers ~efer to Califomia Best Management Praclices Hand.ok
(2) Some practices are also covered under other r~ulatow programs.
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¯ 2.2. 2.2 Site Inspection

Permittees will implement a site inspection program will to evaluate if the minimum water

quality protection requirements are being met and to evaluate if Local SWPPPs and WWECPs or

state SWPPPs are being implemented. Permittees will adopt and implement enforcement

procedures to require that corrective actions be undertaken when the minimum water quality

protection requirements are not being met. The site inspection program will include the

following elements:

¯ Contractor self-inspections

¯ Permittee inspections

¯ Enforcement procedures.

2.2.2.2.1 Inspection Procedures
Public agency development construction projects are routinely checked by municipal inspectors

to verify that the construction work is being done in accordance with the contract documents and

applicable municipal codes. When a project is not in compliance with the contract documents or

municipal codes, the inspectors have the authority to enforce the contract by issuing verbal

warnings, written notices, withholding progress payments, or suspending work. Additional

contract remedies may be taken for extreme cases, such as contract termination, or assessing

penalties. Inspections may be conducted for various reasons, and at various times, and include

inspections by the Permittee and routine contractor self-inspections.

Permittee Inspections

During the rainy season Permittees (or their designated agent) must conduct at least one

inspection of all Construction Priority Projects and all projects subject to the General

Construction Storm Water Permit. Designated inspectors (municipal or contracted consultant

staff) will verif,v compliance with storm water quality requirements in the construction contract

documents as pan of the regular inspection process for public agency projects. When conducting

inspections, the inspector will verify that the contractor is conducting the required

self-inspections and will observe whether storm water quality management requirements are

being met using the criteria discussed below in Section 2.2.2.2.2.
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Contractor Self-Inspections

Permittee construction contract documents will require the contractor to perform self-inspections

for Construction Priority Projects. (Contractor self-inspections are a requirement of the General

Construction Storm Water Permit.) Construction is a dynamic operation where changes are

expected. BMPs for construction sites are usually temporary, measures that require frequent

maintenance to maintain effectiveness and may require relocation and re-installation, particularly

as project grading progresses. Therefore. contractor self-inspections are required, particularly

during the rainy season.

There are two primary purposes of contractor self-inspections:

¯ To ensure that BMPs are properly implemented and functioning effectively, and

¯ To identify maintenance (e.g., sediment removal) and repair needs.

Self-inspection records must be kept on site and made available for review by municipal

inspectors during all inspections. At a minimum, contractor self-inspection records must note

the inspection date, time, and observed conditions. An example form is included in Appendix E

that may be provided to contractors by the Permirtee for use in recording contractor

self-inspection results.

At a minimum, contractor self-inspections must be performed according to the following

schedule:

¯ Before every rainfall event that is predicted to produce observable runoff and after
every rainfall event that produces observable runoff, and

¯ At 24-hour intervals during extended rainfall events (except weekends or holidays
_ when there is no ongoing site activity on those days).

More frequent inspections would be effective to verify that contractors are maintaining BMPs in

good condition, and Permirtees may elect to require additional inspections. Suggested

frequencies for additional inspections include monthly during the dry season and weekly during
the rainy season.
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Z2.2.2.2    Inspection Criteria

Criteria for A// Sites

When conducting inspections, the most important element of the inspection is to ensure that
appropriate controls are in place that reduce pollutants from entering the storm drainage system.
If the inspector cannot affirmatively find that the minimum water quality protection requirements
are being achieved, the inspector shall require the contractor to conform with those requirements.

The inspector may utilize the following framework when conducting an inspection:

(1) Determine what BMPs are necessary to meet the minimum requirements:

(2) Determine ifBMPs are being used;

(3) Determine whether BMPs are being implemented properly; and

(4) Review developer’s self-inspection checklist to determine whether minimum self-
inspections have been performed.

An example checklist for documenting deficiencies and identifying corrective actions when
conducting Permittee inspections is provided in Appendix E. IfBMPs are either lacking or being
implemented improperly. Section 2.2.2.2.3 provides a discussion of appropriate enforcement
actions.

Criteria for Construction Priority Sites or Sites Subject to the Genera/Construction Storm
Water Permit
During the rainy season Perrnittees must conduct at least one inspection of all active
Construction Priority Projects and all active projects subject to the General Construction Storm
Water Permit. If the inspected site is not meeting minimum water quality protection
requirements, Permittee inspectors must immediately direct compliance with these requirements
and conduct a follow-up inspection to confirm that compliance is attained.

When conducting inspections of Construction Priority Projects or projects subject to the General
Construction Storm Water Permit, the inspector will use the inspection checklist (or an
equivalent) to evaluate conformance with minimum requirements and required BMPs and to
document deficiencies and corrective actions. Appendix E provides an example checklist for site
inspections.

If BMPs are either lacking or improperly implemented, Section 2.2.2.2.3 provides a discussion of
appropriate enforcement actions. For sites, subject to the General Construction Storm Water

T \1995k..c,54P245WASK3-a’,DECEIdeER 2000~FINALDO~ 2-23

R0001080



i

SECTIONTWO Pt i lic Construction Acthdtles Management

Permit, if the SWPPP is not being implemented, notification of the Regional Board may be

necessary. Guidance regarding notification of the Regional Board is provided in Section

2.2.2.2.4.

2.2.2.2.3 Procedures for Corrective and Enforcement Actions

Enforcement of storm water pollution prevention requirements for public agency Development

Construction Projects will be done by municipal inspectors or contract inspection staff. Any

conditions observed that constitute non-compliance with the contract documents are subject to

enforcement action. Municipal or contract inspectors will conduct a follow-up inspection to

determine if corrective actions have been taken in accordance with minimum requirements.

Escalating enforcement steps, leading up to the issuance of stop work orders and providing

flexibility for the inspector to establish appropriate compliance time frames on a case-by-case

basis, are to be used as needed to ensure compliance. Existing inspection/enforcement

procedures should be used to achieve this result. Depending on the severity of the violation,

enforcement can range from a verbal warning to a written notice, withholding payment or

suspension of work.

If a significant and/or immediate threat to water quali~, is observed by an inspector, action

should be taken to require the contractor to immediately cease the discharge. A threat to water
-! quality shall be based on an assessment by the inspector that runoff from a construction site will

¯ not be reasonably controlled by the protective measures in place or if a failure of BMPs is

resulting in the release of sediments or other pollutants to a degree that may be substantially

degrading water quality.

The following subsections contain an overview of typical enforcement steps that each Permittee

should consider. However, each Permittee’s program should be consistent with existing contract

enforcement mechanisms while generally conforming to the elements described below.

Verbal Warnings

The most common initial method of requesting corrective action and enforcing compliance is a

verbal warning from the inspector to the contractor. Verbal warnings are often sufficient to

achieve correction of the violation, often while the inspector is present at the site. The inspector

will notify the contractor’s project supervisor of the violation, and document the violation and

the notification of the project supervisor in the inspection file. In judging the degree of severity,

the inspector may also take into account past history of similar or repeated violations by the same

contractor at other sites.
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Written Notices

If the deficiency noted in the verbal warning is not corrected within the time given, a wri.tten

notice of violation may be issued describing the condition that is to be corrected and the time

frame for correction and the follow-up inspection. A copy of the written notice will be given to

the contractor’s project supervisor and placed in the project file.

Withholding Payment

If deficiencies noted in written notices are not corrected within the required time frame, monies

may be withheld from monthly progress pa.vments until the contractor corrects the deficiency

and comes into compliance’ with the contract.

Suspension of Work

If a written notice of violation is not addressed within the required time frame and a major

violation is observed, such as a failure of BMPs that results in a significant release of sediment or

other pollutants off site, the work may be suspended. A suspension of work order prohibits

further construction activity until the problem is resolved and provides a time frame for

correcting the problem. The suspension order may describe the infraction and specify what

corrective action must be taken. To resume work the inspector must verify that the deficiencies

have been satisfactorily corrected.

2.2.2.2.4    Report of Non.Compliance to the Regional Board

For projects subject to compliance with the General Construction Storm Water Permit or for

which the Permittee has elected optional coverage under the municipal Permit, significant

violations of state SWPPP requirements or conditions that are producing an immediate impact on

receiving waters may be observed. Such significant violations may include, but are not limited

to. the absence of a SWPPP on site and negligence in BMP implementation. In this case, in

addition to taking appropriate contract enforcement action against the contractor, a Notice of

Non-Compliance must be submitted by the Permit-tee to the Regional Board via facsimile or

telephone within the next 2 business days.
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2.2.3 Procedures to Seek Coverage under the Municipal Permit (Optional)

For public agency Development Construction Projects subject to the General Construction Storm

Water Permit (greater than five acres), coverage may be obtained under the Municipal Permit for

public construction projects if the following procedures are followed:

¯ Notify the Executive Officer of the Regional Board of the construction activity.

¯ Use a checklist of construction activity BMPs using BAT/’BCT criteria for public
construction activity as defined by the General Construction Storm Water Permit.

¯ Verify implementation of construction activity BMPs.

¯ Require a state SW-PPP to be prepared and retained on site for each project.

¯ Report annually to the Executive Officer of the Regional Board as part of the
Permittee’s Annual Report under the Municipal Permit on the effectiveness of State
SWPPPs for public construction activity sites, and certify compliance with the
requirements in this program.

Guidance on conducting these procedures is included in Appendix E.

R0001083



SECTBONT E"  ehicl  I  | altenance/ laterial Storage
Facilities Management

3.1 INTRODUCTION

3.1.1 Program Goal and Objectives

This program component is applicable to all Permittees ~ho own and operate certain vehicle

maintenance/materials storage facilities described in the Permit and detailed in Section 3.1.2.

Activities at these facilities may generate waste, spills and leaks that could potentially reach the

storm drain system and receiving waters in storm water runoff or as non-storm water discharges.

The goal of this program is to make storm water quality a concern when conducting activities at

municipal facilities.

Each Permirtee’s program must meet the requirements of the Los Angeles County municipal

storm water permit (Permit), as summarized in Table 3-1.

Table 3-1
Permit Requirements - Vehicle Maintenance/Material Storage Facilities Management

Report Section Requirement (Summary) Permit Section

3.2.1 Develop pollution prevention plans for public vehicle IV,C.3,a
maintenance/material storage facilities which have the
potential to discharge pollutants into storm water.

3.2.2 Implement BMPs to improve site-specific pollutant control IV,C.3.b
’ including but not limited to good housekeeping practices;

material storage control; vehicle leaks and spill control;
illicit discharge control; training for employees on proper
outdoor loading/unloading of materials; vehicle and
equipment washing area control; regular maintenance of
treatment structures such as sumps, oil/water separators,
or equivalent; and proper waste handling and disposal.

The objectives of this program component are to:

¯ Identify and evaluate sources of pollutants from public vehicle maintenance!material
storage facilities that may affect the quality of storm water discharges from the
facility.

¯ Identify and implement site-specific best management practices to reduce or prevent
pollutants in storm water discharges.
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3,1.2 Facilities Covered bythe Permit
Section IV.C.3.a of the Permit defines public vehicle maintenance/material storage facilities as

"...any Permittee-owned or operated facility or portion thereof that:

i. Conducts industrial activity, operates equipment, handles materials, and provides
services similar to federal Phase 1 facilities;

ii. Performs fleet vehicle maintenance on ten or more vehicles per day including
repair, maintenance, washing, and fueling;

iii. Performs maintenance and/or repair of heavy industrial machinery!equipment;
and

iv. Stores chemicals, raw materials, or waste materials in quantities that require a
hazardous materials business plan or a Spill Prevention, Control, and
Countermeasures (SPCC) plan."

Guidance on determining covered facilities is provided in Appendix F.

3.2 PROGRAM IMPLEMENTATION ELEMENTS

3,2,1 Pollution Prevention Plan

A pollution prevention plan will be developed and implemented, where applicable, for public

vehicle maintenance/material storage facilities, as defined in Section IV.C.3.a of the Permit, to

minimize the potential for pollutant discharges to the storm drain system. A model pollution

prevention plan and guidance on how to develop and implement the plan are provided in

Appendix F.

3.2.2 Best Management Practices for Site Specific Control

As pan of the pollution prevention plan, BMPs must be selected and implemented, where

applicable, that are appropriate to prevent or mitigate pollution generated from the specific

activities at the site. A list of appropriate BMPs and guidance for BMP selection are provided in

Appendix F.
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4.1 INTRODUCTION

4.1.1 Program Goal and Objectives
This program component is applicable to all Permittees who own and operate recreational

facilities. Maintenance practices at parks and recreation facilities generally include fertilizer and

pesticide applications, vegetation maintenance and disposal, swimming pool chemical

maintenance and draining, and trash and debris management. All of these maintenance practices

have the potential to contribute pollutants to the storm drain system. If improperly managed,

potential pollutants can be transported in runoff to the storm drain system and subsequently

discharged to receiving waters. The goal of the program for landscape and recreational facilities

management is to make storm water quality a concern when conducting operation and

maintenance activities.

Each Permittee’s program must meet the requirements of the Los Angeles County. municipal
storm water permit (Permit), as summarized in Table 4-1.

Table 4-1
Permit Requirements - Landscape and Recreational Facilities Management

Report Section Requirement (Summary) Permit Section

4.2.1 Implement procedures for application of pesticides, herbicides, IV.C.4.a
and fertilizers that will include: a list of approved pesticides and

¯ selective and environmentally responsible uses, product and
application information, application equipment use and
maintenance, and record keeping.

4.2.1 Implement procedures to minimize storm water pollution by IV.C.4.b
pesticides and fertilizers used for landscape maintenance,
including the utilization of Integrated Pest Management (IPM)
techniques to the maximum extent practicable.

4.2.1 Implement BMPs to reduce exposure of fertilizers and IV.C.4.e
pesticides to storm water during storage, to include as
applicable: storage indoors or under cover on paved surfaces,
secondary containment, reduction ~n storage and handling of
hazardous materials, and regular inspection of storage areas.

4.2.1 Implement guidelines to schedule irrigation and fertilization to IV.C.4.f
minimize chemical application during the wet season, to
terminate chemical application dunng storm events, and to
minimize overwatering and nutrients/pesticides entrainment.

4.2.2 Implement procedures to prevent the disposal of landscape IV.C.4.c
waste into the municipal storm drain system.

4.2.3 Implement procedures to encourage retention and planting of IV.C.4.d
native vegetation to reduce water, fertilizer, and pesticide
needs.           ,
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Table 4-1

Permit Requirements - Landscape and Recreational Facilities Management

Report Section Requirement (Summary) Permit Section

4.2.4 Implement procedures to manage discharges of municipal IV.C.4.g
swimming pool water into the municipal storm drain system,
including: dechlorination practices, proper disposal of clean-out
waters, and piping of filter backwash to the sanitary sewer.

4.2.5 Implement BMPs to minimize trash, debris, and other pollutants IV.C.4.h
from entering recreational water bodies, including: routine trash
collection along, on, and/or in water bodies, where feasible; and
public outreach to educate the public about the impacts of illicit
disposal.

The objectives of this program component are to:

Minimize the discharge of pesticides, herbicides and fertilizers to the storm drain
system and receiving waters.

¯ Prevent the disposal of landscape waste into the storm drain system.

¯ Minimize trash, debris and other pollutants from entering Permittee-owned
recreational water bodies.

¯ Discharge municipal swimming pool water in a manner that will not contribute
-I pollutants to receiving waters.

4.1.2 Facilities Covered by the Permit

Landscape and recreational facilities include, but are not limited to:

¯ Parks
-! ¯ Golf courses

¯ Swimming pools

¯ Riding trails

¯ Recreational water bodies

¯ Picnic areas

¯ Sports fields

¯ Landscaped areas in parking lots
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4.2 PROGRAM IMPLEMENTATION ELEMENTS

4.2.1 Pesticide, Herbicide and Fertilizer Management

4.2.1.1 App/ication and Record Keeping

The following procedures will be implemented, where applicable, to ensure that pesticides,
herbicides and fertilizers are properly applied and handled to minimize their exposure to storm
water. Application and handling procedures will be in compliance with federal, state and county
regulations, as follows:

¯ Apply and handle pesticides and herbicides and keep detailed records in accordance
with existing state regulations (California Title 3, Division 6, Pesticides and Pest
Control Operations). The regulations cover a list of approved chemicals, product and
application information, equipment use and maintenance procedures, and record
keeping.

¯ Apply and handle fertilizers in strict accordance with the label directions.

Guidance on applying and handling these materials and a summary of the state regulations are
provided in Appendix G.

4.Z 1.2 Minimizing the Use of Pesticides and Fertilizers

The following pest control strategies will be implemented, where applicable, to emphasize the
use of a hierarchy of controls, with a preference for mechanical controls (e.g., mowing) and
biological controls (e.g., beneficial insects, pheromones) before chemical controls (e.g.,
pesticides, herbicides). This practice is often referred to as Integrated Pest Management (IPM), a
pest management practice that considers the entire ecosystem when determining potential pest
control strategies.

¯ Use mechanical control of vegetation whenever possible, such as mowing with
tractor-type or pushmowers and hand cutting with gas or electric powered weed
trimmers.

¯ Use hand weeding where practical.
¯ Consider the use of beneficial insects to control pests as part of a Preventive

Maintenance Program.
¯ Incorporate the above requirements into application contracts.

Guidance on minimizing product use is provided in Appendix G. R0001088
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4.Z1.3 Storage and Inspection

The following procedures will be implemented, where applicable, to handle pesticides and
fertilizers in a manner that minimizes their exposure to storm water. Storage and inspection will
be in compliance with federal, state and county, regulations.

¯ Store materials in enclosed sheds or buildings or under cover on an impervious
surface.

¯ Provide secondary, containment around materials if stored outdoors or if material
from a spill could flow outdoors.

¯ Keep only the minimum amount of hazardous materials on site.

¯ Periodically check areas for spills, leaks, or unsafe storage methods.

Guidance on storage and a summary, of the state regulations are provided in Appendix G.

4.Z 1.4 Scheduling

The following procedures will be implemented, where applicable, to schedule irrigation and
fertilization application to minimize the discharge of pollutants that enter the storm drain system:

¯ Do not overwater landscaped areas, especially when irrigating after fertilizer/pesticide
applications. Adjust watering locations and amounts to minimize non-storm water
runoff.

¯ Avoid chemical applications during the wet season to minimize the amount of
pollutant runoff in storm water.

¯ Do not apply chemicals during storm events.

R0001089

4.2.2 Landscape Waste

Landscape waste consists of clippings, cuttings and droppings of leafy and woody materials.
The following procedures will be implemented, where applicable, to assure that exposed
materials and accumulated sediment, trimmings and litter will be disposed of properly and not to
the storm drain system:

¯ Require all employees and contractors who generate landscape waste to dispose of it
at a Permittee-approved composting location or permitted landfill; include such
provisions in landscape maintenance contracts.

¯ Place temporarily stockpiled material away from watercourses, and berm or cover
stockpiles to prevent material releases to the storm drain system.
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4.2.3 Native Vegetation

The following procedures will be implemented, where applicable, to retain and plant native

vegetation when practical to reduce water, fertilizer and pesticide needs.

¯ Determine existing native vegetation features (location, species, size, function,
importance) and consider the feasibility of protecting them.

¯ Consider elements such as their effect on drainage and erosion, hardiness,
maintenance requirements, and possible conflicts between preserving vegetation and
the resulting maintenance needs.

¯ Where feasible, retain and/or plant selected native vegetation whose features are
determined to be beneficial.

4.2.4 Municipal Swimming Pools

The following procedures will be implemented, where applicable, to manage discharges of

municipal swimming pool water:

¯ Discharge filter backwash water and chemically treated water to the sanitary sewer,
unless not possible.

¯ If discharging to the storm drainage system, dechlorinate the water through
mechanical means (such as letting the water sit for several days without adding
chlorine) or chemical means (such as by adding sodium bisulfite).

¯ Neutralize all other chemicals in discharges, such as acid wash residue, before
discharging to the storm drain system.

¯ Incorporate the above requirements into maintenance contracts.

Guidance on dechlorination practices is provided in Appendix G.

4.2.5 Recreational Water Bodies
Beaches, picnic areas, lakes, and ponds receive a large number of visitors and may collect a large

amount of litter, debris and other pollutants. To minimize the amount of potential pollutants that

reach the water body, the following procedures will be implemented, where applicable:

¯ Provide and maintain trash receptacles to hold refuse generated by the public.

¯ Collect trash and debris from bins and along water bodies to minimize the amount of
trash and debris that may contact the water.

R0001090
¯ Collect trash and debris from within waterbodies where feasible.

¯ When necessary, increase collection during peak visitation months (generally June,
July and August).
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.5.1 INTRODUCTION

5.1.1 Program Goal and Objectives

This program component is applicable to all Permittees who own and operate a storm drain

system. The storm drain system functions primarily to collect and convey surface runoff to

receiving waters during storms in order to prevent flooding. It is a common activity to maintain

the storm drain system so that it functions hydraulically as intended during storms. The goal of

this program is to reduce the impact of storm drain operation and maintenance activities on storm

water quality.

Each Permittee’s program must meet the requirements of the Los Angeles County municipal
storm water permit (Permit), as summarized in Table 5-1.

Table 5-1

Permit Requirements - Storm Drain Operation and Management

Report Section Requirement (Summary) Permit Section

5.2.1 Implement BMPs for inlet maintenance to the maximum IV.C.5.a
extent practicable, including but not limited to: inspection and
cleaning of catch basins between May 1 and September 30
of each year; additional cleaning of catch basins, as
necessary, between October 1 and April 30; record keeping
of catch basins cleaned; and recording of the overall quantity

¯ of catch basin waste collected.

5.2.2 Implement BMPs for storm drain maintenance to the IV.CS.b
maximum extent practicable, including but not limited to:
proper disposal of material removed; removal of trash and
debris from open channel storm drains at least annually
between May 1 and September 30 of each year; and
surveillance for debris buildup in open channels dunng the
rainy season.

5.2.3 Implement a waste management Drogram to include: IV.C.5.c
procedures to identify problem areas of illicit discharges for
regular inspection, procedures to m~nimize to the maximum
extent practicable the discharge of contaminants during
municipal storm drain system cleanu!~ to maintain optimum
channel capacity, an~ a rewew of current maintenance
activities to assure that appropr=ate storm water BMPs are
being utilized.
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SECTIONF IVE storm Drain Operation s~nd Management

The objectives of this program component are to:

¯ Inspect and clean catch basins annually and keep appropriate records.

¯ Remove trash and debris annually from open channels and properly dispose of these
materials to prevent them from being washed to receiving waters.

Report prohibited non-storm water discharges observed during the course of normal
daily activities so they can be investigated, contained and cleaned up or eliminated.

¯ Review maintenance activities to verify that they minimize the amount of pollutants
discharged to receiving waters.

5.1.2 Facilities Covered by the Permit

Facilities covered under this program include storm drain systems owned and operated by the
Permittee.

5.2 PROGRAM IMPLEMENTATION ELEMENTS

5.2.1 Catch Basins

The following BMPs will be implemented for inspection and cleaning of catch basins and
_ associated recordkeeping.

¯ ¯ Compile a list that provides the location of all catch basins.

¯ Inspect and clean catch basins at least once per year between May 1 and
September 30.

¯ Compile a list of Priority Catch Basins, which are catch basins in areas that generate
significant refuse. Between October 1 and April 30, Priority Catch Basins must be
cleaned before the sump is 40 percent full.

¯ Between October 1 and April 30, conduct any additional cleaning as needed to
minimize the amount of litter and debris that washes to receiving waters.

¯ Record the following minimum information when inspecting or cleaning catch basins:

Dates inspected or cleaned
R0001092

Locations of catch basins inspected or cleaned

Overall amount of material removed (estimated in either volume or dry, weight)

Guidance on conducting maintenance activities is provided in Appendix H, Section H.I.
Examples of forms that may be used to collect information and additional guidance are provided
in Appendix H, Section H.2.
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SECTIONFT E storm Drain Operation and Management

5.2.2 Storm Drains

The following BMPs will be implemented, where applicable, to remove trash and debris from

improved open channels and properly dispose of material removed during storm drain

maintenance activities, assuming the Permittee can get ant’ necessary approvals and permits for

channel maintenance.

¯ Remove trash and debris from open channels at least once per year between May l
and September 30.

¯ Between October 1 and April 30, check open channels for debris buildup and conduct
additional removal as needed.

¯ Properly dispose of all material removed during storm drain cleaning and
maintenance at an approved landfill or recycling facility..

Guidance on conducting maintenance activities is provided in Appendix H. Section H. 1.

5.2.3 Waste Management

5.Z3.1 Illicit Discharge Identification

Illicit discharges may be encountered in any part of the storm drain system. Implement

procedures, where applicable, to identify problem areas of illicit discharge. Guidance on

identifying, reporting and responding to illicit discharges are discussed in the model Illicit
¯ Connection/Illicit Discharge Elimination Program.

5.2.3.2 Minimization of Contaminant Discharge
The following procedure will be implemented to the maximum extent practicable, where

applicable, to minimize the amount of contaminants discharged when conducting storm drain

maintenance activities:

¯ Properly handle materials and dispose of waste removed during maintenance¯ activities in a manner that will not release the material to the storm drain system, or in
any other way contaminate storm water runoff.

Guidance is provided in Appendix H, Section H.3.

R0001093
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5.2.3.3 Maintenance Activity Review

The following procedures will be implemented, where applicable, to verif.v that appropriate

storm water best management practices are incorporated into maintenance activities:

¯ Review current maintenance activities.

¯ Evaluate if they directly or indirectly contribute pollutants to receiving waters.

¯ Revise procedures as necessary to reduce the contribution of pollutants to receiving
waters.

¯ Educate employees on revised procedures during regular safety and tailgate meetings.
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SECTION $ IX Streets and Roads Maintenance

6.1 INTRODUCTION

6.1.1 Program Goal and Objectives

This program component is applicable to all Permittees who own and/or operate streets and

roads. Streets and roads may collect litter and debris from nearby activities, as well as from

vehicular traffic. They also require routine maintenance that may generate waste materials. The

goal of this component is to reduce the impact of Permittee street and road operations and

maintenance on storm water quality.

Each Permittee’s program must meet the requirements of the Los Angeles County municipal

storm water permit (Permit), as summarized in Table 6-1.

Table 6-1

~ ~ Permit Requirements - S.t!~eets and Roads Maintenance

Report Section Requirement (Summary) Permit Section

6.2.1 Implement a program to sweep curbed streets at a targeted IV.C.6.a
frequency of at least monthly, and where feasible, more
frequently in areas generating significant refuse.

6.2.2 Implement a streets and roads maintenance program of BMPs IV.C.6.b.i
I for existing saw-cut management and paving practices, to

include but not be limited to: avoidance during wet weather to
the extent feasible, and material storage away from drainage
areas to prevent storm water pollution or other equally effective
BMPs.

6.2.2 Implement a streets and roads maintenance program for IV.C.6.b.iv
management of concrete materials and wastes, including but not
limited to: washout of concrete trucks off or on site in designated
areas and not into storm drains, open ditches, streets, or catch
basins; material storage under cover, away from drainage areas
or other equally effective BMPs; and avoidance of excess mixing
of concrete or cement on site.

6.2.3 Implement a streets and roads maintenance program including IV.C.6.b.ii
good housekeeping practices to insure prober management of
any wastes that are generated.

6.2.4 Implement a streets and roads maintenance program including IV.C.6.b.iii
collection, transport, and disposal of maintenance waste at
appropriate disposal facilities in accordance with applicable
federal, state, and local laws and regulations.

6.2.5 Implement a streets and roads maintenance program including IV.C.6b.v
employee training to promote a clear understanding of the
potential for maintenance activities to pollute storm water, and to
identify and select appropriate BMPs.
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The objectives of this program component are to:

¯ Sweep curbed streets to reduce the discharge of pollutants associated with activities
occurring in street and road rights-of-way.

¯ Minimize the discharge of pollutants associated with the maintenance of streets and
roads.

6.1.2 Facilities Covered by the Permit

Facilities covered under this program include streets and roads owned and operated by the

Perrnittee.

6.2 PROGRAM IMPLEMENTATION ELEMENTS

6.2.1 Sweeping

The following procedures will be implemented, where applicable:

¯ Sweep curbed streets at a targeted frequency of at least monthly (or 12 times per
year); and

¯ Where feasible, sweep areas that generate significant refuse more frequently than
monthly.

Guidance for establishing a more frequent sweeping schedule in areas generating significant
refuse is provided in Appendix I, Section I. 1.1. In implementing the street sweeping program,
Permit’tees must also comply with the South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD)
Rule 1186. which addresses particulate matter emissions from paved and unpaved roads and
livestock operations. Additional information on SCAQMD Rule 1186 is included in Appendix I,
Section I. 1.2.

The t~o common ,types of sweepers used by Permittees are vacuum sweepers and mechanical
broom/brush sweepers. Permittees have flexibility to use either type of sweeper except as
regulated by SCAQMD Rule 1186. Guidance on operating street sweepers at optimum
efficiency is provided in Appendix I, Section I. 1.3.

R0001096

~S 010NT06~P R OJE C T S 1 \ 1 geb’~g54P245~TASK3-4~)EC EM~E R 2000~INAL DOC\ 6-2
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6.2.2 Material Management
.,,~

Street and road maintenance operations may include saw cutting, paving, or the use of concrete

materials. Source control BMPs will be implemented to address each of these activities

individually, and are described below.

6.2.2.1 Saw-Cut Slurry

t Saw-cut activities can be conducted either with (wet) or without (dry) water. In either case, to

the extent feasible, care will be taken to prevent materials resulting from saw-cut activities from

entering the storm drain system. The following procedures will be implemented, where

applicable:

¯ Do not perform saw-cut activities during wet weather, to the extent feasible.

¯ Remove wet slurry from street or gutter and dispose of at an appropriate designated
~ location.

¯ Prevent slurry material from entering catch basin openings, maintenance holes, and
storm drain inlets to the extent possible during wet cutting and, where feasible, collect
captured flow for proper disposal.

¯ Clean up spills from equipment and activities and dispose properly.

¯ Store sawcutting materials away from drainage areas to prevent storm water
¯ pollution, or implement other equally effective BMPs.

Other BMPs that may be implemented during saw-cut activities are listed in Appendix I, Section

1.2.1.

6.2.2.2 Paving

The following procedures will be implemented, where applicable:

¯ Do not conduct paving activities during wet weather to the extent feasible.

¯ Prevent paving materials from entering catch basin openings, maintenance holes, and
storm drain inlets to the extent possible during application of liquid or emulsified
asphalt, seal coat, tack coat, slurry seat, fog seal, etc.

¯ Store paving materials away from drainage areas to prevent storm water pollution or
implement other equally effective BMPs.

¯ Do not clean paving equipment on site; restrict equipment cleaning to an appropriate
designated location.

R0001097
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SECtiONS TX Streets and Roads Maintenance

Other BMPs that may be implemented dunng paving activities are listed in Appendix I, Section

1.2.2.

6.2.2.3 Concrete

The following procedures will be implemented, where applicable:

¯ Wash concrete trucks off site or in designated areas on site, such that there is no
discharge of concrete washwater into storm drains, open ditches, streets, catch basins,
or other storm water conveyance structures.

¯ When washing poured concrete areas to remove fine particles and expose the
aggregate, contain the wash water for proper disposal.

¯ Store concrete materials under cover, away from drainage areas, or implement other
equally effective BMPs.

¯ Avoid mixing excess amounts of concrete on site.

Other BMPs that may be implemented for the management of concrete materials and wastes are

provided in Appendix I, Section 1.2.3.

6.2.3 Good Housekeeping

Good housekeeping practices will be implemented to properly manage wastes that are generated

during streets and roads maintenance activities. The following procedures will be implemented

to the maximum extent practicable:

¯ Prevent debris from entering the storm drain.

¯ Clean up spills and leaks immediately using dry methods, whenever possible.

¯ Sweep up dry materials and residue from cleaning operations.

¯ Collect non-hazardous dry waste in designated, leak-proof containers and dispose
properly.

¯ Do not wash materials into a storm drain or bury spilled dry material.

¯ Promptly clean up trash, debris, and litter from job sites and dispose properly.

¯ Inspect vehicles and equipment regularly for leaks.

¯ Place stockpiled materials away from catch basins, storm drain inlets, drainage paths,
and natural waterways.

Control stockpiled materials if windy or rainy weather is predicted (e.g., tarps,
berming, sandbags, etc.).

R0001098
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SECTIONSTX Streets and Roads Maintenance

¯ Prevent storm water from eroding loose soil and stockpiles.

¯ Inspect stockpiles regularly and after significant rain events.

¯ Keep paved areas adjacent to stockpiles and earthwork sites flee from loose sediment
and tracked materials.

¯ Apply and store all products in accordance with manufacturer’s instructions and
proper safety measures.

¯ Store products in labeled containers and with covers or lids.

¯ Do not clean or nnse equipment into a street, gutter, or storm drain.

Other good housekeeping BMPs that may be implemented are provided in Appendix I, Section

1.3.

6.2.4 Maintenance Waste Disposal
Procedures will be implemented, where applicable, to collect, transport, and dispose of

maintenance waste at appropriate disposal facilities in accordance with applicable federal, state,

and local laws and regulations. Optional disposal options include the reuse and recycling of

appropriate materials.

6.2.5 Employee Training

Employee training programs will be carried out such that staff who conduct streets and roads

maintenance activities will:

¯ Be educated about the potential pollutants that may be released as a result of
maintenance activities,

-[ ¯ Be educated regarding procedures and specific BMPs to be implemented during street
sweeping, road maintenance, waste disposal, as well as regarding general good
housekeeping practices, and

¯ Know how to effectively implement all applicable procedures and BMPs while
conducting streets and roads maintenance activities.

Guidance for training employees who are charged with the responsibility for implementing

streets and roads maintenance activities is provided in Appendix I, Section 1.4.
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Si:i~T10N S E VEN Parking Facilities Management

7.1 INTRODUCTION

7.1.1 Program Goal and Objectives

As part of their storm water quality management plan, all Permittees who own parking Lots with

more than 25 parking spaces that are located in areas potentially exposed to storm water must

have a parking facilities management plan. The goal of this component is to reduce the impact

of these parking facilities on the quality of storm water discharges and receiving waters.

Each Permittee’s program must meet the requirements of the Los Angeles County municipal

storm water permit (Permit), as summarized in Table 7-1.

Table 7-1
Permit Requirement - Parking Facilities Management

Report Section Requirement (Summary) Permit Section

7.2 Implement a parking facilities management plan that IV.C.7
includes sweeping or other equally effective measures
to remove debris from Permittee-owned parking lots
with more than 25 parking spaces that are located in
areas potentially exposed to storm water.

The objective of this program component is to remove debris from parking facilities to reduce

the amount of material that comes into contact with storm water.

7.1.2 Facilities Covered by the Permit
Facilities covered by this section include any Permittee-owned parking lots with more than 25

parking spaces that are located in areas potentially exposed to storm water. This may include

public parking areas and municipal parking lots at facilities such as City Hall.

7.2 PROGRAM IMPLEMENTATION ELEMENTS
The tbllowing procedures will be implemented to remove debris from parking facilities::

¯ Conduct regular sweeping or other equally effective measures to remove debris from
Permittee-owned parking lots covered by this program.

¯ Sweep Permittee-owned parking lots covered by this program’ at least once between
August 15 and October 15 of each year.
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Additional information on sweeping, including types of sweeping equipment and guidance for

sweeper operation, is provided in Appendix I. Additional guidance for cleaning parking lots and

implementing other BMPs at parking facilities is included in Appendix J.

R0001101
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SECTIONE!GHT Public Industrial Activities (Optional Program)

8.1 INTRODUCTION

8.1.1 Program Goal and Objectives

Industrial activities, whether private or public, have the potential to contribute pollutants to storm

water runoff. Many industrial facilities (Phase 1 facilities) are subject to the California General

Industrial Activities Storm Water Permit (General Industrial Permit) for control of storm water

pollution. The goal of the General Industrial Permit is to reduce the impact of industrial facilities

on storm water quality. The goal of this section of the program is to procedurally simplify and

reduce the cost of Permittees’ compliance for their own industrial facilities by providing the

option to obtain coverage under the Los Angeles County municipal storm water permit (Permit)

in lieu of the General Industrial Permit.

If a Permittee desires to obtain coverage under this Permit for a Phase 1 facility, the Permittee’s

program must meet the requirements of the Permit, as summarized in Table 8-1.

Table 8.1

Permit Requirements - Public Industrial Activities

Report Section Requirement (Summary) Permit Section

-I 8.2 Implement procedures to seek coverage, as an option, under IV.C.8.a
(optional) this Order for Phase I industrial facilities which are owned or

operated by a Permittee.

The objective of this program component is to comply with all requirements and conditions

contained in the General Industrial Permit.

8.1.2 Facilities Covered by the General Industrial Permit
Facilities subject to the General Industrial Permit are those facilities owned or operated by a

Permittee that are listed by category in 40 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Section

122.26(b)( 14):

i.     Facilities subject to storm water effluent limitations guidelines, new source
performance standards,or toxic pollutant effluent standards (40 CFR
Subchapter N)

ii. Manufacturing facilities R0001102
iii. Mining and oil and gas facilities
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iv. Hazardous waste treatment, storage, or disposal facilities

v. Landfills, land application sites, and open dumps that receive industrial waste

vi. Recycling facilities

vii. Steam electric generating facilities

viii. Transportation facilities

ix. Sewage treatment plants

xi. Certain facilities if materials are exposed to storm water

Typical publicly-owned industrial facilities include airports, POTWs, vehicle maintenance

facilities, and landfills. The impact of the regulations will vary depending on the type of facility.

Most, if not all, airports have obtained coverage under an individual or group NPDES permit.

POTWs are affected only if the facility’s storm water runoff is not directed to the treatment

facility or contained in some other way on site. Landfills are affected only if they receive or

have received waste from industrial facilities covered by the Phase I regulations.

Corporation yards and the associated vehicle maintenance activities are technically not covered

by the General Industrial Permit except for certain major vehicle maintenance facilities servicing

a transportation fleet (i.e., bus system). However, under the Los Angeles County Permit,

Permittees must develop pollution prevention plans for these facilities. See Section 4 of this

document for more information on a program for corporation yards.

8.2 PROGRAM IMPLEMENTATION ELEMENTS (OPTIONAL)
Some, if not all, publicly-owned or operated industrial facilities are likely already covered (if the

municipality has filed for coverage) by the General Industrial Permit or USEPA’s Multi-sector

Permit. Rather than file for separate General Industrial Permit coverage or renewal, equivalent
coverage may be obtained for these facilities under the Los Angeles County Permit if the

following procedures are implemented:

¯ Notify the Executive Officer of public industrial facilities owned or operated by the
Permittee as defined in the General Industrial Permit.

¯ Use a checklist of BMPs using BAT/BCT criteria for public industrial facilities.

¯ Use a procedure to verify implementation of industrial facility BMPs.
R0001103

¯ Prepare and retain site-specific SWPPPs.

¯ Report annually, to the Executive Officer of the Regional Board as pan of the
Permittee’s Annual Report under the municipal storm water Permit, on the

Z V~995"L.~4P245\TASK3-4’43~CEM~ER 2000~FINA4..OO~ 8-2
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effectiveness of the SWPPPs and the results of the facility monitoring programs at
public Phase 1 industrial facilities.

Guidance is provided in Appendix K.

-I

R0001104

i T:\1995L954P245\TASK3-4~DECEMBER 2000~F~NAL.DOC~ 8-3



Si:CTBON  E Emergency Procedures

9.1 INTRODUCTION
As part of their storm water quality management program, each Perrnittee must include a

component addressing emergency repairs of essential public services and infrastructure, and

response to natural disasters. The goal is to reduce the impact of emergency response activities

on receiving waters, to the extent possible, without compromising public health and safety.

Each Permittee’s program must meet the requirements of the Los Angeles County municipal

storm water permit (Permit), as summarized in Table 9-1.

Table 9-1

Permit Requirement. Emergency Procedures

Report Section Requirement (Summary) Permit Section

9.2 Implement procedures for addressing emergency repairs of IV.C.9
essential public services and infrastructure and responding to
natural disasters.

The objectives of this progz’am component are to:

¯ Recognize that public health and safety are the highest priority when conducting
emergency response activities.

¯ Protect surface water quality by incorporating appropriate BMPs into emergency
response activities to the extent possible.

9.2      PROGRAM IMPLEMENTATION ELEMENTS
While responding to emergency situations and natural disasters such as, but not limited to,

earthquakes, fires, floods, landslides, or windstorms, it is recognized that the highest priority for

Permittees is public health and safety. The following procedures will be implemented, where
¯

applicable, to address receiving water quality during emergency repairs:R0001105

¯ BMPs to reduce impacts to the storm drain system and receiving waters will be
considered and implemented during emergency response and repair activities, to the
extent that such measures do not compromise public health and safety.

¯ After initial emergency response or emergency repair activities have been completed
and essential public services have been restored, implement all appropriate BMPs as
described in Sections 2 through 8 when performing additional repairs, clearing
conveyance structures, repairing or rebuilding infrastructure, etc.
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SECTIONNINE Emergency Procedures

¯ As needed, coordinate with governmental agencies including, but not limited to, the
Los Angeles County Department of Public Health, Los Angeles Regional Water
Quality Control Board, California Department of Toxic Substances Control, and the
California Office of Emergency Services.

BMPs that may be considered and other guidance on emergency procedures are provided in

Appendix L.

R0001106
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SECTION TEN Dry Weather Flow Diversion

10.1 INTRODUCTION
In accordance with the Permit model program requirement, the following is a discussion of the

ongoing investigation of the feasibility of dry weather flow diversion from the storm drain

system to municipal wastewater treatment plants. No action is required by the Permittees under

this section. Dry, weather flow diversion is currently being used, or its feasibility is being

investigated, in several coastal cities in Los Angeles County. The purpose of dry weather or

low-flow diversion is to direct pollutants in dry weather flows to wastewater treatment plants

instead of the receiving waters.

10.2    EXISTING PROGRAMS

10.2.1 Santa Monica
The City of Santa Monica currently maintains two low-flow diversions: Pico-Kenter Storm Drain

and the Santa Monica Pier Storm Drain, as described below.

Ponding and stagnation at the Pico-Kenter Storm Drain prompted one of the first diversion

activities in early 1993. The dr)’ weather flow is diverted by means of a vault and pump and then

eventually gravity flows to the Moss Avenue Pump Station and then to the Hyperion Treatment

Facility.

The Santa Monica Pier Storm Drain empties a small, commercial watershed known as the

Promenade. During dry weather flow, stagnation occurs due to the shallow" slope of the drain.

which results in high concentrations of pollutants. While no diversion system has been built, the

low flow is manually pumped to the Hyperion Treatment Facility.

10.2.2 Manhattan Beach
The City of Manhattan Beach currently maintains one dry weather flow division at the

Manhattan Beach Pier. Prior to the implementation of the diversion, runoff would accumulate

and ponding would occur below the pier. Now, in place, a rain switch diversion allows wet

weather flow to runoff directly into the ocean and dry, weather flow to be diverted to a treatment

facility.--T.h_i.s, is achieved using a system involving a wet well. pump, vault, and weir

R0001107
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10.2.3 Los Angeles City
The major storm drains that flow from the City of Los Angeles to Santa Monica Bay were
evaluated to determine if storm drain runoff and adjacent beach water quality justif,v the need for
dry-weather low-flow diversions. Twelve low-flow diversion projects were identified. As of
January. 2001. five projects have been completed or are under construction, as summarized
below:

Construction Completed

1. Pico-Kenter Low-Flow Diversion - constructed and to be operated in equal partnership
with the City of Santa Monica, and will flow to the Santa Monica Urban Runoff
Recycling Facility (SMURRF, see below).

2. Thornton Avenue Low-Flow Diversion - flows to the Hyperion Treatment Plant.

3. Bay Club Low-Flow Diversion - flows to the H,vperion Treatment Plant.

In Construction

I. Santa Monica Urban Runoff Recycling Facility (SMURRF) - in construction and to be
operated in equal partnership with the City of Santa Monica.

¯ 2. Palisades Park Low-Flow Diversion - will flow to the Hyperion Treatment Plant.

10.2.4 Los Angeles County Department of Public Works
The Los Angeles County Department of Public Works has completed or is in the process of

constructing the following five dry weather flow diversion projects:

¯ Alamitos Bay Pump Station (City of Long Beach) - completed and operational;

¯ Ashland Avenue Drain (City of Santa Monica) - undergoing design modifications

and expected to be operational in the summer of 2001 ;

¯ Brooks Avenue Drain (City of Los Angeles) - completed and operational:

¯ Herondo Drain (City of Redondo Beach) - completed and operational: and

¯ Pershing Drive Drain (City of Los Angeles) - undergoing design modifications and

expected to be operational in the summer of 2001.

[In/brrnation updated 12/2000.]

10.2.5 Torrance, Hermosa Beach, and Redondo Beach
The cities of Torrance. Hermosa Beach, and Redondo Beach applied for state funding in a joint

effort to divert the dry weather flow of the Herondo Drain. The problem was that sand
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SECTIONTEN Dry Weather Flow Diversion

accumulated at the drain outlet and dry weather flow subsequently built up, overflowing onto the

street and inducing street closures for cleanup and repair. The Los Angeles County Department

of Public Works was the lead agency for this diversion project. The project has been completed
and is operational. [Information updated 12/2000.]

10.3 FEASIBILITY STUDIES

10.3.1 Santa Monica
Both the Pico-Kenter and Santa Monica Pier Storm Drain low-flow diversions are temporary

implementation measures to reduce bay pollution. The City of Santa Monica is currently in the

process of designing the Pico-Kenter Storm Water reclamation plant to treat low-flow storm

water. Feasibility studies have been performed and the design process will be completed in less

than a year, with anticipated facility completion in 1999. This reclaimed water will be used for

aquifer recharge, highway vegetation, and sold for reuse purposes such as irrigation.

10.3.2 Malibu
The City of Malibu recently received a 1992 Proposition A grant worth $1.3 million to remediate

the Malibu Lagoon and study alternatives to prevent its future contamination. One such

alternative is dry weather flow diversion. Approximately $150,000 has been allocated for

preliminary engineering and environmental analyses to be performed over an 18-month period.

¯ The anticipated time of completion for the cleanup of the Malibu Lagoon is the summer of the
year 2000.
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AppendlxA
Excerpts Irom the Permit

Los Angeles County Municipal Storm Water Permit
Order No. 96-054 CAS614001

IV. Public Agency Activities

Table 5 shows the summary of requirements under this section and their
corresponding compliance dates.

Table 5
Public Agency Activities Requirements and Compliance Dates

Requirement Per’~=t PnncJgal Perm~ees Months from EffectNe For Approval
Section Perm~ee Date of Order By

(Compliance Date)

Evaluate existing IV.A v’ 16 (Oecemt)er 1, 1997) Executive
public agency Officer
act~v~ies and develop

¯ a model program to
reduce storm water
impacts

Develop a program to IV.B ,/ 4 months after NIA
recluce storm water Executive Officer
impacts ,’tom public approval of model
agency actwitJes with
a sche~lule for ~ 36 months (July 30,
implementation 1999)

A. P~lblic A_aency Model Pro_aram

The Principal Permittee, in consultation with the Permittees, shall develop a
model program to reduce the impact of public agency activities on storm water
Quality not later than December 1, 1997. The model program shall include a
discussion of the on-going investigation of the feasibility of dry weather flow
diversion from the MS4 to municipal waste water treatment plants, where
appropriate. The model shall be sul~mitted to the Regional Board for approval.

To minimize costs and avoid duplication of effort, it is encouraged to incorporate
and recognize in the model program existing regulations, requirements and
plans, such as waste minimtzation plans, spill prevention control and
countermeasures, and business plans.

B. Pcrmittee Public A0encv Proorarrls

Each Permittee shall develop and implement a Public Agency Program based
on the model program developed by the Principal Permittee not later than four
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months after commencement of its next fiscal year following approval of the
model program by the Executive Officer, provided, however, that such approval
is issued not later than 90 days prior to the commencement of the Permittee’s
fiscal year. If such approval is given within 90 days of the commencement of a
Permittee’s fiscal year, such program shall be implemented in the second fiscal
year following approval but in no event shall implementation be later than July
30, 1999.

pr0aram Reauirements

Both the model program and the Permittee programs shall at a minimum include,
where applicable:

1. Sewage Systems Operations

a. Procedures to keep sewage spills or leaks from facilities operated by
a Permittee from entenng the MS4 to the maximum extent
practicable:

b. Procedures to identify, repair, and remediate sanitary sewer
blockages, exfiltration, overflow, and wet weather overflows from
sanitary sewers operated by a Permittee to the MS4;

c. Procedures to respond to overflows and investigate complaints;

d. Procedures to insure that the Permittee is able to investigate any
suspected connections or cross connections from the sanitary sewer
systems to the MS4; and

e. Procedures to notify public health agencies with discretionary
decision authority on beach closures when there is a threat to public
health.

2. Public Construction Activities Management

a. Storm water management requirements for the design and
construction of public facilities consistent with the requirements and
time lines specified for private development in Part 2.111.A and III.B.

b. Procedures to seek coverage, as an option, under this Orcler for
construction activit~ with a disturbed area of five acres or more
(Phase 1, 40 CFR 122.26) which is under taken by or on behaff of
the Permittee, if the Permittee develops:
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i. A process for notifying the Executive Officer of Permittee’s
construction activity;

ii. A checklist of construction activity BMPs using BATIBCT critena
for public construction activity;

I iii. A procedure to verify implementation of construction activity
BMPs;

iv. A recluirement to prepare and retain site-specific SWPPPs;

v. A procedure to report annually on the effectiveness of SWPPPs
at public construction activity sites, and certify compliance with
the reduirements in this Order.

3. Vehicle Maintenance/Material Storage Facilities Management

a. Model pollution prevention plan for public vehicle
maintenance/material storage facilities which have the potential to
discharge pollutants into storm water.    A public vehicle
maintenance/material storage facility is any Permittee-owned or
operated facility or portion thereof that:

i. Conducts industrial activity, operates equipment, handles
materials, and provides services similar to Federal Phase 1

-| facilities;

ii. Performs fleet vehicle maintenance on ten or more vehicles per
" day including repair, maintenance, washing, and fueling;

iii. Performs maintenance and/or repair of heavy industrial
machinery/equipment; and

iv. Stores chemicals, raw materials, or waste materials in quantities
that require a hazar~lous materials business plan or a Spill

-J                                       Prevention, Control, and Counter-measures (SPCC) plan.

b. BMPs to improve site specific pollutant control including but not be
limited to:

i.    Good housekeeping practices;

ii. Material storage control;

July 15, 1996
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iii. Vehicle leaks and spill control;

iv. Illicit discharge control;

v. Training for employees on proper outdoor loading/unloading of

I matenals;

! vi. Vehicle and equipment washing area control;

vii. Regular maintenance of treatment structures such as sumps,
oil/water separators, or equivalent; and

viii. Proper waste handling disposal.

4. Landscape and Recreational Facilities Management

-~ a. Procedures for application of pesticides, herbicides, and fertilizers
that will include:

i. List of approved pesticides and selective and environmentally
responsible uses;

ii. Product and application information;

iii. Application equipment use and maintenance; and

iv. Record keeping.

b. Procedures to minimize storm water pollution by pesticides and
fertilizers used for landscape maintenance, including the utilization of
Integrated Pest Management (IPM) techniques to the maximum
extent practicable;

c. Procedures to prevent the disposal of landscape waste into the MS4;

-! d. Procedures to encourage retention and planting of native vegetation
to reduce water, fertilizer, and pesticide needs;

e. BMPs to reduce exposure of fertilizers and pesticides to storm water
during storage, to include as applicable, the following:

i. Storage indoors or under cover on paved surfaces:

ii. Secondary containment;
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iii. Reduction in storage and handling of hazardous materials;

iv. Regular inspection of storage areas:

f. Guidelines to schedule irrigation and fertilization to minimize:

i. Chemical application during wet season and to terminate
chemical application during storm events: and

ii. Over-watering and nutrients/pesticides entrainment.

g. Procedures to manage discharges of municipal swimming pool water
into the MS4, including dechlonnation practices, proper disposal of
clean-out waters, and piping of filter backwast~ to the sanitary sewer;

h. BMPs to minimize trash, debris, and other pollutants from entering
Perm~ee-owned recreational water bodies, to include:

i. Routine trash collection along, on, and/or in, water boclies,
where feasible; and

ii. Public outreach to educate the public about impacts of illici~
disposal.

5. Storm Drain Operation and Management

a. BMPs for Inlet Maintenance to be implemented to the maximum
extent practicable, including but not be limited to:

Inspection and cleaning of catch basins between May 1 and
September 30 of each year;

ii. Additional cleaning of catch basins, as necessanj, between
October 1 and April 30;

iii. Record keeping of catch basins cleaned; and

iv. Recording of the overall quantity of catch basin waste
collected.

b. BMPs for Storm Drain Maintenance to be implemented to the
maximum extent practicable, including but not be limited to:

i. Proper disposal of material removed:
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ii. Removal of trash and debns from open channel storm drains at
least annually between May 1 and September 30 of each year:

iii. Surveillance for debris buildup in open channels dunng the
rainy season.

c. Waste Management program to include:

i. Procedures to identify problem areas of illicit discharge for
regular inspection;

ii. Procedures to minimize to the maximum extent practicable the
discharge of contaminants dunng MS4 cleanup to maintain
optimum channel capacity; and

iii. A review of current maintenance activities to assure that
appropriate storm water BMPs are being utilized,

Streets and Roads Maintenance

a. Program to sweep curbed streets at a targeted frequency of:

i. At least monthly; and,

ii. Where feasible, more frequently in areas generating significant
refuse.

b. Streets and roads maintenance program including:

i. BMPs for existing saw-cut management and paving practices to
include but not be limited to:

aa. Avoidance dunng wet weather to the extent feasible; and

bb. Matenal storage away from drainage areas to prevent
storm water pollution or other equally effective BMPs.

ii. Good housekeeping practices to insure proper management of
any wastes that are generated;

iii. Collection, transport, and disposal of maintenance waste at
appropriate cils!:~osal facilities in accordance with applicable
federal, state, and local laws and regulations:
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iv. Management of concrete materials and wastes including but not
limited to:

aa. Washout of concrete trucks off- or on-site in designated
areas and not into storm drains, open ditches, streets, or
catch basins;

!
bb. Material storage under cover, away from drainage areas

or other equally effective BMPs; and

cc. Avoidance of excess mixing of concrete or cement on-site.

v. Employee training to:

aa, Promote a clear understanding of the potential for
maintenance activities to pollute storm water; and

I                                      bb. Identify and select appropnate BMPs.

7. Parking Facilities Management

Parking Facilities Management Plan to include sweeping or other equally
effective measures to remove debris from Permittee-owned parking lots
with more than twenty-five parking spaces that are located in areas
potentially exposed to storm water.

8. Public Industrial Activities

a. Procedures to seek coverage, as an option, under this Order for
Phase I industrial facilities which are owned or operated by a
Permittee, if the Permittee develops:

i. A process for notifying the Executive Officer of public industrial
facilities owned or operated by the Permittee;

l ii. A checklist of BMPs using BAT/BCT criteria for public industrial
facilities;

iii. A procedure to verify implementation of industrial facility BMPs;

iv. A requirement to prepare and retain site specific SWPPPs: and

v. A procedure to report annually on the effectiveness of SVVPPPs
and the results of the facility monitonng programs at public
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Phase 1 industrial facilities, and certi~ compliance with the
requirements of this Order.

Emergency Procedures

Procedures for addressing emergency repairs of essential public services
and infrastructure and responding to natural disasters.

This space is left intentionally blank.
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-’ . B.1 SPILL/LEAK/OVERFLOW RESPONSE AND INVESTIGATION
Sewage incident response and investigation may involve a coordinated effort between staff from

a number of different departments/agencies. These will include staff from sewer system

maintenance and may involve street and road maintenance, if the incident is in the public right-

of-way; storm drain maintenance, if the incident reaches the storm drain system; and LACDPW

if the incident reaches the county storm drain system. When an incident is reported, Staff shall at

a minimum:i

¯ Dispatch appropriate personnel to perform material cleanup.

¯ Contain the spill and minimize the release to the storm drain system or receiving
waters.

¯ Record required information at the spill site.

¯ Perform field tests as necessary to determine the source of the spill.

Additional investigations of the sewer system should be conducted to determine the cause of the

incident, and steps should be taken to prevent similar occurrences in the future.

Permittees who own and/or operate sanitary sewer facilities will be responsible for carrying out

this prevention and response program. Therefore, Permittees who contract with the Los Angeles

County Sanitation District (LACSD) or any other agency for collection, transmission and

treatment of their wastewater flows should develop a cooperative policy with the agency, either

formal or informal, that addresses similar spill!leak/overflow response procedures and protection

of the storm drain system.

Any existing local standard operating procedures and spill response plans should be reviewed to

! confirm that the response to sewage overflows or spills contains the procedures discussed in

Section 1 of this document. Where applicable, procedure changes should be made to protect the

storm drain system from sewage spills.

B.2 PREVENTIVE AND CORRECTIVE MAINTENANCE
Routine preventive and corrective maintenance is one method to prevent sewage overflows from
occumng. These procedures may reveal portions of the sewage system that have blockages or
other problems. Existing sewer maintenance procedures and activities should be reviewed to

make sure a procedure is documented and in place for identifying potential problems in the
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sewer system, reporting potential problems to the appropriate supervisor, and having problems

repaired.

B.2.1 Identifying Potential Problems

During routine maintenance and inspection, crews observe portions of the sewage system on a
regular basis. To identify potential problems, crews should note the condition of various
structures and identify areas that need repair. Items to note may include the following:

¯ Cracked/deteriorating pipes

¯ Leaking jointsis~als at manhole

¯ Line plugs frequently
¯ Line generally flows at or near capacity

¯ Suspected exfiltration

¯ Other

B.2.2    Reporting and Repairing Potential Problems
Potential problems noted in B.2.1 should be documented and reported to the appropriate manager

or supervisor in charge of sewer system repairs. This manager or supervisor should be

responsible for prioritizing and coordinating repair work.

There are three general priorities that may be used: immediate repair, scheduled repair, and

capital improvement. The priority of the repair depends on the nature and severity of the

problem.

¯ Immediate repair is for overflow that is currently occurring, or for urgent problems
which may cause an imminent overflow. This may be the case for pump station
failures, sewer line ruptures, sewer line blockages, etc. These repairs may be
temporary until scheduled or capital improvements can be completed.

¯ Scheduled repair is for problems that do not require immediate attention, and are
relatively simple to repair within the capabilities of available maintenance personnel.
Examples include lubricating pump motors, sealing cracks, flushing sewer lines,
repairing manholes, etc.

¯ Capital improvements are for large scale repair or replacement projects. Examples
include rehabilitating sewer lines, constructing or replacing new pump stations,
installing new sewer lines, etc.
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B.3 CROSS.CONNECTIONS
¯ "~          To ensure that suspected cross-connections are investigated, Permittees should consider keeping

detailed records and/or issuing permits for all sewer and storm drain connections and lines. This

would create a permanent record of all known facilities. Information on both sewer connections

and storm drain connections should describe where and when the connection was made and to
what pipe the connection was made. Information on new sewer lines or storm drain lines should

describe the alignment of the new sewer or storm drain line and when the line was constructed.

.!
B.4 PUBLIC HEALTH AGENCY NOTIFICATION
In addition to notifying the public health agency with discretionary decision authority to close

beaches, Permittees should contact the spill response phone number of any municipality where a

sewage spill may discharge. A list of spill response telephone numbers is included as

Attachment B 1.
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Attachment B1
24-Hour Spill Response Telephone Numbers

AGENCY              NUMBER TIME CONTACT

County of Los Angeles (800) 303-0003 24 Hours LACDPW

(888) CLEANLA 24 Hours LACDPW

Agoura Hills (8!8) 597-7300 7am-6pm/M-Th Public Works Department

(818) 878-1808 Non-business Hours Shedff, Lost Hills Station

Alhambra (626) 570-5070 7:30am-5:30pm/M-Th Public Works

8am-5pm/F

(626) 570-5168 24 Hours Police Department

Arcadia (626) 446-2111 24 Hours Police Department

(626) 446-6188 24 Hours Fire Department

Artesia (562) 865-6262 8am-Spm/M-F Mada Lloyd or Code Enforcement

(562) 866-9061 x290 Non-business Hours Shedff, Lakewood Station

Avalon (310) 510-0174 24 Hours Shedff Dispatcher

Azusa (626) 812-3200 24 Hours Police Dept., Watch Commander

Baldwin Park (818) 960-1955 24 Hours Police Department, Dispatch

Bell (213) 588-6211 7am-6pm/M-Th Public Works or Development Serv.

(213) 585-1245 24 Hours Police Dept., Watch Commander

Bell Gardens (562) 806-7770 7:30am-5pnVM-Th Public Works Department

7:30am-4pm/F

(562) 806-4573 Non-business Hours Police Department

Bellflower (562) 866-9061 x2.90 24 Hours Sheriff, Lakewood Station

Beverly Hills (310) 5504985 24 Hours Dispatch, Fire/Police

Bradbury (626) 285-7171 24 Hours Shedff, Temple City Sta., Watch Sgt.

Burbank (Streets, Gutters, Sidewalks, and Drains)

(818) 238-3800 6:30am-4pm/M-F Public Works Street & Sewer Maint.

(Parks, Trails, or Hillside Open Space)

(818) 238-5343 6:30am-6:30pm/M-F Parks and Recreation

(818) 238-3000 Non-business Hours Police Dept., Duty Desk

Calabasas              (818) 878-4225 8am-5pm/M-F Public Works

(818) 591-9682 Non-business Hours City Manager

Caltrans (213) 897-0383 24 Hours
Communications Center

Carson (310) 830-7600 7am-6pm/M-Th City Hall/Street Maintenance

(310) 830-1123 Non-business Hours Shedff, Carson Station

Cemtos (562) 860-0311 8am-5pm/M-F Rod Posada, Maint. Super.

(562) 860-4018 Non-business Hours Exchange

Claremont (909) 629-9671 24 Hours Fire Department, Disoatch
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AGENCY NUMBER TIME CONTACT

Commerce (213) 881-2455 24 Hours Fire Department

(213) 722-4805 8am-6pm/M-Th Public Services

Compton (310) 605-5600 24 Hours Police Dept., Watch Commander

Covina (626) 858-4413 24 Hours Police Dispatcher

(626) 331-3391 24 Hours Police Front Desk

Cudal~y (213) 773-5146 8am-6pm/M-Th Community Services Dept. or

.~. 8am-5pm/F City Manager’s Office

(213) 264-4151 24 Hours Sheriff, East L.A.. Complaint Desk

Culver City (626) 458-3559 7am-5:30pm/M-Th Joe Baiocco, LACDPW/illegal discharge

(310) 839-1146 24 Hours Fire Department, Dispatch

Diamond Bar (909) 595-2264 24 Hours Sheriff, Walnut Station, Watch Deputy

Downey (562) 861-9221 24 Hours Fire Department

Duarte (626) 357-7931 7:30am-6pm/M-Th Emergency Response

~ (626) 451-2078 Non-business Hours Beeper number

(909) 860-4470 Non-business Hours Bill Ometas, home number

El Monte (626) 580-2100 24 Hours Police Department

(626) 580-2150 24 Hours Fire Department

El Segundo (310) 322-4670 x363 24 Hours Fire Department/Steve Tsumura

Gardena (310) 323-7911 24 Hours Fire Dispatch
I Glendale              (818) 956-4800              24 Hours        Fire Department

¯ Glendora (626) 914-8250 24 Hours Police Department

Hawaiian Gardens (562) 420-2641 8am-5:30pm/M-Th Public Works

(562) 403-4406 24 Hours Police Department

Hawthorne (310) 970-7052 24 Hours Police Dispatcher

(310) 970-7968 24 Hours Fire Department

-| Hermosa Beach (31) 318-0313 24 Hours Police Dispatcher
¯

Hidden Hills (213) 890-4317 8am-4:30pm/M-F L.A. Co. Fire Department

(213) 881-2455 Non-business Hours Dispatch, Health HAZMAT

Huntington Park (213) 584-6253 8am-Spm/M-Th City Engineer Department

(213) 587-5211 Non-business Hours Police Department

Industry (626) 333-2211 9am-5pm/M-F John Ballas or City Engineering

(626) 330-3322 Non-business Hours Sheriff, Watch Commander

(Non-Business Hrs Complaints in Road & Sewer Maintenance Jurisdictions - Call LACDPW Yard)

Inglewood (310) 412-5491 6:30am-3:00pm Sewer Department

(310) 671-8233 24 Hours Fire Dept. Communications Center

Irwindale (626) 962-3601 24 Hours Police Department
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La Canada Flintndge (818) 790-8880 7am-Spm/M-Th City Hall/Public Works

(818) 790-8880 8am-Spm/F City Hall/Public Works

(818) 248-3464 24 Hours Shenff, (3rescenta Valley Station

(24 Hours Complaints in Road & Sewer Maintenance Junsdictions - Call LACDPW Yard)

La Habra Heights        (562) 694-6302          7:30am-6pm/M-Th    City Hall (Call First)

(562) 694-1465 7:30am-6pm/M-Th City Hall (No recorder)

(562) 694-8283 Non-business Hours City Volunteer Fire Department

Lakewood (562) 866-9771 x2500 7:30am-5:30pm/M-F Public Works

(562-866-9061 x290 Non-business Hours Sheriff, Lakewood Station

La Mirada (562) 943-0131 x250 7am-5pm/M-F Environmental Services Dept.

(562) 690-3645 10am-8prn/M-Th Public Safety

(562) 690-3645 10am-9prn/F-Sat Public Safety

(562) 690-3845 12pm-8pm/Sun Public Safety

(562) 943-5512 Non-business Hours L.A. County Fire Station 49

Lancaster (805) 723-6211 7:30am-4:30pm/M-F Maintenance Yard

(805) 540-1579 Non-business Hours Pager Number

La Puente (626) 855-1500 8am-5prn/M-F Dan Chadwick

(626) 330-3322 24 Hours Sheriff," Watch Commander

La Veme (909) 596-8741 8am-6pm/M-Th Public Works Dept. or Dan Keesey

(909) 596-1913 Non-business Hours Police Department

Lawndale (310) 970-2160 7:30am-5:30pm/M-Th Public Works Department

(310) 671-7531 24 Hours Sheriff, Dispatch

(310) 679-1131 24 Hours L.A. Co. Fire Dept., HAZMAT

Lomita (310) 325-7110 8:15am-4:30pm/M-F Gary Irwin or Code Enforcement

(31) 539-1661 24 Hours Sherffi-Complaint Desk

Long Beach (562) 570-2722 7:30am-4:30pm/M-F Street Maint./Storm Drains

(562) 435-6711 Non-business Hours Police Communication

Los Angeles (213) 485-5500 Non-business Hours City Hall Operator

(800) 974-9794 7am-4:30pm/M-F L.A. City Hotline

Lynwood (310) 603-0267 7am-6pm/M-Th Engineenng - Ted Semaan

(562) 861-9221 Non-business Hours Fire Department

Malibu (310) 456-2489 x247 9am-Spm/M-F Public Works Department

Rick Morgan (24-Hr. voice mail)

(818) 878-1808 Non-business Hours Sheriff-Emergency Only

Manhattan Beach (310) 545-5621 x380 8am-4:30pm/M-F Public Works Department

(310) 545-5621 x222 Non-business Hours Police Department

Maywood (213) 562-5005 24 Hours F~olice Department ....
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AGENCY NUMBER TIME CONTACT

Monrovia (626) 359-323! 7am-6pm/M-Th Public Works Department

626) 359-1152 Non-business Hours Police Department. Dispatch

Montebetlo 213) 887-1460 8am-5pm/M-F Public Works Department

213) 887-4510 24 Hours Charlie Ford, HAZMAT Fire Dept.

213) 887-1212 24 Hours Cpt. Mike Knight, Police Dept.

Monterey Park 626) 307-1320 8am-5pm/M-F City Engineer

626) 573-1311 24 Hours Police Department

Norwalk (562) 929-5511 6am-6pm/M-Th Public Services Department

(562) 929-5700 8am-6pm/F Public Services Department

(562) 863-8711 Non-business Hours Sheriff - Complaints Desk

Palmdale (805) 267-5234 8:30am-5pm/M-F Code Enforcement Division

(805) 267-4300 Non-business Hours Sheriff

Palos Verdes Estates (310) 378-4211 24 Hours Police Department

(310) 378-0383 7am-3:30pm/M-F Public Works Department

Paramount (562) 220-2020 7:30am-5:30pm/M-Th Public Works Department

(562) 866-9061 x290 Non-business Hours Sheriff, Lakewood Station

Pasadena (626) 744-4501 24 Hours Police Department

Pico Rivera (562) 949-2421 24 Hours Sheriff - Complaint Desk

Pomona (909) 622-1241 24 Hours Police Department Dispatch

Rancho Palos Verdes (310) 539-1661 24 Hours Lomita Sheriff - Complaint Desk

Redondo Beach (310) 379-5416 24 Hours Fire Dispatcher

Rolling Hills (310) 377-1521 7:30am-5pm/M-F Code Enforcement

(310) 539-1661 24 Hours Sheriff- Complaint Desk

Rolling Hills Estates (310) 377-1577 7:30am-6:30pm/M-Th City Hall

(310) 377-1577 7:30am-4:30pm/F City Hall

(310) 539-1661 Non-business Hours Sheriff- Complaint Desk

Rosemead (626) 288-6671 7am-6pm/M-Th Engineering Division

(626) 285-7171 Non-business Hours Shedff, Temple City Sta., Watch Sgt.

San Dimas (909) 394-6240 7:30am-5:30pm/M-Th Department of Public Works

(909) 394-6240 8am-5pm/F Department of Public Works

(909) 595-2264 Non-business Hours Sheriff, Watch Deputy

San Femando (818) 898-1293 7am-5pm/M-F Public Works Dept. Yard

(818) 898-1267 Non-business Hours Police Department

San Gabriel (626) 308-2880 24 Hours Fire Department (Call First)

(626) 288-5050 24 Hours Fire Department / Emergency

San Manno (626) 300-0720 24 Hours Police Department

(626) 300-0735 24 Hours Fire Department
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..,
Santa Clanta           (805) 222-7222            8am-5pm/M-F      Building & Safety

(805) 255-1121 24 Hours Sheriff

Santa Fe Spnngs (562) 944-9713 8am-5pm/M-F Fire Department. Santa Fe Spnngs

(562) 868-1711 24 Hours Fire Department, Downey Dispatch

Santa Momca (310) 458-8533 6:30am-4:pm/M-F Wastewater

(310) 458-2210 6:30am-6pm/M-F Industrial Waste

(310) 458-8672 24 Hours (Illegal Dumping) Fire Dept. Dispatch

Sierra Madre (626) 355-1414 24 Hours Police Department

Signal Hill (562) 989-7200 24 Hours Police Department

South E! Monte (626) 285-7171 24 Hours Sheriff, Temple City Sta., Watch Sgt.

South Gate (213) 563-5400 24 Hours Police Department

South Pasadena (626) 799-1121 24 Hours Police & Fire Dispatcher

Temple City (626) 285-2171 8am-6pm/M-Th Public Services

i (626) 285-7171 24 Hours Sheriff, Temple City Sta., Watch Sgt.

Torrance (310) 618-5929 7:30am-5:30pm/M-Th Environmental Health

(310) 618-5641 24 Hours Police Department - Complaint Desk

Ventura County (805) 654-5051 7:30am-5:30pm/M-Th Vicki Musgrove

Vernon (213) 583-6331 24 Hours Fire Department

Walnut (909) 598-5241 7:30am-5:30pm/M-Th Building & Safety Department

-| (909) 598-5241 8am-5pm/F Building & Safety Department

(909) 594-7175 Non-business Hours Answenng Service/Emergency

West Covina (626) 814-8500 24 Hours Police / Fire Department

West Hollywood (213) 848-6404 8am-6pm/M-F Environ. Services Div., Code Enforce.

(213) 855-8850 Non-business Hours Shedff, West Hollywood Station

(213) 262-2111 Non-business Hours L.A. CO. Fire Department

-~ Westlake Village (805) 653-6597 8am-5pm/M-F Westlake Village Public Works

(818) 878o1808 Non-business Hours Sheriff, Lost Hills Station

Whittier (562) 464-3561 8am-5pm/M-F Public Works Department

(562) 695-5214 Non-business Hours Whittier Pumping Plant II
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AppendixC
Recommended BMPsfor Site Planning,

Post-Construction, and Redevelopment/Inflll

Minimize Storm Water Runoff

Pervious Drainage S~,stem
Reduce Area of Impervious Surface
Site Lab/out

Post-Construction BMPs
BMP Name BMP Identification No. and Name ¯

Abovecjround Tank Berms SC41. Above, round Tank Berms
Car Wash Facilit~ SC3, Vehicle and Equipment Washinq and Steam Cleaninq
Catch basin insert Not applicable.
Catch-basin screen Not applicable.
Cistern collection s~’stems Not applicable.
Clarffiers Not applicable.
Constructed Wetlands TC3, Constructed Wetlands
Continuous flow deflection/separation s~,stems Not applicable.
Control of Impervious Runoff Not applicable.
Curb elimination on landscape areas Not applicable.
Detention/Infiltration device maintenance SC75, Has the developertowner determined how

detention/infiltration devices planned for the site will be
maintained

Dnp Irrigation systems Not applicable.
Efficient Imgation Not applicable
Energy Dissipaters ESC40, Outlet Protection
Extended Detention Basins TC5, Extended Detention Basin
Facilibj design to divert wash-off to sanitary sewers Not applicable.
Filtration s~/stems Not applicable.
Flow diversion to landscape or Pervious areas Not applicable.
Geotextiles and Mats ESC20, Geotextiles and Mats
Illicit Connection Prevention SC60, Illicit Connection Prevention - Will any planned

connections to the storm drain carry non-storm water
discharges

Infiltration Basins TCl, Infiltration
Infiltration Trenches TC1, Infiltration
Inlet Trash Racks Not applicable.
Landscape Design ESC2, Preservation of Existing Vegetation; ECS10, Seeding

and Planting: ESC11, Mulchinq
Linings for Urban Runoff Conve~/ance Channels Not applicable.
Matenals Management SC5, Outdoor Loading/Unloading of Materials; SC6, Outdoor

Container Storage of Liquids: SC8, Outdoor Storage of Raw
Materials, Products, and B~’-Products

Material storage management SC20, Material storage control - Des=gn site w~th bermed and
covered storage areas for matenal storage located away from
storm drains

Media Filtration TC6. Media Filtration

Corres~nds to the BMP number and name as ~n the Ca/ifom~a Storm Water Best Management Practice Handbooks (1993).
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Appendix C
Recommended BMPs for Site Planning,

Post-Construction, and Redevelopment/Inflll

¯ ¯ Post-Construction BMPs (continued)

BMP Name BMP Identification No. and Name ’

Motor Fuel Concrete Dispensing Areas SC2, Vehicle and Equipment Fueling
Motor Fuel Dispensing Area Canopy SC2, Vehicle and Equipment Fuelinq
Multiple treatment systems ~n combination TC8, Multiple treatment systems in combination
Normal flow separation/storac~e systems Not applicable.
Non-storm water discharges elimination SC1, Eliminate non-storm water discharges to the storm drain

collection system
Oil/Water Separators and Water Quality Inlets TC7, Oil/Water Separators and Water Quality Inlets
Outdoor Process Equipment Operation and SC7, Outdoor Process Equipment Operation and Maintenance
Maintenance - Design site to include a canopy over outdoor processes
Outdoor Storage SC6, Outdoor Container Storage of Liquids; SC8, Outdoor

Storage of Raw Matenals, Products, and By-Products
Pesticide and fertilizer use elimination or reductJon Not applicable.
Porous Pavement and Altemative Surfaces TCl, Infiltration
Post signs to caution improper practices or to Not applicable.
educate
Pdmar~ waste-water treatment systems Not applicable.

I
Protect Slopes and Channels ECS40, Outlet Protection; ESC42, Slope Roughening and

Terracing

Retention grading Not applicable.

Scheduling ESCl, Scheduling actJvit~

Seconda~ waste-water treatment systems Not applicable.
Serf -Contained Areas for Vehicle or Equipment SC3, Vehicle and Equipment Washing and Steam Cleaning;
Washing, Steam Cleaning, Maintenance, Repair, or SC4, Vehicle and Equipment Maintenance and Repair; SC7,
Matenal Processing Outdoor Process Equipment Operations and Maintenance
Storm Drain System Stenciling and Signage SC30, Storm Drain System Signs
Trash Container Areas SC9, Waste Handling and Disposal
Vacuum sweeping of partying Jots Not applicable
Vegetated buffer zones Not applicable.
Vegetated Swales and Stnps TC4, Bio-filters
Wet Pond TC2,Wet Pond

Corresponds to the BMP number and name as in the Ca/ifomia Storm Water Best Management Practice Handbooks (1993).
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Appendix C
Recommended BMPs for Site Plannin 

Post-Construction, and Redevelopment/Inflll

Redevelopment and Infill BMPs

BMP Name BMP Identification No. and Name ¯

Aboveground Tank Berms SC41, Aboveground Tank Berms
Car Wash Facilities SC3, Vehicle and Equipment Washing and Steam

Cleaning
Catch basin ~nsert Not applicable.
Catch-basin screen Not applicable.
Cistern collection s~/stems Not applicable.

./
Clarifiers Not applicable.
Continuous flow deflection/separation systems Not applicable.
Control of Impervious Runoff Not applicable.
Curb elimination on landscape areas Not applicable.
Detention/Infiltration device maintenance SC75, Has the developer/owner determined how

detention/infiltration devices planned for the site will be
maintained

Dnp Imgation s},stems Not applicable.
Efficient trnqation Not applicable.

! Energy Dissipaters ESC40, Outlet Protection
Facility design to divert wash-off to sanitary Not applicable.
sewers
Filtration systems Not applicable.
Flow diversion to landscape or pervious areas Not applicable.
Geotextiles and Mats ESC20, Geotextiles and Mats
Illicit Connection Prevention SC60, Illicit Connection Prevention - Will any planned

connections to the storm drain can’y non-storm water
-I discharges

Landscape Design ESC2, Preservation of Existing Vegetation: ECS10,

¯ Seeding and Planting; ESCl 1, Mulching
Linings for Urban Runoff Conve~/ance Channels Not applicable.
Materials Management SC5, Outdoor Loading/Unloading of Materials; SC6,

Outdoor Container Storage of Liquids; SC8, Outdoor
Storage of Raw Materials, Products, and B~/-Products

Material storage management SC20, Matedal storage control - Design site with
bermed and covered storage areas for matedal storage
located away from storm drains

"111 Media Filtration TC6. Media Filtration
Motor Fuel Concrete Dispensing Areas SC2, Vehicle and Equipment Fuelinq
Motor Fuel Dispensing Area Canopy" SC2, Vehicle and Equipment Fuelinq
Multiple treatment systems in combination TC8, Multiple treatment s},stems in combination

¯ Non-storm water discharges elimination SC1, Eliminate non-storm water discharges to the storm
drain collection s},stem

Normal flow separation/storage s~,stems Not applicable.
OilNVater Separators and Water Qualit~ Inlets TC7, Oil/Water Separators and Water Quality Inlets
Outdoor Process Equipment Operation and SC7, Outdoor Process Equipment Operation and
Maintenance Maintenance - Design site to include a canopy over

outdoor processes
¯ Corres~nos ~o the BMP number and name as in tt~e Califom~a Storm Water Best Management f~racttce Handbooks (1993).
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AppendixC
Recommended BMPs for Site Plannin 

Post-Construction, and Redevelopment/Inflll

Redevelopment and Infill BMPs (continued)

BMP Name BMP Identification No. and Name "

Outdoor Storage SC6, Outdoor Container Storage of Liquids; SC8,
Outdoor Storage of Raw Materials, Products, and By-
Products

Pest=cide and fertilizer use elimination or reduction Not applicable.
Porous ~Pavement and Alternative Surfaces TC!, Infiltration
Post signs to caution improper practices or to Not applicable.
educate
Primar~ waste-water treatment s~’stem Not applicable.
Protect Slopes and Channels ECS40. Outlet Protection; ESC42, Slope Roughening

and Terracin9
Retention grading Not applicable.
Scheduling ESC20. Scheduling activity
Secondan/waste-water treatment systems Not applicable.
Self-Contained Areas for Vehicle or Equipment SC3, Vehicle and Equipment Washing and Steam
Washing, Steam Cleaning, Maintenance, Repair, Cleaning; SC4, Vehicle and Equipment Maintenance
or Material Processing and Repair; SC7, Outdoor Process Equipment

Operations and Maintenance
Storm Drain S~’stem Stencilin9 and Sk:jnage SC30, Storm Drain System Signs
Trash Container Areas SC9, Waste Handling and Disposal
Vacuum sweeping of parking lot Not applicable.
Vegetated buffer zones Not applicable.
Vegetated Swales and Strips TC4, Bio-filters

¯ Co~responds to the BMP number and name as in the California Storm Water Best Management Practice Handbooks (1993).
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Appendix D
BMP Selection Criteria

The following criteria should be considered dunng the process of assessing the appropriateness

(benefits and limitations) of BMPs for a particular project:

¯ project characteristics;

¯ site factors;

¯ pollutant removal capability;

¯ short-term and long-term costs;

¯ responsibility for maintenance:

¯ contributing watershed area; and

¯ environmental enhancement.

D.1 PROJECT CHARACTERISTICS

Selection of BMPs for a project is a function of project characteristics, such as type or size of

project. Post-construction activities and operations that may be potential sources of storm water

pollution are often the same for a given type of project. Projects developed on large sites provide the

opportunity to incorporate a wider variety of BMPs, whereas smaller sites often have physical

constraints precluding implementation of BMPs requiring large land areas.

D.2 SITE FACTORS

Site factors have common physical restrictions on BMPs and include:

Steep Slopes: Steep slopes restrict the use of several BMPs. Porous pavement must be situated in

sites with slopes of 5 percent or less. Swales can only be used if their slope is less than 5 percent;

however, swales often can be used perpendicular to the slope or with a drop structure. Also, because

of slope stability concems, infiltration trenches and filter strips are not practical when slopes exceed

20 percent.

High Water Table: The water table acts as an effective barrier to exfiltration and can sharply reduce

the ability of an infiltration BMP to drain properly. If the height of the seasonally high water table

extends to within 4 feet (1.2 meters) of the bottom of an infiltration BMP, the site is seldom
considered suitable. Given the climate and geology of Southern California, this is typically not an

issue, except for some areas adjacent to surface water bodies.

Soil Permeability: The type of soil is an important characteristic that can limit the applicability of a

particular BMP at a particular site since the long.term percolation rate is governed by soil type. This
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Appendix D
BMP Selection Criteria

soil permeability factor is particularly relevant to infiltration BMPs, which should not be applied to

sites with infiltration rates of less than 0.27 inch per hour (0.686 centimeters), as defined by the least

permeable layer in the shallow soil profile. This limiting rate excludes most "C" and "D’" soils (Soil

Classification System) which cannot exfiltrate enough runoff through the subsoil.In addition,

extremely permeable sandy soils may not maintain adequate water levels in wet ponds.

Proximity to Foundations and Wells: Since infiltration BMPs divert runoffback into the soil, some

development sites may experience difficulty with local seepage, especially if located near a building

foundation. Another risk due to diverted runoff through infiltration may be contamination of

groundwater supplies. Limited research has been performed to evaluate this risk, however, it is

advisable to maintain infiltration BMPs at least 100 feet (30 meters) from drinking water wells. The

risk is greater when shallow soils with organic materials are bypassed.

Climatic Region: BMPs should include appropriate designs to address issues of rainfall volume and

intensity during wet weather seasons so as to consider the economic feasibility of using such BMPs

and/or designs. Typically, the evaluation of long term rainfall records must be considered together

with site conditions to properly size structural treatment BMPs. In addition, wet ponds require some

continuous flow (dry weather water source) to keep them from stagnating or developing odor and

mosquito problems.

Land Consumption: Some sites are too intensively developed or limited in area to allow for some

BMPs, such as pond BMPs and porous pavement, which require a large surface area and buffer area.

Maximum Depth: To preserve storage capacity for subsequent rain events, keep water from

stagnating, and provide optimal pollutant removal conditions, infiltration BMPs must be designed to

completely drain within 2 to 3 days after a storm. If the infiltration rates of the underlying soils are
slow, the available depth of the infiltration facility may be limited. These restrictions vary

depending on whether the facility is a trench, basin, injection well, or porous pavement.

Restricted Land Uses: Certain BMPs can only be applied to particular land uses, and are not

broadly applicable for all development sites. Porous pavement can only be used for sites with

parking lots not expected to receive heavy car or truck traffic, or much sediment.

High Sediment Input: Most BMPs are unable to handle the large loads of sediment that may be

generated during the construction phase of development. Infiltration BMPs are particularly

susceptible to rapid clogging and subsequent failure if significant sediment loads are allowed to enter

the structure. As a general rule, these BMPs should not be installed until all of the land to be

disturbed by construction in the contributing watershed is effectively stabilized and will remain
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Appendix D
BIHP SeOection Crlterla  

stabilized. Contractors must often take unusual steps during the actual installation of the infiltration
¯ BMPs to prevent soil compaction or contamination by sediment. To prevent clogging of the

infiltration BMPs after construction, many designs call for the use of a pre-treatment device to filter

sediment and other coarse panicles before they reach the infiltration BMP. In addition, in areas

where large amounts of fine sediment may occur even in the absence of upstream construction,

BMPs such as porous pavement are not recommended.

l Landscape Enhancement: If properly designed, many BMP options have the potential to enhance
~ the urban landscape. Wet ponds and wetlands are frequently used to create a waterfront effect in

residential developments, and may actually increase the value of the adjacent property. Dry

extended detention areas can serve as attractive parks, either manicured or natural in design, or

sports fields. Given the typical rainfall patterns in Southern California, these open areas would be

available for public use most of the year. Most infiltration BMPs or lined detention areas have a

neutral or negative effect on landscape appearance. In general, BMPs may be visually attractive or
¯ aesthetically unappealing, depending upon the creativity of the project designer.

D.3 POLLUTANT REMOVAL CAPABILITY

The nature of the pollutant being removed and its concentration often sets an upper limit on the

potential removal rate that can be achieved with a given BM~. The pollutant removal capability of a
BMP is primarily governed by three interrelated factors: removal mechanisms as affected by the

design of the BMP, fraction of the annual runoff volume that is effectively treated, and nature of the

urban pollutant being treated.

Pollutants such as sediment and lead (which is typically bound to fine sediment) can be removed

effectively by common BMP removal mechanisms, including settling and filtering. Soluble

pollutants such as nitrate, phosphate, and some trace metals are more difficult to remove and require

biological and/or chemical mechanisms, such as uptake by bacteria, algae, rooted aquatic plants,

organic material, terrestrial vegetation, or soils.

D.4     SHORT-TERM AND LONG-TERM COSTS

The appropriateness of a BMP for a particular site can be affected by economic feasibility

considerations that encompass short- and long-term cost factors. Short-term costs include

installation costs for both materials and labor. Long-term costs include maintenance. To sustain

proper function, some BMPs require low level maintenance on a regular and frequent basis, whereas

other BMPs require infrequent maintenance of a more extensive nature. Maintenance costs will
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Selection Criteria

include the proper disposal of accumulated material. In selecting a control method, cost

-considerations---construction, installation, and maintenance--associated with the BMP should be

considered.

D.5 RESPONSIBILITY FOR MAINTENANCE

Improper maintenance is one of the most common reasons for water quality controls to not function

as designed or to fail entirely. It is important to consider who will be responsible for maintenance of

a permanent BMP, and what equipment is required to perform the maintenance properly.

D.6 CONTRIBUTING WATERSHED AREA

The feasibility of a particular BMP depends on the contributing watershed area. A BMP cannot be

practically suitable for all urban area sizes. For instance, wet pond BMPs generally require a

sigrtificant contributing watershed area of greater than 10 acres (4 hectares), and in locales such as

Southern California, a dry weather source of water. By contrast, infiltration and vegetative BMPs

are applicable for catchments less than I 0 acres (4 hectares), due to space, economic, or flow volume

constraints.

It should be noted that the contributing watershed area does not have to be limited to the

development project site. By using local topography and drainage, the contributing watershed area

may be increased or decreased to better accommodate a particular BMP. For example, additional

runoff generated away from the development project may be routed to the BMP, thereby increasing

total catchment area and making pond options more feasible. Conversely, various portions of the

total runoff from a development project site may be diverted to smaller, individual BMPs, thereby

decreasing the contributing watershed area and making infiltration and vegetative BMPs more

practical.

D.7 ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT AND ENHANCEMENT

Low Flow Maintenance: Downstream aquatic life may be jeopardized when the natural low flow

levels experienced during the dry weather season decline even further because of reduced infiltration

in urbanized watersheds. However, this is sometimes offset by irrigation return flows which may

cause unnatural dry weather flow. Infiltration BMPs can contribute significantly to groundwater

recharge and may be able to help the watershed better mimic its past hydrologic behavior.

Vegetative BMPs such as swales and filter strips appear to have modest potential in this regard,

while pond BMPs have little effect in maintaining low flows.
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Appendix D
BMP Selection Criteria

Streambank Erosion Control. Streambank erosion not only contributes large sediment loads to

receiving waters, but also has an adverse impact on the habitat quality for downstream aquatic life.

Some BMPs, including extended detention ponds, and full exfiltration BMPs, can reduce erosive

storm flows enough to keep downstream channels and banks relatively stable, whereas most other

BMPs have only marginal capabilities in this regard.

Aquatic/Wildlife Habitat Creation: Some BMP options create wetland or open water areas utilized

by waterfowl, marsh birds, and other wildlife. Shallow marshes and wet ponds are particularly well

suited for this role, if relatively small investments are made in landscaping design and plant

selection. Consideration would have to be given to a dry weather source of water, unless a

seasonally wet area is desired. Terrestrial wildlife habitat may be created through the incorporation

of BMPs such as wet ponds, extended detention ponds, infiltration basins, and filter strips.

Relatively diverse biological communities may further be enhanced through judicious planting of

trees, shrubs, and grasses that provide food and cover for the target wildlife.
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Appendix E
Public Consi~u~]o~ ~i~es Management Giddance~ ~.

"~ E.1 CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITY MANAGEMENT REQUIREMENTS

E.1.1 Construction Control Measures
Guidance for preparation of a local Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (local SWPPP) and
Wet Weather Erosion Control Plan (WWECP) for Construction Priority Projects is provided in
Attachment El. The General Construction Permit can be viewed or downloaded from the
SWRCB’s web page: www.swrcb.ca.gowstormwu’/construction.htm,s BMP selection guidance
is provided in Attachment E2.

E.1.2    Site Inspection

A construction site inspection checklist that can be used for contractor self-inspections for
Construction Priority. Projects and a Permit’tee construction site inspection checklist are provided
in Attachments E3 and E4, respectively.

E.2 PROCEDURES TO SEEK COVERAGE UNDER THE MUNICIPAL PERMIT
(OPTIONAL)

E.2.1    Notification
1

The Permit’tee will complete a Notice of Construction Activity and submit the notice to the
¯ Regional Board 30 days prior to the commencement of construction activity. A copy of the

Notice of Construction Activity and the instructions for completing it are provided in
Attachment Eb. This form and the instructions may be obtained from the Regional Board.

If coverage is sought under the Permit for a construction activity program that deviates from the
one described in this model program, a description of the alternative program must be submitted
for consideration by the Executive Officer. The description of the alternative program may use
the model program as a template, with changes noted by strikeout of text and insertion of new
text. or may be a completely new document. In either case, the construction activity program
description should explain how deviations from the model program address unique aspects of
Permittee’s public construction activity and satisfy the requirements of the Permit. The Regional
Board will provide written notice of acceptance of the alternative program or provide a written
response specifying the inadequacies of the alternative program.

8A copy of the General Construction Permit can also. be obtained from the Los Angeles Regional Board at
320 W. 4a’ Street, Suite 200, Los Angeles, CA 90013; telephone 213.576.7700.
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Appendix E
PuhgOc Cofl~t~uctll~ AcfAv~il;~ i~aa~ement Guidance~’,

E.2.2    BMP Checklist

A BMP checklist is provided as Attachment E6. The categories of BMPs described in Sections

E.2.2.1 through E.2.2.5 must be included.

E.2.2.1 Erosion Control (Soil Stabilization) Practices

Preserve existing vegetation where feasible and revegetate disturbed areas as soon as feasible

after grading or construction. At a minimum, one or more erosion control practices must be

implemented on all disturbed areas dunng the winter season.

E.2.2.2 Sediment Control Practices

Use control practices which, to the extent feasible, will prevent a net increase in sediment load in
stormwater discharges. At a minimum, one or more sediment controls must be implemented for
all significant sideslope and downslope boundaries of the construction site and at all internal
storm drain inlets.

E.2.2.3 Tracking Control Practices
Use tracking control practices to reduce tracking of sediment onto public and private roads, and

inspect and clean roads as necessary.

E.2.Z 4 Wind Erosion Control Practices

Use control practices to reduce wind erosion. Practices are generally similar to those used for

erosion control.

E.ZZ5 Non-Stormwater and Materials and Waste Management Practices

Use applicable control practices based on site activities year round to eliminate or reduce the

discharge of materials other than stormwater.

E.2.3    Verification of Construction Activity BMPs
The inspection and enforcement procedures described in Section 2.2.2.2 of this document may be

followed to verify that construction activity BMPs are properly implemented, maintained and

effective.
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Public ltlaHagement Guidance

E.2.4 ¯ Preparation of Site-Specific SWPPPs

A site-specific SWPPP that meets the criteria under the General Construction Permit must be

prepared for each project for which coverage is sought under the municipal Permit.

E.2.5    Annual Reporting

For all projects covered under the Permit, the annual report to the Regional Board will include:

_ _ ¯ Scheduled completion dates for active construction projects (five acres and greater).

¯ Actual completion dates of projects in the past year.

¯ Scheduled start ~md completion dates for projects in the next year.

¯ A summary evaluation of the effectiveness of SWPPPs at active project sites.

¯ A certification of compliance with this model program.

In addition, the Permittee should notify the Executive Officer in writing whenever a project

schedule changes by more than 3 months from the schedule in the Annual Report.
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Attschment E1
G O aiice L cai Silk.water,Pollution Prevention Pla 

| oslon 6ontroLPlan

¯ Section 2.2.2.1.3 of this model stormwater management program provided criteria for identifying

Priority Projects: if the project is not exempt or subject to the General Construction Permit; if the

project is in or adjoining, an environmentally sensitive area; or if the project results in soil

disturbance of more than two acres. Section 2.2.2.1.3 also provided additional documentation
requirements for these projects. Construction Priority Projects require the preparation of a:

¯ Local Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP); and a

¯ Wet Weather Erosion Control Plan (WWECP) if the soil will be disturbed during the
rainy season (November 1 to April 15).

The local SWPPP must be prepared before construction activities begin and must be

implemented year-round throughout construction. A WWECP must be prepared prior to each

rainy season, and must be implemented throughout that rainy season. This appendix provides

guidance for preparing these plans, including sample forms that Permittees may use or provide to

the construction contractor.

If a local SWPPP and WWECP is required, it may be prepared by the Permittee, the construction

contractor or a consultant. Permittees may elect to determine who must prepare the local

SWPPP and WWECP for specific project types. When developing a local SWPPP and

WWECP, the preparer should assess site conditions, identify construction activities with the

potential to cause stormwater pollution, and then identify the BMPs that will best suit the

construction activities. A well-developed plan will provide sufficient detail to properly

implement and maintain the BMPs, yet be sufficiently flexible to allow for minor field

modifications without making formal plan amendments.

The local SWPPP and WWECP must include a site map of the project (a copy of the grading or

drainage plan may be used) showing:

¯ The project boundary and/or limits of grading. (Permittees may elect to require site limit
maps to extend 50 feet beyond property line and/or grading limits.)

¯ The footprint of existing facilities and facilities that will be built during construction.

¯ Specific locations where construction materials, vehicles, and equipment will be stored,
handled, used, maintained, and disposed, along with locations of structural measures that will
be used to contain these materials on site.

¯ The existing and final grades of the site, along with any intermediate grades during
construction that will significantly affect site drainage patterns.
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~ttachfllent E1
~u.~ ~et~ o~!,~e[~n~wt~, e~ P~.l~

~ w~ W~er E~~~p~.~,

The location(s) where runoff from the site may enter sto~ ~ain(s), ch~el(s), ~or
receiving water(s).                 ~- " , ,_, ’ ’ , _ ~ , : . ~    ~. ,,

Specific locations where erosion ~d sediment control me~ures will be installed for each
pe~ent or tempor~ site drainage pattern that will occur before, dunng ~d after
construction.

The plan will provide information about the project location, owner, and contractor; and include

a bnef narrative description on the nature of the construction activity and special site conditions,

and a list of BMPs for managing targeted construction activities. The plan will also include a

BMP checklist with a discussion of the reasons for selecting or rejecting BMPs such as shown in

the attached example.

Suggested formats for a local SWPPP and WWECP follow.
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Attachmefl~ E1
P~evl~ntlon PlaH

Control PI~IH

E1.1    LOCAL STORMWATER POLLUTiOI~ PRfiVENTiON PLAN

E1.1.1 Project Description and Information

I. The name of the project:

2. The address or location of the project:
!

3. The owner’s name, address, phone number and contact person:

4. Contractor’s name, address, phone number and contact person:

5. What are the major features that the project will provide? (e.g., low density residential
commercial development etc.)

6. What are the estimated construction start and finish dates?

Project Start Date:
Project Finish Date:

7. What are the estimated dates during which soil will be disturbed?

Start Grading:
Finish Grading:

8..are there any unique features relating to adjacent water bodies (i.e., in or around a wetland,
river, stream, or estuary)?
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Attachment E1
Gulda0tc6 Fl~r L~)~l S~e~iv~ater Pollution Prevention Plan

~d Wet W~ather Erosion Control Plan

¯ E1.1.2 Best Management Practices

Use the following tables to indicate the BMPs that will be used to control stormwater pollution.

Attached additional written documentation if necessary..

El. 1.2.1 General Site Management

, BMP Description Will BMP Be If Yes, Explain How
Used?

Yes No ! If No, State Reason

Site Planning Consideratipns
Scheduling (ESC01 )

Preservation of Existing Vegetation (ESC02)

Construction Practices

Dewatenng Operations (CA01 )

Pavang Operataons (CA02)

Structure Construction & Painting (CA03)

Dust Control (ESC21)

¯ Vehicle & Equipment Management

Vehicle & Equipment Cleaning (CA30)

Vehicle & Eqmpment Fueling (CA31)

Vehicle & Equipment Maintenance (CA32)

Tracking Control

Stabilized Construcnon Entrance (ESC24)

Contractor Training
Employee/Subcontractor Training (CA40)
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Attachment E1
Guidance For Local Stortdw~ter Polluti~)n Prevention Plan

And Wet Weather Erosion Control Plan
E1.1.2.2 Construction Materials and Waste Management

BMP Description Will BMP Be
Used? If Yes, Explain How

Yes J No If No, State Reason
Material Management
Material Delivery and Storage (CAI0)

Material Use (CA1 I)

Spill Prevention and Control (CA12)

Waste Management
Solid Waste Management (CA20)

Hazardous Waste Management (CA21)

Contaminated Soil Management (CA22)

Concrete Waste Management (CA23)

¯ Samtary/Septac Waste Management (CA24)

E1.1.3 Site Map Checklist

The project boundary and/or limits of grading. (option." 50feet beyond property line or
grading limits)

The footprint of existing facilities and facilities that will be built during construction.

The existing and final grades of the site, along with any intermediate grades during
construction that will significantly affect site drainage patterns.

The location(s) where runoff from the site may enter storm drain(s), channel(s), and/or
receiving water(s).

Specific locations where construction materials, vehicles, and equipment will be stored,
handled, used, maintained, and disposed, along with locations of structural measures that
will be used to contain these materials on site.



Attachment E1
Guidance Fo~ Local Stunnwater Pollution Prevention Plan

And Wet Wea~er F.roslon Control Plan

El.2    WET WEATHER EROSION CONTROL PLAN

E1.2.1 Project Description and Information

1. The name of the project:

2. The address or location of the project:

3. The owner’s name, address, phone number and contact person:

4. Contractor’s name, address, phone number and contact person:

5. What are the major features that the project will provide? (e.g., low density residential, etc.)

6. What are the estimated construction start and finish dates?

Project Start Date:
Project Finish Date:

7. What are the estimated dates during which more than 1 acre or 50,000 tt3 of soil will be
disturbed?

Start Grading:
Finish Grading:

8. Are there any unique features relating to adjacent water bodies (i.e., in or around a wetland,
river, stream, or estuary)?

R0001150
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Attachmem E1
Guidance Fer Local Stormwater PollutiOn PreventiO~n Pla~ 4.

And W6t Weather Erosion cot/l~lPfiin , ~, ,~.

E1.2,2 Best Management Practices
Use the following checklists to indicate the BMPs that will be used to control wet weather

erosion and off site sedimentation. Attach additional written documentation if necessary.

E1.2.Z 1 Erosion Control Practices

Will BMP BeBMP Description
Used? If Yes, Explain How

Yes ! No If No, State Reason
Site Planning Considerations
Scheduling (ESCO 1 )

[ ]
Preservation of Existang Vegetation (ESC02)

Vegetative Stabilization
Seeding & Planting (ESC10)

Mulching (ESC11)

Physical Stabilization
Geotextiles & Mats(ESC20)

Dust Control (ESC21)

Temporary Stream Crossing (ESC22)

Construction Road Stabilization (ESC23)

Diversion of Runoff
Earth Dike (ESC30)

Temporary. Drams & Swales (ESC31)

ISlope Drain (ESC32)

Velocity Reduction

Outlet Protecnon (ESC40)

Check Dams (ESC41)

Slope Roughening/Terracing (ESC42)

R0001151



Attachment E1
I~]Id~l~:e F6~ [t)c~d ~]aWat~r P~Ol~Jon Prevention Plan

~0 W~ I~ea~b~ E~slon CoMrol Plan
E1.2.2.2 Sediment Control Practices

BMP Description              Will BMP Be
Used? If Yes, Explain How

Yes No If No, State Reason
Silt Fence (ESC50)

Straw Bale Bamer (ESC51 )

Sand Bag Bamer (ESC52)

Brush or Rock Filter (ESC53)

Storm Dra~n Inlet Protection (ESC54)

Sediment Trap (ESC55)

Sediment Basin (ESC56)

E1.2.3 Site Map Checklist

The project boundary and/or limits of grading. (Option: 50 feet beyond property line or
grading limits)

The footprint of existing facilities and facilities that will be built during construction.

The existing and final grades of the site, along with any intermediate grades during
construction that will significantly affect site drainage patterns.

The location(s) where runoff from the site may enter storm drain(s), channel(s), and/or
receiving water(s).

Specific locations where erosion and sediment control measures will be installed for each
permanent or temporary site drainage pattern that will occur before, during and after
construction.
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Attachment F.2
BMP Selection Process For Construction Projects

In planning a construction project, the Permit-tee/contractor must answer three key questions with

respect to stormwater quality control: (1) what kind of water quality controls are needed?; (2)

where should the controls be implemented?; and (3) how much control is enough? In order to

answer these questions, the Permitteeicontractor should use a documentable, defensible process

to identify potential water quality problems, develop design objectives, formulate and evaluate

alternatives, select the most appropriate alternatives, and design the plan. A suggested BMP

selection process applicable particularly to Priority Projects and General Construction Permit

projects is described below.

E2.1 DEVELOP GOALS AND OBJECTIVES
Site specific conditions of development construction projects determine which BMPs are most

applicable for a site. The BMPs selected for a site should fulfill the following goals and

objectives:

¯ Be appropriate for the given site constraints;

¯ Have a beneficial or neutral impact on the environment;

¯ Provide moderate to high pollutant source control and/or removal capability;

¯ Meet regulatory requirements;

¯ Minimize changes in hydrological conditions; and

¯ Be cost effective.

E2.2    BMP SELECTION CRITERIA
In order to fulfill the above goals and objectives, BMPs should be selected by using appropriate

selection criteria that serve to identify the capabilities and limitations of each BMP. Criteria to

be considered in screening and selecting BMPs during the planning stage are:

¯ Site factors (e.g., slope, high water table, soils, potential risks below or downstream
of site, etc.)

¯ Project characteristics (e.g., type, size and duration of construction)

¯ Pollutant avoidance (source control) or removal capability (effectiveness)

¯ Cost of implementation

¯ Environmental compatibility
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Attachmat F,,2
BMP Selection Process For Construction Projec_~

These criteria may be given equal weight during the BMP selection process, or they may be

weighted differentially, depending on the relative importance of each factor for the particular

project.

Several general pnnciples that should be considered in selecting erosion and sediment control

BMPs include:

¯ Prevention of pollutant release is superior to pollutant capture later. Select source control
BMPs as a first step.

¯ Selection of BMPs must depend on site characteristics and the construction plan.

¯ The proper first step is a site drainage analysis. Determine where runoff will enter, cross
and exit the site.

¯ Divert runoff from exposed areas wherever possible.

¯ Existing vegetation is the most effective erosion control.

¯ Limit and phase clearing.

¯ Incorporate natural drainage features whenever possible, using adequate buffers and
protecting areas where flow enters the drainage system.

¯ Minimize slope length and steepness.

¯ Keep runoff velocities low.

¯ Reduce the tracking of sediment off site.

¯ Select and install controls that can be maintained.

E2.3 NOMINATE AND EVALUATE ALTERNATIVES
A number of applicable BMPs have been identified in Section 2.2.2.1.5 of this document for

construction projects. The BMPs were nominated from the California Stormwater Best

Management Practices Handbooks. Other BMPs from other manuals and sources were also

considered.

E2.4 SELECT BEST ALTERNATIVES                    R0001155
Based on the list of recommended BMPs for construction projects provided in this program, the

contractor should use the selection criteria described above to select the best alternatives for the

project conditions, characteristics, and concerns. This may be done numerically, by weighting

the selection criteria, rating each BMP against each criteria, and summing up a weighted rating

for each BMP, which then becomes a relative ranking. Or the selection process may be done in a
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Attachment E2
BMP Selection Proce~ For Constru~_nn ProJec~

more subjective, non-numerical way using experience and professional judgment to select the

best alternative BMPs. Either way, the contractor should document the selection process and

provide support for the selected system of controls.

E2.5 DESIGN, IMPLEMENT, and MAINTAIN the BMPs
After the appropriate BMPs are selected for a given project, the contractor should document

those selected on the standard checklist and show the selected BMPs on the plans, as discussed

in Section 3 of this document. It is important that the control measures be properly installed and

maintained. Improper installation and poor maintenance are the most common reasons for

stormwater controls to not function as designed. Therefore, it is incumbent on the designer to

provide sufficient information in the project plans and specifications for their proper installation,

and to provide adequate guidance on their proper maintenance so that the installation and

maintenance procedures may be incorporated into the project SWPPP or local stormwater

pollution prevention plan/wet weather erosion control plan.
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Attachment E3
Contractor Self-lnspe_  o i Form

E3.1 CONSTRUCTION SITE INSPECTION CHECKLIST
Inspected By:

Project:

Contractor:

Date:

Check "Yes" or "No" or "N/A" if not applicable.

YES NO N/A

I. Has there been an absence of rain since the last inspection?

2. Are all sediment barriers (e.g., sandbags, straw bales, and
silt fences) in place in accordance with the Plan and are
they functioning properly?

3. If present, are all exposed slopes protected from erosion
through the implementation of acceptable soil stabilization
practices?

If present, are all sediment traps/basins installed and
functioning properly (if applicable)?

, 5. Are all material handling and storage areas reasonably
clean and free of spills, leaks, or other deleterious
materials?

~ 6. Are all equipment storage and maintenance areas
reasonably clean and free of spills, leaks, or any other
deleterious materials?

~ 7. Are all materials and equipment properly covered?

~ 8. Are all external discharge points (i.e., outfalls) reasonably
free of any noticeable pollutant discharges?

9. Are all internal discharge points (i.e., storm drain inlets)
provided with inlet protection?

~__ I0 Are all external discharge points reasonably free of any
significant erosion or sediment transport?
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Attachment E3
Contractor Self-Inspection Form

Check "Yes" or "No" or "N/A" if not applicable.

YES NO N/A

11. Are all BMPs identified on the Plan installed in the proper
location and according to the specifications for the plan?

12. Are all structural control practices in good repair and
maintained in functional order?

13. Are all on-site traffic routes, parking, and storage of
equipment and supplies restricted to areas designated in the
Plan for those uses?

14. Are all locations of temporary soil stockpiles or
construction materials in approved areas?

15. Are all seeded or landscaped areas properly maintained?

16. Are sediment treatment controls in place at discharge points
from the site?

17. Are slopes free of significant erosion?

18. Are all points of ingress and egress from the site provided
with stabilized construction entrances?

19. Is sediment, debris, or mud being cleaned from public¯
roads at intersections with site access roads?

20. Does the Plan reflect current site conditions?

If you answered "no" to any of the above questions" (except Number 1), describe any corrective
action(s) that must be taken to remedy the problem and when the corrective action is to be
completed:

R0001159



Attachment E3
Contractor SelHnspectlon FormE3.2         INSPECTION LOG

The site shall be inspected before and after storm events with 0.25 inches or greater predicted or

actual precipitation, and documented on the Construction Site Inspection Checklist. Incidents of

noncompliance must be reported to the Engineer. A log of all inspections shall be kept current.

Type of Inspection
Observations

Routine    Pre-Storm Post-StormInspector (If post-storm inspection, note
size of storm in inches)
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Attachment E4
Standard Permlttee Inspection Form Requirements

’ E4.1 CONSTRUCTION SITE INSPECTION CHECKLIST
Inspected By:

Project:

Contractor:

Date:

Level I                                                                         Yes No = NiA

I. Are all discharge points reasonably free of any noticeable pollutant discharges? If
Yes, go to Question 2. If No, is the project a Priority Project? If Yes, go to Level II.
If No, continue below.

a. Are all material handling and storage areas reasonably clean, and flee of spills,
leaks, or other deleterious materials?

b. Are all equipment storage and maintenance areas reasonably clean, and free of
spills, leaks, or other deleterious materials?

c. Are all materials and equipment properly covered?

If you answered "no" to any of the above questions, describe on the n~xt page any corrective actions that will
be required to remedy the problem and when the corrective actions are to be completed.

2. Are all discharge points reasonably free of any significant deposition of sediment? If
Yes, go to Question 3. If No, is the project a Priority Project? If Yes, go to Level
If No, continue below.

a. Are sediment conu’ol BMPs installed downslope of all disturbed areas of the site?

b. Are sediment control BMPs m proper repatr and free of excessive sediment
buildup?

c. Are site entrance and exit points free of tracked sediment?

d. Are all discharge points (e.g., storm dram inlets) provided with inlet protection?

If you answered "no" to any of the above questions, describe on the next page any corrective actions that will
be required to remedy the problem and when the corrective action is to be completed.
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Attachment F.4
Standard Permittee Inspection Form Requlremen 

Levell                                                                         Yes ’ No NiA

3. Are all discharge points, downstream channels, and slopes not acuvely under
construction free of erosion? If Yes, inspection is complete. If No, is the project a
Pnority Project? If Yes, go to Level II. If No, continue below.

a- Are erosion control BMPs in place at or upstream of these locations?

b. Are erosion control BMPs ~n proper repair?

c. Are areas not acuvely under construction stabilized and access properly restricted
from these areas?

If you answered "no" to any oj’the above questions, describe on the next page any corrective actions that will
be required to remedy the problem and when the corrective action is to be completed.

Level II - Priority, Projects

4. a. Has a local SWPPP been prepared for the project?

b. Has the local SWPPP been implemented?

c. Are the BMPs implemented under the local SWPPP effective at meeting the
rmmmum construction material and waste management requirements?

lf you answered "no" to any of the above questions, describe below any corrective actions that will be required
, to remedy the problem and when the corrective action is to be completed.

5. Are soil disturbing activitles occumng dunng the rainy season? If Yes, continue
below. IfNo, tnspection is complete.

¯ a. Has a WWECP been prepared?

b. Has the WWECP been implemented?

c. Are the BMPs tmplemented under the WWECP effective at meeting the rmmmum
sediment and erosion control requu’ements?

. If you answered "no" to any of the above questions, describe below any corrective actions that will be required
to remedy the problem and when the corrective action is to be completed.

Corrective Action(s) Needed and Schedule for Completion:

R0001163

T\1995~954P245\TASK3-4’~D~CEMBER 2000~INAL.DO~ E4-2



ATTACHMENT E5

NOTICE OF CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITY

:1

R0001164



Attachmem E5
Notice 6f Construction Activity_

Regional Water Quality Control Board - Los Angeles Region

NOTICE OF CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITY
and of Intent to Compl} ~,~th the Terms of the NPDES Permit lbr Municipal Storm Water and Urban Runoff Discharges within the Count.’, of Los Angeles

Los Angeles Region Order No. 96-054. NPDES No CAS614001 (CI 6948)

!. MUNICIPAL CONSTRUCTION PROJECT (5 ",¢res or more}

IMarkOneCategor3                 [ ] Nev,Construcuon      [ ] Reconslru~on      [ ] Changed(information

II. MUNICIPAL OWNER
Name Contact Persorv’Title

Mailing Address Contact Phone

City Sta~ I Zip

II1. CONTRACTOR
Name Contact Person/Tide

Mailing Address Contact Phone

City. Stat~ [ Zip

IV. CONSTRUCTION PROJECT INFOR!~AT1ON
ProJect Name Sit~ Contact Person:

Addr~,s/Loca~on: Str~’lJRoad: Telephone Numbs’:.
City.: Zip Code:

Projec~ Lim~:

¯ Mile Post Marker (if applicable):

I To~AmatobeDisturbod: __acr~ __percentTotal Stz~ of Construction Site (ac~s):

Per~nt of Site lml:~’viousness. Including Rooftops: ~ % b~for~ con.mruction ____ % after cortsm~ction

Project St,~"t Date: I l:h’ojected Comple’aon Date:

T~vp~ofW’ork: [ ]Road/Tr~sportn~oo [ ]Utility [ ] Flood Control [ ]industrial [

[ ] other (sl~:ify):
Brief Description:

RECEIVING WATER INFORMATION
E)o~ the storm water nmoff from the oonsl~ctJon sil~ discharge to: (Check all that apply)

] lndir~cdy to waters of the United Sta~s

] Storm Dratn System - Provide the ova’ler’s name:

] Dimmly to Water~ of the United St,~ (e.g. rive’, lake. creek, stream, bay, ocean)

The water body r’ec~tvmg th~ conSl~uctlon sim’s storm water runoffis (e.g. river, lake. creek, stream, bay. oc, ean):

Is this project subject to conditions tmposod under a Clean Water Act Secuon 404 p~mait or a 401 Water Quality. Ceruficatton: [ ] Yes [ ] No

RO001165
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Attachment E5
H tlce Of Construction ActlvltV

Notice of Construction Activitv
¯ Los Angeles Region Order No. 96-054. NPDES No. CAS614001 (CI 6948")

Page 2 of 2

VI. PERMIT REQUIREMENTS
A Consu’uctlon BMP Checkhst and SWPPP ¢Mark One)

[ ] The BMP Chec~hst and SWPPP have been prepared for this site

[ ] The BMP Checkhst and SWPPP wall be prepared before constr~ctmn begins, by Idate)

B k, enficatmn and Reporting Procedures (Mark One)

[ ] Venficatmn and Reporting Procedures have been prepared for th~s s~te

~ [ ] Vo’ificallOn and Reporting Procedures will be prepared before construction begins, by tdatel

C Comphance Respons~bihty

I 1) Has a quahfied person has been assigned responsibility, for pre-storm and post-storm BMP mspectmns to ~dent~ effectiveness and
necessary, repairs or design changes?

[ 1 Yes Provide person’s name and telephone number:

[
i2) Has a quahfied person been aas~gned res’ponsibfli .ty to ensure full implementation of all elements of the SWPPP, including ehmmatmn ofa]l

unauthonzed discharges and preparation of an annual compliance evaluatmn?

[ 1 Yes Provide person’s name and telephone number:

[ INo

VII. SITE MAP

L Attach a site map. Do not sut~mtt blue prmL

VIII. (~ERTIFI~ATION
I certify under t~aaltv of law that this document and all atlaclmaents were t~-’~ared under my dlre~ion and Sulaervls~on in acgorda/Ic~ with a s’vslem desi2~-’d to
assure thai oualified ~-rsonn¢l vmt~-dv aather and evaluate the mformauon submlued. Based on my m~mrv of the ~rsons or oersons who m~’,ane the xvstem.
or those I:~’~ons directly rt’stx3nsible for ~athenn~ the mformatmn, the mformauen sllblllit~d i~. tO the best of mv knowledae and belief, true. accura~, and
comtdete. I am aware that ther~ are sianificant t~enalues for ~ubmlttm2 false information, mcludin~ the I~osslbll~tv of fine ~md tm~tsonment. In addiUou. ]
certff,,., that th~s construction s~te w~ll be m compliance w~th the provisions of Part 2.1V.C.2 of Order No. 96-054, including the development and urtplementaaon
ofa SWPPP and Verification and Reporting Procedures.

Printed Name: Tide:

Signature: Dat~:
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Attachment E5
Notice Of ConstrucUon Activity

GENERAL INSTRUCTIONS

NOTICE OF CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITY

INTENT TO COMPLY WITH THE TERMS OF ORDER NO. 96-054 FOR THE DISCHARGE OF STORM
WATER ASSOCIATED WITH PUBLIC AGENCY CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITY

Who Must Comply

Discharges of storm water associated with construction activity that results in the disturbance of 5
acres or more of total land area or which is a part of a larger common area of development or sale
must be permitted. Construction activity includes clearing, grading, excavation, and reconstruction
of existing facilities involving removal and replacement. Construction activity does not include
routine maintenance to maintain original line and grade, hydraulic capacity, or original purpose of
the facility.

As of July 31, 1996, discharges of storm water runoff from construction activity (as defined above)
that are under the ownership and/or direct responsibility of a Permittee to the NPDES Permit for
Municipal Storm Water and Urban Runoff Discharges within the County of Los Angeles, Order
No. 96-054, NPDES No. CAS614001 (CI 6948), may be considered permitted under Order
No. 96-054. Therefore, coverage under the state’s General Construction Activity Storm Water
Permit (General Permit) and the associated filing fee is not required if the Permittee chooses this
option. However, the Permittee must notify the Regional Board prior to the start of construction
activity and must comply with the provisions of Part 2.IV.C.2 of Order No. 96-054.

When and Where to Submit Notice of Construction

The Permittee shall notify the Regional Board of proposed construction activity 30 days prior to
commencement of construction activities. The Notice of Construction must be complete and
submitted to the Regional Board at the following address prior to start of construction.

Regional Water Quality Control Board
Los Angeles Region
Attn.: Carlos Ummaga, LA County SW Program
I01 Centre Plaza Drive
Monterey Park, CA 91754-2156

Completing the Notice of Construction

Section I - Municipal Construction Project: Indicate if the Notice of Construction is being
subrmtted for new construction or reconstruction, or if it is being submitted due to a change of
information regarding the construction project.

Section H - Municipal Owner: Enter the name of the construction site’s owner (Permittee),
address, contact person, and contact person’s title and telephone number. The contact person should
be the Permittee’s staff person in charge of storm water permit compliance and erosion/sediment
control for the project.

Section III- Contractor: Enter the contractor’s name, address, contact person, and contact person’s
title and telephone number.

T \1995’,95,4W245\TASK3~’4:)ECEMBER 2000~:INAL.DO~ E5-3
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Attachment E5
Notice Of Construction Activity

General Instrucnons
,. ~ Nouce to the Regional Water Quality Board Page 2 of 3

Coverage Under Order No. 96-054 for
Public Agency Construcnon Activity

Section IV- Construction Project Information: Enter the name of the construction project, if any,
or "Not Applicable." Provide the name of the site contact person that is, or will be, in charge of
compliance and oversight of storm water permit requirements and erosiow’sediment control.
Provide the complete location of the project. If a project does not have a street address, the mile
post markers or the limits of the project should be described and clearly delineated on a site map

¯ I that must be attached to the completed form. Enter the estimated total size of the entire project site
in acres. Indicate the total area to be disturbed in acres and as a percentage of the entire project site.
Provide an estimate of the project site’s impervious area (including rooftops) as a percentage of the
entire project site before an~t after construction. Enter the construction start date and the projected
completion date (month, day, year). Indicate the type of construction taking place by checking the
appropriate category and provide a short description of the project.

Section V - Receiving Water Information: Indicate if the construction site’s storm water runoff
discharges indirectly to waters of the United States, to a storm drain system (note owner), and]or
directly to waters of the United States. Indirect discharges are those that may flow over adjacent
properties or rights-of-way prior to discharging to waters of the United States. Discharges to a
storm drain system are those discharges that flow to a storm water runoff collection system operated
by municipalities, flood control districts, utilities, or similar entities. Storm water discharges
directly to waters of the United States will typically have an outfall structure directly from the
facility to a creek, river, bay, ocean, etc.

Provide the name of the water body that receives storm water runoff from the construction site.-1
Indicate if the project will require a Section 404 permit (Army Corps of Engineers) or a 401 Water

¯ Quality Certification (Regional Water Quality Control Board).

Section VI-Permit Requirements: Part 2.IV.C.2.b.ii-v of Order No. 96-054 requires:

ii. A checklist of construction activity BMPs using BAT/BCT criteria for public construction
activity;

iii. A procedure to verify implementation of construction activity BMPs;

[ iv. A requirement to prepare and retain site-specific SWPPPs; and

v. A procedure to report annually on the effectiveness of SWPPPs at public construction activity
sites, and certify compliance with the requirements of Order No. 96-054.

Indicate whether the BMP Checklist and the SWPPP have been prepared or if not yet completed,
provide the date by which the documents will be completed. Indicate whether the Verification and
Reporting Procedures have been developed or if not yet completed, provide the date by which the
procedures will be completed. These documents and procedures shall be completed prior to the
start of construction.

Indicate if a qualified person has been assigned responsibility for pre-storm and post-storm BMP
inspections, and if"yes," provide the person’s name and telephone number. ’

Indicate if a qualified person has been assigned responsibility for implementation of the SWPPP,
and if"yes," provide hhe person’s name and telephone number.

T:\1995L954P24S~TASK3.-4’,DECEMBER 200~FINAL.DOC’~ E5-4
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Attachment E5
Notice Of Construction Activity

General Instrucuons
Nouce to the Regional Water Ql.lalit~j Board Page 3 of 3
Coverage Under Order No. 96-054 for
Pubhc Agency Construction Activity

Section VII - Site Map: Provide a one page drawing of the construction site and its immediate
surroundings. The map should delineate the boundaries of the entire project (i.e. for road or channel
construction indicate beginning and end point of construction). At a minimum, show existing and
proposed buildings, roadways, storm water collection and discharge points, a north arrow and the
names of adjacent streets. A map page from a Thomas Guide may be submitted if the entire project
is adequately delineated. Do not submit blue prints.

Section VIII- Cernf!cation: The certification provides an assurance that the Notice of
Construction and site map were completed in an accurate and complete fashion and with the
knowledge that penalties exist for providing false information. It also requires the Permittee to
certi~ that construction activity at the site will be in compliance with the provisions of Order No.
96-054. The Notice of Construction must be signed by either a principal executive officer, ranking
official, or duly authorized representative.

When Construction is Complete

Within 30 days of completion of the construction activity, written notification must be submitted to
the Regional Board. Please reference the project name cited in Section ffl of the Notice of
Construction.
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Attachment E6
BMP Checklist

-, E6.1 EROSION CONTROL PRACTICES

Will BMP Be If Yes, Explain
Used? How

Yes No If No, State
BMP Description Reason

Site Planning Considerations

Scheduling (ESC01)

Preservation of Existing Vegetation (ESC02)

Vegetative Stabilization

Seeding & Planting (ESC10)

Mulching (ESC11 )

Physical Stabilization

Geotextiles & Mats (ESC20)

Dust Control (ESC21)

Temporary Stream Crossing (ESC22)

Construction Road Stabilization (ESC23)

Diversion of Runoff

Earth Dike (ESC30)l
Temporary Drains & Swales (ESC31)

Slope Drain (ESC32)

Velocity Reduction

Outlet Protection (ESC40)

Check Dams (ESCA1)

1 Slope Roughening/Terracing (ESC42)
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Attachment E6
BMP Checklist

E6.2 SEDIMENT CONTROL PRACTICES
Will BMP Be If Yes, Explain

Used? How

Yes No If No, State
BMP Description Reason

Silt Fence (ESC50)

Straw Bale Barrier (ESC51)

Sand Bag Barrier (ESC52)

Brush or Rock Filter (ESC53)

Storm Drain Inlet Protection (ESC54)

Sediment Trap (ESC55)

Sediment Basin (ESC56)

E6.3 TRACKING CONTROL PRACTICES
Will BMP Be If Yes, Explain

Used? How

Yes No If No, State
BMP Description                                        Reason

-1            Tracking Control

Stabilized Construction Entrance (ESC24)
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E6.4 NON-STORMWATER AND MATERIAL AND WASTE MANAGEMENT
~’ PRACTICES

Will BMP Be If Yes, Explain
Used? How

Yes No If No, State
BMP Description Reason

Construction Practices

Dewatering Operations (CA01)

Paving Operations (CA02)

Structure Construction & Painting (CA03)

Vehicle & Equipment Management

Vehicle & Equipment Cleaning (CA30)

Vehicle & Equipment Fueling (CA31)

Vehicle & Equipment Maintenance (CA32)

Material Management

Material Delivery and Storage (CA10)

Material Use (CA11 )

Spill Prevention and Control (CA12)

Waste Management

Solid Waste Management (CA20)

Hazardous Waste Management (CA21)

_ Contaminated Soil Management (CA22)

Concrete Waste Management (CA23)

Sanitary/Septic Waste Management (CA24)

Contractor Training

Employee/Subcontractor Training (CA40)                           I
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Appendix F
Vehicle MalntenancelMaterial Storage Facilities Management Guidance

F.1 FACILITIES COVERED BY THE PERMIT
Facilities that meet the description in Item 3.a.i of the Permit are those that conduct activities

similar to Phase 1 facilities but are not subject to the requirements o~" the California General

Industrial Activities Storm Water Permit (General Industrial Permit). Examples may include

portions of municipal yards that:

¯ Conduct vehicle and equipment repairs, painting, fueling, and lubrication.

¯ Serve as salvage yards to store or dismantle vehicles or equipment.

¯ Serve as temporary storage areas for waste oil and other materials discovered and
removed from public areas.

Municipal facilities that are subject to the General Industrial Permit, and therefore are not

covered under this Permit, generally include airports and large corporation yards that conduct

activities such as servicing urban or suburban bus lines or public warehousing and storage.

These facilities should have already filed for coverage under the General Industrial Permit.

Additional information on obtaining coverage for these facilities is provided in Section 9.

Items 3.a.ii and 3.a.iii of the Permit cover many municipal corporation yards where vehicles and

equipment are maintained on a regular basis.

Item 3.a.iv of the Permit describes storage facilities that are regulated by state laws for hazardous

materials. These facilities should have already prepared hazardous materials business plans or

Spill, Prevention, Control, and Counter-measure (SPCC) plans.

F.2     POLLUTION PREVENTION PLAN
Under this Permit, vehicle maintenance and material storage facilities, identified in Section

IV.3.a of the Permit, are required to develop a plan to minimize the potential to discharge

pollutants into stormwater, and implement best management practices (BMPs) to improve site-

specific pollutant control. The pollution prevention plan is a method to help determine what the

existing activities and potential pollutants are at facilities, and then select appropriate BMPs to

improve pollutant control at those facilities.There are five suggested steps to preparing a

pollution prevention plan:

¯ Planning and Organization

¯ Facility Assessment
R0001175
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Vehicle Maintenance/Material Storage Facilities Management Guidance

¯ Best Management Practice Selection

¯ Documentation and Implementation

¯ Evaluation

These suggested steps are based on the guidance provided in the recently revised General

Industrial Permit (April 1997). The guidance provided here does not include monitoring and

reporting activities, as these are not required under this Permit.

Although a unique plan may be developed for each facility, if several facilities conduct similar

activities, a general plan cotdd be developed and then customized later for individual sites to help

reduce cost and effort. An example of a written pollution prevention plan for a fleet maintenance

facility is included as Attachment F1. Other pollution prevention plan formats may be used as

long as they discuss the BMPs selected for implementation. The following sections detail the

information that was used to complete the example pollution prevention plan.

F.2.1 Planning and Organization

The following planning and organizational activities may be considered:

¯ Identify a specific individual or individuals as members of a pollution prevention
team to develop and implement the plan.

¯ Review any other regulatory requirements the facility has and any existing facility
plans.

F.2.2    Facility Assessment

Facilities should be reviewed to determine existing conditions. The assessment may include the
following steps:

¯ Site Map. Prepare a site map of the facility. This can be prepared from existing "as-
built" or other construction plans of the yard, or similar drawings prepared for other
programs. Features displayed on the map should include:

- An outline of the entire property

- Drainage areas on the property and direction of flow

Areas of soil erosion
R0001176

Nearby water bodies and municipal storm drain inlets

Location of stormwater conveyance systems (ditc.hes, inlets, storm drains, etc.)
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Location of existing stormwater controls (oil/water separators, sumps, etc.).

Location of"impervious" areas--paved areas, buildings, covered areas

Locations where materials are directly exposed to stormwater

- Locations where toxic or hazardous materials have spilled in the past

- Location of buildings and activity areas (e.g., fueling islands, garages, waste
container area, wash racks, hazardous material storage areas, etc.)

.t[ ¯ Significant Materials. Complete an inventory of materials at the site, indicating
where they are stored or handled and the typical amount on site. The materials
inventory can be built from existing similar inventories prepared for other programs.

¯ Potential Pollutant Sources. Write a description of activities that take place at the
facility, the potential pollutant sources from the activities, and the pollutants that
could be discharged. Activities that may be identified include: lubricating, fueling
and washing vehicles/equipment; stockpiling materials; mixing fertilizers or
pesticides; warehouse receiving/shipping; and sandblasting, stripping and painting.
Any non-stormwater discharges should be recorded here (such as nnse water, wash
water, boiler blowdown). A note should also be made about previous "significant"
spills of toxic or hazardous materials including the type, quantity, cleanup methods
used, amount of material remaining, and measures taken to be sure it does not recur.

¯ Assessment of Potential Pollutant Sources. For the activities and pollutant sources
noted above, determine which areas are probable sources of pollutants and the
corresponding pollutants that are likely to be present in stormwater discharges.

-!

F.2.3    Best Management Practice Selection

BMPs must be selected that are appropriate to prevent or mitigate pollution generated from the

specific activities at the site. They may be selected based on the information learned from the

facility assessment. The Permit requires the BMPs to include, but not be limited to:

¯ Good housekeeping practices

¯ Material storage control

¯ Vehicle leaks and spill control

¯ Vehicle and equipment washing area control

¯ Proper waste handling and disposal

¯ Maintenance for treatment controls

¯ Illicit discharge control

¯ Employee training
R0001177
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Attachment F2 includes lists of BMPs suggested for vehicle and equipment maintenance areas
and material storage facilities that have been adapted from USEPA’s Storm Water Multi-Sector

General Permit for Industrial Activities (September 1995). Attachment F2 also includes several

BMP fact sheets from the California Storm Water Best Management Practices Handbook.

Although all of these suggested BMPs are for industrial facilities, they serve as good general

guidance for all vehicle maintenance/material storage facilities.

F.2.4    Plan Documentation and Implementation

With the facility assessment and BMP selection complete, compile the information into a written

document. This may be done in a format similar to the example pollution prevention plan in

Attachment FI.

Once the pollution prevention plan is prepared, it must be implemented. This may be done by

training employees in any new procedures, moving materials under cover, installing spill kits,

and conducting any other activities necessary to implement all specified BMPs.

F.2.5    Evaluation

A copy of the pollution prevention plan should be kept at the site and should be reviewed

periodically to see that the information is current and accurate. BMPs that have been

implemented should be assessed to determine if they are working as planned, and any changes

required should be noted in the pollution prevention plan.
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Attachment F1
Example Pollution Prevention plan For A Fleet IRalntenance Facility

F1.1 FACILITY
Maintenance Yard #3 Facility Owner: City of XYZ
1234 Facilities Way
XYZ, California 99999

Prepared By: C. Lin Date Prepared: June 18, 1997

Updated:

F1.2 OBJECTIVES
The municipal stormwater permit for discharges in the County of Los Angeles requires those

Permittees who own and operate facilities where vehicle maintenance and/or material storage

activities occur, as defined in Section W.3.a of the Permit, to implement a pollution prevention

plan. The purpose of the regulations is to protect water quality by reducing the amount of

pollutants that could potentially reach the storm drainage system and receiving waters.

The minimum objectives of the Vehicle Maintenance/Material Storage Facilities Management

program are to:

¯ Identify and evaluate sources of pollutants from public vehicle maintenance/material
storage facilities that may affect the quality of stonnwater discharges from the
facility.

¯ Identify and implement site-specific best management practices (BMPs) to reduce or
prevent pollutants in stormwater discharges.

A copy of this plan should be kept at the facility. It should be reviewed periodically to assure all
information and measures are current and accurate and should be updated as conditions change.
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o, F1.3 PLANNING AND ORGANIZATION

F1.3.1 Pollution Prevention Team
Name Function
C. L~n Program Coordinator / Pollution Prevention Plan Development
Pubhc Works, Streets & Roads Division
(9997 555-1212

] A. Manlnez Pollution Prevention Plan Implementation
¯ | Maintenance Staff

(999) 555-1222

D. Jones Pollution Prevention Plan Implementation
Maintenance Staff
(999) 555-1232

_!

-3
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¯ F1.4 SITE MAP
Figure l is a detailed site map of the Maintenance Yard #3 facility~

Site Map - Maintenance Yard #3

Area = 4.5 acres
95% impervious (paved/covered)

Iii11/I//] VMacl’line/l

/

- "-~m L

Santa R~ta Road

un sto~ drin ~n~t

~ - Direc~on of clrainage

Figure 1
Site Map
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Example Pollution Prevention Plan For A Fleet Maintenance Facility

F1.5    LIST OF SIGNIFICANT MATERIALS
Table 1 describes materials that are handled and stored at the Maintenance Yard #3 facility:

Table 1: Significant Materials

Material Handling and Storage Location Typical Quantity/
Frequency

Gasoline Center of yard at fueling area 250 gal/day

Diesel fuel Center of yard at fueling area 200 gal/day

Motor oil North section of yard in Maintenance Bay 90 galtwk

Used motor oil North section of yard in Used Oil Storage Area 30 gal/wk

Lubricants North section of yard in Maintenance Bay 15 gal/mo

Brake fluid North section of yard in Maintenance Bay 40 gallwk

Hydraulic fluid North section of yard in Maintenance Bay 5 gal/day

Adhesives and sealants North section of yard in Material Storage Area 10 gal/mo

Antifreeze North section of yard in Maintenance Bay 30 gal/day

Used Antifreeze North section of yard in the Used Antifreeze 10 gal/day
Storage Area

Solvents North section of yard in Chemical Storage Area 50 Ib/wk

Detergents North section of yard in Chemical Storage Area 40 Ib/wk

Paint North section of yard in Chemical Storage Area 20 gal/mo

Concrete East section of yard in Raw Materials Area 1 ton/mo

Gravel East section of yard in Raw Materials Area 200 Ib/wk

Sand East section of yard in Raw Materials Area 250 Ib/wk

Aggregate East section of yard in Raw Materials Area 100 Ib/wk

Pesticides and herbicides North section of yard inChemical Storage Area 85 gal/mo

Fertilizers North section of yard in Chemical Storage Area 100 Ib/wk

Soil Amendments North section of yard in Chemical Storage Area 50 Ib/wk
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Example Pollution Prevention Plan For A Fleet Maintenance Facility

F1.6 DESCRIPTION OF POTENTIAL POLLUTANT SOURCES
Table 2 describes potential pollutant sources at the Maintenance Yard #3 facility:

Table 2: Potential Pollutant Sources

Area / Activity Pollutant Source Pollutant

Vehicle and Equipment Fueling Spills caused by topping off fuel tanks gasoline
performed in the center of the Spills and leaks dunng deliveries           fuel, oilyard at the fueling area;
containing both unleaded and Hosing or washing down fuel area. fuel, oil
diesel fuel for smaller vehicles
and large equipment. Both Rainfall running onto and off of fueling area fuel, oil
pumps =n the fueling area are
covered by a raised roof.

Vehicle and Equipment Vehicle fluid spills or leaks transmission fluids,
Maintenance performed at the lunng rnatenals, radiator
Maintenance Bay Building in the fluids, etc.
northwest section of the yard. Container spills or leaks solvents, degreasers,Activities include fluid changes, other cleansersvehicle repairs, equipment
repairs, and other necessary
maintenance.

Vehicle and Equipment Washing particulates and debris off sediment, metals, toxic
Washing performed in the vehicles and equipment materials, vehicle fluids
northeast section of the yard.
Washing Area is uncovered and
not bermed.

Material, Chemical, Vehicle and Container spills or leaks antifreeze, oil,
Equipment Storage located at pesticides, herbicides,
the north and east sections of the solvents, etc.
yard. All areas are covered. See
Table 1 for yard materials stored. Vehicle and equipment leaks gasoline, oil

F1.7 ASSESSMENT OF POTENTIAL POLLUTANT SOURCES
~"ehicle and Equipment Fueling is a potential source of stormwater pollution at the Maintenance

Yard ~3 facility. Stormwater run-on has the potential to wash away any spills or leaked fluids
located at the fueling area and subsequently drain onto the street and into the storm drain.

Pollutants located at the fueling area include oil and gasoline (unleaded and diesel). With the

washing area currently northeast and upgrade of the fueling area, pollutants may be carried via

wash water flows to the storm drain in a non-stormwater discharge.

~’ehicle and Equipment Maintenance is a minimal potential source of stormwater pollution.

Vehicle and equipment fluids are handled, and changed in the Maintenance Bay and may
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Attachment F1
Example Pollution Prevention Plan For A Fleet Maintenance Facility

eventually flow into the storm drain only if staff cleans the bay area with the use of water hose.

Maintenance pollutants include transmission and radiator fluids, solvents, degreasers, as well as

gasoline.

Vehicle and Eqmpment Washing has a high pollutant potential as alluded to above. Without a

bermed area or covered structure for this activity, non-stormwater discharges from washing may

flow south-southwest, crossing the fueling area, concentrating pollutant flow even more.

Pollutants from washing include sediment, metals, toxic materials, and vehicle fluids such as oil

and gasoline.

Materml, Chemical. Vehicle and Equzpment Storage also has a potential for stormwater

pollution. Particularly, vehicles and equipment, stored outside and uncovered, are susceptible to
leaking. Rainfall at the facility has the potential to wash leaked fluids into the storm drain

system. Material and chemical storage at the facility are covered and carefully protected,

minimizing the potential for any stormwater pollution.
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F1.8 STORMWATER BEST MANAGEMENT PRACTICES
Table 3 describes applicable best management practices for the Maintenance Yard 23 facility:

Table 3: Applicable Best Management Practices

Area /Activity Pollutant Source Pollutant Best Management Practice

Vet~icle and Spills caused by topping gasoline ¯ Train employees ~n proper fueling and
Equipment Fueling off fuel tanks cleanup procedures

Spills and leaks during fuel, oil ¯ Discourage "topping off" of fuel tanks
deliveries ¯ Install "shut-off" valves on nozzles
Hosing or washing down fuel, oil ¯ Use adsorbent materials on spills as
fuel area. opposed to hosing down
Rainfall running onto fuel, oil ¯ Install covered spill kits next to fueling
and off of fueling area area

Vehicle and Vehicle fluid spills or transmission ¯ Train employees =n proper cleanup
Equipment leaks fluids, luring procedures of spills and leaks
Maintenance materials, ¯ Keep equipment clean, disallowing

radiator fluids, excessive greaseloil buildup
etc.

¯ Use drip pans for any leaking
Container spills or leaks solvents, vehicletequipment

degreasers, ¯ Complete all maintenance in proper
other location (covered)
cleansers

¯ Sweep up daily
¯ Install spill kits in Maintenance

Vehicle and Washing vehicle sediment, ¯ Wash vehicles and equipr~ent at an
Equipment particulates and debris metals, toxic off-site commercial washing location
Washing off materials, whenever possible

vehicle fluids ¯ If on-site, direct wash water towards
Washing equipment sediment, surrounding, existing vegetation
particulates and debris metals, toxic ¯ Evaluate the feasibility of constructing
off materials, a bermed or covered wash area

vehicle fluids draining to the sanitar~ sewer

Material, Chemical, Container spills or leaks antifreeze, oil, ¯ Store materials in enclosed or
Vehicle and pesticides, covered areas
Equipment Storage herbicides,

solvents, etc.

Vehicle and equipment gasoline, oil ¯ Use drip pans underneath leaking
leaks vehictes and equipment
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Attachment F2
Suggested BMPs For Vehicle MalntenancelMaterial Storage Facilities

The following best management practices (BMPs) were adapted from USEPA’s Storm Water

Multi-Sector General Permit for Industrial Activities (September 1995) and include additional

guidance on using treatment controls. Although they were developed for industrial facilities,

they serve as good general guidance for vehicle maintenance/material storage facilities.

F2.1 VEHICLE MAINTENANCE FACILITIES

i] F2.1.1 Fueling

¯ Use spill and overflow protection.

¯ Minimize run-on of stormwater into the fueling area by grading the area such that
stormwater only runs off.

¯ Reduce exposure of the fuel area to stormwater by covering the area.

¯ Use dry cleanup methods for fuel area rather than hosing the fuel area down.

¯ Use proper petroleum spill control.

¯ Perform preventive maintenance on storage tanks to detect potential leaks before they
OCCur.

¯ Inspect the fueling area to detect problems before they occur.

¯ Train employees on proper fueling techniques.
-I

¯ F2.1.2 Vehicle and Equipment Maintenance

¯ Maintain an organized inventory of materials used in the maintenance shop.

¯ Dispose of greasy rags, oil filters, air filters, batteries, spent coolant, and degreasers
properly.

¯ Label and track the recycling of waste material (e.g., used oil, spent solvents,
-| batteries).

¯ Drain oil filters before disposal or recycling.

¯ Drain and contain all fluids from wrecked vehicles and "pans" cars.

¯ Store cracked batteries in a nonleaking secondary container.

¯ Promptly transfer used fluids to the proper container; do not leave full drip pans or
other open containers around the shop. Empty and clean drip pans and containers.

¯ Do not pour liquid waste down floor drains, sinks, or outdoor storm drain inlets.

¯ Plug floor drains that are connected to the storm or sanitary sewer. Alternatively,
install a sump that is pumped regularly.

I ~S010NT06~PROJECTSl\1995L~54P245~TASK3-4~DECEMBER 2ooo~,,~.ooc~ F2-1
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¯ Inspect the maintenance area regularly for proper implementation of control
¯ measures.

¯ Train employees on proper waste control and disposal procedures.

F2.1.3 Outdoor Vehicle and Equipment Storage and Parking

¯ Use drip pans under all vehicles and equipment waiting for maintenance.

¯ Cover the storage area with a roof.

- - ¯ Inspect the storage yard for filling drip pans and other problems regularly.

¯ Train employees on procedures for storage and inspection items.

F2.1.4 Painting Areas

¯ Keep paint and paint thinner away from traffic areas to avoid spills.

¯ Spray paint in an Occupational Safety and Health Act (OSHA) approved hood.

¯ Use effective spray equipment that delivers more paint to the target and less over-
spray.

¯ Avoid sanding in windy weather and collect and dispose of waste properly.

¯ Recycle paint, paint thinner, and solvents.

-- ¯ Inspect painting procedures to ensure that they are conducted properly.

, ¯ Train employees on proper sanding, painting, and spraying techniques.

F2.1.5 Vehicle or Equipment Washing Areas
¯ Avoid washing parts or equipment outside.

¯ Use phosphate-free biodegradable detergents.

¯ Designate an area for cleaning activities.

¯ Contain and recycle washwaters.

¯ Ensure that washwaters drain well.

¯ Inspect cleaning area regularly.

¯ Train employees on proper washing procedures.
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Suggested BMPs For Vehicle Maintenance/Material Storage Facilities

F2.1.6 Liquid Storage in Above Ground Storage

¯ Maintain good integrity of all storage containers.

¯ Install safeguards (such as diking or berming) against accidental releases at the
storage area.

¯ Inspect storage tanks to detect potential leaks and perform preventive maintenance.

¯ Inspect piping systems (pipes, pumps, flanges, couplings, hoses, and valves) for
failures or leaks.

¯ Train employees on proper filling and transfer procedures.

F2.1.7 Improper Connections to Storm Drain

¯ Plug all floor drains connected to storm drain or it" connection is unknown.
Alternatively, install a sump that is pumped regularly.

¯ Perform smoke or dye testing to determine if interconnections exist between sanitary
sewer system and storm drain system.

¯ Update facility schematics to accurately reflect all plumbing connections.

¯ Install a safeguard against vehicle washwaters entering the storm drain unless
permitted.

¯ Maintain and inspect the integrity of all underground storage tanks; replace when
necessary.

¯ ¯ Train employees on proper disposal practices for all materials.

F2.1.8 Treatment Controls
¯ In areas where the concentration of oil and grease-related compounds are high,

_ consider using treatment controls in addition to source controls. These areas may
include marine ports, airfields, and fleet vehicle maintenance and washing facilities.

¯ Determine appropriate treatment controls based on the amount and type of potential
pollutant. Controls may include oil/water separators, media filtration, biofilters, and
retention basins.

¯ Implement appropriate maintenance schedules for all treatment controls to retain their
pollutant removal effectiveness.
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o, F2.2 MATERIAL STORAGE AREAS

F2.2.1 Outdoor Unloading and Loading

¯ Confine loading/unloading activities to a designated area.

¯ Consider performing loading/unloading activities indoors or in a covered area.

¯ Consider covering loading/unloading area with permanent cover (e.g., roofs) or

~.l
temporary cover (e.g., tarps).

¯ Close storm drains during loading/unloading activities in surrounding areas.

¯ Avoid loading/unloading materials in the rain.

¯ Inspect the unloading/loading areas to detect problems before they occur.

¯ Inspect all containers prior to loading/unloading of any raw or spent materials.

¯ Consider berming, curbing, or diking loading/unloading areas.
.! ¯ Install dead-end sumps where spilled materials could be directed.

¯ Place drip pans under hoses.

¯ Use dry clean-up methods instead of washing the areas down.

¯ Train employees on proper loading/unloading techniques and spill prevention and
response.

-!

¯ F2.2.2 Outdoor Material Storage
¯ Confine storage of materials, parts, and equipment to designated areas.

¯ Consider secondary containment using curbing, berming, or diking all liquid storage
areas.

¯ Train employees on proper waste control and disposal.

¯ Train employees in spill prevention and response.

¯ Consider covenng tanks.

¯ Ensure that all containers are closed (e.g., valves shut, lids sealed, caps closed).

¯ Wash and rinse containers indoors before stonng them outdoors.

¯ If outside or in covered areas, minimize run on of stormwater by grading the land to
diver~ flow away from containers.

¯ Perform leak detection and container integrity testing.

¯ Direct runoff to onsite retention pond.

¯ Inventory. all raw and spent materials. R0001191
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¯ Clean around vents and stacks.

¯ Place tubs around vents and stacks to collect particulates.

¯ Inspect air emission control systems (e.g., baghouses) regularly, and repair or replace
v,hen necessary.

¯ Store wastes in covered, leak proof containers (e.g., dumpsters, drums).

¯ Consider shipping all wastes to offsite landfills or treatment facilities.

¯ Ensure hazardous waste disposal practices are performed in accordance with federal,
._ state, and local requirements.
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Appendix G
Landscape And Recreational Facilities Management Guidance

.G.1 PESTICIDE, HERBICIDE AND FERTILIZER MANAGEMENT

G.1.1 Application and Handling

The federal Pesticide, Fungicide, and Rodenticide Act and California Title 3, Division 6,

Pesticides and Pest Control Operations place strict controls over pesticide application and

handling and specify training, annual refresher, and testing requirements.The regulations

generally cover:

¯ A list of approved pesticides and selected uses, updated regularly

¯ General application information

¯ Equipment use and maintenance procedures

¯ Record keeping

The California Department of Pesticide Regulations and the County Agricultural Commission

coordinate and maintain the licensing and certification programs. All public agency employees

who apply pesticides and herbicides in "agricultural use" areas such as parks, golf courses,

rights-of-way and recreation areas should be properly certified in accordance with state

regulations. Contracts for landscape maintenance should include similar requirements.

Following is a brief summary of the regulations:

¯ Agricultural pest control businesses must be supervised by a Qualified Applicator
Licensee and individuals who apply or supervise the application of restricted
pesticides must have a current Qualified Applicator Certificate.

¯ Every two years, the Qualified Applicator Certificate holder must show proof that
they have secured a minimum of 40 hours of continuing education as a prerequisite to
reissuance of the license or certificate. Continuing education credits may be obtained
by attending classes and seminars approved by the state as meeting the requirements
for the license and certificate program.

¯ All Qualified Applicator Licensees and Qualified Applicator Certificate holders are¯
required to report pesticide usage on a monthly basis to the Department of
Agriculture. Each report must detail the specific locations where pesticides were
used. the type and quantity of pesticides used, and other relevant information.

¯ The Qualified Applicator Certificate holder will conduct monthly inspections to
monitor storage, handling and disposal of the pesticides.

¯ The Department of Agriculture will review the pesticide application programs of
public agencies to verify that all applications are made in accordance with written
recommendations, the appropriate personnel are properly certified, and the

r ,,~,~,~,rAS,~-,~C~,SE~ ~X~,~..~ G-I
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recommendations are appropriate for the range of pests likely to have been
¯ encountered.

These and other environmental regulations also require all users of hazardous products to keep

Material Safety Data Sheets (MSDS) for all products readily accessible. These are detailed

application and handling sheets provided by the manufacturers and updated as necessary. All

employees who handle pesticides should be familiar with the most recent MSDS files.

¯ Additional BMPs that should be considered include:

¯ Always use caution when handling any hazardous product.

¯ Read and follow use instructions.

¯ Use up all of the product before disposing or give the extra to other agencies or
community groups.

¯ Do not dispose of product down storm drains, into creeks, onto the ground, or by
burning.

G.1.2    Minimizing the Use
Consider specific alternative products in lieu of pesticides to control insects, fungi and weeds:

¯ Certain insects, such as lacewing and ladybugs, can be used against unwanted pests;

¯ A type of snail has been used successfully in Los Angeles County to control the common
garden snail.

¯ Compost and soil amendments can be used as natural alternatives to fertilizers.

For more information on alternatives, contact agencies such as the Bio-Integral Resource Center

(BIRC) in Berkeley, which conducts research and produces brochures and a newsletter on

Integrated Pest Management. Modem gardening guides, such as the Sunset books, also include

information on fertilizer and pesticide alternatives.

G.1.3    Storage and Inspection R0001195

The same regulations that govern pesticide application and handling also cover storage and

inspection. As discussed in G. 1.1, these requirements apply to appropriate public agency staff

and should be included in landscape maintenance contracts. Following is a brief summary of the

applicable portions of the regulations:

¯ The Qualified Applicator Certificate holder will conduct monthly inspections to
monitor storage, handling and disposal of the pesticides.
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¯ At least quarterly, the County Agricultural Commissioner will consult with public
agencies concerned with air and water quality, fish and wildlife, and others, to
identify past or potential problems associated with the use of pesticides.

¯ The Commissioner may enter and inspect any fields, areas, structures and
greenhouses where pesticides are handled, stored or applie.d to determine compliance.

Additional BMPs that should be considered include:

¯ Store products away from sources of heat, sparks, and flames.

¯ Store products in their original containers and keep them well labeled.

¯ Do not store chemicals in food containers.

G.2 MUNICIPAL SWIMMING POOL DECHLORINATION
There is no specific numeric limit on what constitutes a dechlorinated pool discharge to the

storm drainage system. However, it should be safe to assume that pool water that meets the

same chlorine requirements as wastewater discharges to a receiving water is adequately

dechlorinated. Therefore, it is suggested that chlorine in pool water be reduced to 0.1 parts-per-

million (ppm) before discharging the water to a storm drain system. This level can be easily

achieved using chemicals available at pool-supply outlets or through private contractors, and can

be measured with a standard pool test kit.
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H.1 BMPs FOR CATCH BASIN AND STORM DRAIN MAINTENANCE
There is no preferred method for cleaning catch basins as long as the method used is successful
in removing accumulated sediment and debris. It should be satisfactory, to use methods that have
been in place for routine storm maintenance. This may include removal by shovel or by use of a
vacuum truck. Similarly, storm drain (channel) maintenance may include use of a backhoe,
vacuum truck, or shovel. Methods used should minimize the amount of material that escapes
and is reintroduced to the storm drain system. This is discussed in more detail in Section H.3.

All catch basins must be inspected and cleaned at least once per year between May 1 and
September 30. Priority Catch Basins (designated catch basins in areas generating significant
refuse) must be cleaned before the sump is 40 percent full during the period October 1 and
April 30. Additional cleaning may be done to minimize the amount of litter and debris that could
wash to receiving waters. The following areas may be considered for additional cleaning:

¯ high vehicle or pedestrian traffic areas

¯ commercial areas
¯ industrial areas

¯ construction areas
¯ high density residential areas
¯ areas adjacent to vacant lots

The following BMPs may be considered:

¯ Consider cleaning all non-Priority Catch Basins at least twice a year
¯ Aggressively enforce anti-dumping ordinances and anti-littering ordinances

Additional BMPs to minimize contaminant discharge during cleaning activities is discussed in
Section H.3.
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¯ H.2 RECORD KEEPING FOR CATCH BASINS
To implement this program, records must be kept of the catch basins cleaned and the overall

quantity of waste removed. This can be done by logging the information on existing crew day

cards or providing crews with an amended form. At a minimum the following information must ¯

be recorded when conducting inspections or cleaning of catch basins:

¯ dates inspected or cleaned

¯ locations of catch basins inspected or cleaned

¯ overall amount of material removed (estimated in either volume or dry weight).

Additional information may be collected, such as the type of material removed to help with other

stormwater management programs.

An example of catch basin record keeping is shown in Table H-1. A sample form is included as

Table H-2.

This information should be summarized regularly, either manually or by modifying an existing

maintenance management system or other database. The information will allow staff to

determine when all catch basins have been inspected and cleaned, and will help them recognize

areas where the heaviest amount of debris collects.

Problems discovered while inspecting catch basins should be routed to the appropriate

department for correction or repair. Unusual or potentially hazardous substances found in catch

basins should be reported in accordance with the guidance provided in the model Illicit

Connection/Illicit Discharge Elimination Program.

Permittees who do not have an accurate database of all catch basins may consider using the first-

year inspection~cleaning process to inventory all facilities. This can be done using a form such
as that shown in Table H-3. The results of the inventory should be compiled in a database or

GIS system or in manual tables and maps. A complete record of facilities will allow staff to

determine when all catch basins have been cleaned and schedule appropriate maintenance to

keep the facilities performing properly. Detailed information such as this could also be kept

annually and combined on one form with the catch basin cleaning results.
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Table H-1

Catch Basin Cleaning Recording Form

Date Location Number of Catch
Basins Cleaned Total Amount Removed

7/15/96 ~’ Alameda St./15~ 5 40 cu. ft

Alameda St./Washington 15 ¯ 25 cu. ft.

Alameda St./38~ 5

Notation

�’: Priority Catch Basin

¯ : Total amount removed from Priority Catch Basins

Table H-2

Catch Basin Cleaning Recording Form

Date Location Number of Catch Total Amount RemovedBasins Cleaned

t a t] on

Praonty Catch Basin

Total amount removed from Priority Catch Basins
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Table H.3

Drainage Inlet/Catch Basin Information

Location

Street: Cross Street: Side (N,S,E,W):
Distance: Direction (N,S,E,W): inlet Number:
Map Number: Grid:

Condition

Length of Opemng: Height of Opening: Stencil (Y/N):
Bicycle Bars (Y/N): Grate Size: Inlet Protection Bar

(Y/N):
Re~airs Required:

H.3 MINIMIZATION OF CONTAMINANT DISCHARGE
Routine maintenance activities need to be conducted with care to avoid depositing waste material

and other contaminants into the storm drain system. Suggested source control BMPs addressing

general maintenance activities are provided below.

H.3.1 HousekeepinglMaterial Management

* Avoid maintenance activities during windy or rainy weather to minimize waste
material transport to receiving waters.

¯ Place waste in watertight bags, containers, or bins. Keep containers and bins covered
to prevent waste from being blown out by wind. Dispose of waste at a licensed
sanitary landfill, recycling facility, or other approved location.

¯ If waste material must be stockpiled before disposal, place stockpiles away from
drainage courses.

¯ Promptly pick up trash and debris from the job site and dispose in designated,
leakproof containers.

¯ Replace leaking trash containers immediately.
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H.3.2 Chemical Handling

Chemicals used in storm drain maintenance may include herbicides, disinfectants, and

deodorizers. The following BMPs may be implemented as appropriate and feasible:

¯ Use mechanical means when possible to remove vegetation and odors in the system,
thereby reducing or eliminating the amount of disinfectant, deodorizers, and
herbicides.

¯ Chemicals should be safely and properly stored on maintenance vehicles to prevent
spills and leaks.

¯ If chemical means are used to remove vegetation or odors, apply all products in strict
accordance with label instructions.

¯ Avoid mixing products in the field or work in a bermed area to minimize product
spills and leaks reaching receiving waters. Completely use up each container, rinse
into another container and apply rinse water as product. Dispose of rinsed, empty
containers in the trash.

¯ Any hazardous waste or waste suspected of being hazardous, encountered during
maintenance activities must be handled and removed by qualified personnel, as
discussed in local emergency response procedures manuals.

¯ Clean up spills and leaks immediately using appropriate tools such as shovels,
brooms, dust pans, disposable gloves, and adsorbent for liquid spills. Sweep up spills
of dry material and residue fi’om cleaning operations rather than washing it into the
storm drain system.

H.3.3    Surface and Subsurface Water Control
At times it may be necessary to divert the flow of a stream or dewater an excavation or trench to

conduct maintenance activities. These waters may become contaminated with soil or pollutants

and should not be discharged into the storm drain system. The following BMPs may be

implemented as appropriate and feasible:

¯ Avoid dewatering or diverting water whenever possible if soils, sediment, and/or
other pollutants might be detached and entrained.

¯ Do not divert dirty or contaminated water directly to a storm drain. Allow pollutants
to settle out in a detention basin, temporary pit, or a bermed area before discharging
the water.

¯ When water is contaminated with soil only, it may be discharged to the storm drain
after settling so that only clear water is discharged. Clean ,up the settled soil and
dispose of it away from drainage courses. Do not wash soil into the storm drain.
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¯ If the water is contaminated with substances other than soil, remove the water using
vacuum equipment, and dispose of the water properly.

¯ Contact your supervisor for directions before attempting any dewatering or diversion
of water suspected to be contaminated with hazardous or unknown materials.

¯ Diverting water in a natural watercourse or drainage channel around a working area
may require special permits. Contact your supervisor for specific directions before
attempting diversion or dewatering in any channel or natural watercourse.
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1.1    SWEEPING

1.1.1 Frequency of Street Sweeping
Curbed streets must be swept at a targeted frequency of once per month (12 times per year). In

areas generating significant refuse, curbed streets may be swept more frequently, where feasible.

Areas generating significant refuse may include the following:

¯ high vehicle (ADT above 20,000) or pedestrian traffic areas

¯ construction areas

¯ industrial areas

Where feasible, consider sweeping areas generating significant refuse at least bimonthly. If

these areas continue to exhibit significant accumulations of refuse even when swept bimonthly, a

more frequent sweeping schedule (e.g., weekly, daily) may be appropriate.

The timing of street sweeping may also need to be coordinated with streets and roads

maintenance activities and the occurrence of special events such as fairs, parades, or green waste

collection days. For example, where appropriate, street sweeping may be conducted

immediately after such special events in addition to regularly scheduled sweeping.

, !.1.2 SCAQMD Rule 1186

The SCAQMD adopted Rule 1186, PM10 Emissions From Paved and Unpaved Roads and

Livestock Operations, in February 1997. The purpose of Rule 1186 is to reduce the amount of

particulate matter (10 microns or less) entrained in the ambient air as a result of vehicular travel

on paved and unpaved roads, and at livestock operations. A summary of the requirements of

Rule 1186 for paved roads follows:

¯ Any owner or operator of a paved public road on which there are visible roadway
accumulations shall begin removal of such material through street cleaning within 72
hours following any notification of the accumulations and shall completely remove
such materials as soon as feasible. If removal cannot be completed within 10 days of
notification, the owner/operator shall notify the Executive Officer of the SCAQMD
and provide information on the location of the accumulation(s) and estimated removal
completion date; and

¯ .Any agency intending to purchase, lease, or otherwise contract for street sweeper
equipment shall be required to procure PM10-efficient street sweeping equipment
after January 1, 1999.
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PMI0 efficient street sweepers are street cleaning equipment designed to prevent the venting of

particulate matter 10 microns or less that have been outfitted with a filter, bag house, cyclone, or

other system. Some vacuum sweepers are considered PM10-efficient street cleaning equipment.

However, any owner or operator of a paved road shall be exempt from procuring PM 10-efficient

street sweeping equipment for exempt paved roads, which are defined as paved public roads that
( 1 ) have curbs or other paved shoulders in excess of four feet, and (2) are not within 1,000 feet of

an unpaved road. This exemption requires annual submittal of documentation to the SCAQMD.

Specific requirements regarding this or other exemptions are described in SCAQMD Rule ! 186.

1.1.3 Guidance for Operating Street Sweepers
Permittees use two common types of street sweepers: vacuum sweepers and mechanical
broom/brush sweepers. Vacuum sweepers are more effective at picking up finer particles (which
heavy metals are o~en bound to) than mechanical sweepers but are noisier and more expensive
to purchase. Mechanical sweepers are most effective at picking up large pieces of debris and in

cleaning wet streets. However, if the streets are not wet, mechanical sweepers can create more
airborne dust than vacuum sweepers.

For optimal sweeping efficiency when operating vacuum and mechanical sweepers, it is

suggested that the following BMPs be implemented:

¯ Operate sweepers at speeds recommended by the manufacturer (typically 6 to 8 miles
per hour or less);

¯ Replace worn parts as required and install brooms of the appropriate weight;

¯ Check sweepers weekly to maintain proper brush adjustment, rotation rate, and
sweeping pattern;

¯ Periodically review maintenance and operation procedures to determine if procedures
are being properly implemented;

¯ Keep maintenance records to note operational problems and ensure timely
adjustments and repairs;

¯ Properly dispose of materials generated by street sweeping operations; sweepers or
brushes are not to be washed in the street for discharge into the storm drain;

¯ Post sufficient signage to notify vehicle owners of parking restrictions on scheduled
street sweeping days; and

¯ Patrol designated routes to ticket illegally parked cars.
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1.2 MATERIAL MANAGEMENT BMPs

1.2,1 Saw-Cut Slurry

Other suggested BMPs for the management of saw-cut materials and-wastes, which are effective

at reducing stormwater pollution, include the following:

¯ Use dry, cutting techniques when possible and sweep or vacuum up residue:

¯ Construct sediment barriers with low weirs of sandbags to protect storm drains from
wet saw-cut runoff;

¯ Place drip pans or absorbent materials under saw-cut equipment when not in use.

1.2.2 Paving
Other suggested BMPs for the management of paving activities, which are effective at reducing

stormwater pollution, include the following:

¯ Prevent paving materials and wastes from entering the storm drain system.

¯ Minimize the area of soils left exposed or graded.

¯ Collect any loose sand, gravel, asphalt, or other material as soon as possible after
construction activities.

¯ When placing chip seals, limit spreading aggregate to the sealed surface and sweep up
excess aggregate once cured and each day thereafter until aggregate loss is
insignificant.

1.2.3 Concrete
Other suggested BMPs for the management of concrete materials and wastes, which are effective

at reducing stormwater pollution, include the following:

¯ If an onsite area is to be used. construct a temporary pit or bermed area large enough
for liquid and solid waste generated from washout;

¯ Wash wastes only into the temporary, pit or bermed area;

¯ Collect washwater from concrete cleanup for offsite disposal;

¯ Properly dispose of waste materials;

¯ Have a planned use for excess concrete or dispose of waste as trash; and

¯ Schedule concrete pours as large as possible to minimize having to cleanup several
"short loads."
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1.3 , GOOD HOUSEKEEPING BMPs
Other suggested good housekeeping BMPs, which are effective at reducing stormwater pollution
include the following:

¯ Use the minimal amount of water possible when cleaning;
¯ Carry. materials such as shovels, brooms, dust pans, disposable gloves, adsorbent,

berming, and catch basin covers on maintenance vehicles;
¯ Replace leaking trash containers immediately;

¯ Place lids on all trash containers;
¯ Avoid dispatchirrg leaking vehicles or equipment from the municipal yard;

¯ Avoid fueling, maintaining, or washing vehicles or equipment at the job site; if these
activities must occur on site, they should be performed only in designated areas by
trained personnel;

¯ Store vehicles and equipment at job sites on impermeable surfaces and place drip
pans under stored equipment;

¯ Recycle and reuse thinners, solvents, and paints.

1.4 EMPLOYEE TRAINING
The following guidance may be used to develop and implement a streets and roads maintenance
employee training program:

¯ Identify all appropriate departments and employees who should receive training.
Applicable departments and employees are those involved in planning, contracting
for, performing, or overseeing streets and roads maintenance activities, including
some traffic control activities.

¯ Develop a training program that describes general stormwater program requirements
and that establishes the relationship between streets and roads maintenance activities
and the potential for stormwater pollution or non-stormwater discharges to the storm
drain system and the associated impacts on receiving waters.

¯ Provide guidance on the selection of appropriate BMPs by referring to information in
Sections 6.2. I through 6.2.4 of this model program, and include examples or case
studies to illustrate proper BMP selection and implementation for streets and roads
maintenance activities.
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¯ Provide employees with handouts, checklists, manuals, or other documentation that
can be used later as reference information. These may include:

California Storm Water Best Management Practices Handbook. Municipal Activities

Storm Water Pollution Control for Road Maintenance, Caltrans District 7

Storm Water Management Training Course for Caltrans Maintenance Personnel,
Inspection Support and Field Services

Los Angeles County’s Public Employee Trainer Manual, Volume I (Municipal
Activities~
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J̄.1 CONSIDERATIONS FOR PARKING FACILITIES GENERATING SIGNIFICANT
DEBRIS

Sweeping or other equally effective measures to remove debris must be conducted on a regular

basis. This can be done in conjunction with regular curbed street sweeping/cleaning. Parking

facilities that generate significant debris may be swept or otherwise cleaned more frequently,

where feasible. Parking lots that may generate significant debris include the following:

¯ High vehicle or pedestrian traffic areas:

¯ Lots adjacent to construction areas;

¯ Lots in commercial districts or industrial areas;

¯ Lots adjacent to recreational facilities or municipal facilities (e.g., beaches, parks,
fairgrounds, concert halls, and libraries); and

¯ Special events parking locations.

The timing of cleaning may also be scheduled to follow special events such as fairs, concerts, or

municipal festivals.

J.2 OTHER BMPs for IMPLEMENTATION at PARKING FACILITIES
-! Other BMPs for the management of parking facilities that are effective at reducing etormwater

, pollution and may reduce the effort needed for debris removal, include the following:

¯ Signage/stenciling;

¯ Litter control; and

¯ Parking facility storm drain inlet/catch basin cleaning.

?1
J.2.1 SignagelStenciling

Signage and stenciling is the posting or painting of signs in key locations around a parking

facility that inform users of pollution prevention techniques. Posted signs and stencils can be an

effective pollution deterrent in any new or existing parking facility. Posted signs should prohibit

any activity that leads to the dumping of unwanted materials. For example, signs prohibiting

littering, as well as conveniently located trash cans. can help to reduce this problem. Storm drain

stenciling tells users where the water that flows into the drain actually ends up~ Stencils should

use everyday language and be translated into the foreign languages of the community.
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J.2.2 Litter Control

Trash receptacles are used to reduce uncontrolled litter in parking facilities. Providing trash

receptacles at parking facilities encourages users to dispose of litter properly and will help keep

trash and debris out of the storm drain system. Signs prohibiting littering should be posted in

conjunction with appropriately located trash receptacles.

J.2.3 Parking Facility Storm Drain InletJCatch Basin Cleaning

More detailed information on each of these BMPs is included in the California Storm Water Best

Management Practice Handbooks (May 1993) and in the ParkTng Lot BMP Manual (Woodward-

Clyde, 1996: for Santa Clara Valley Nonpoint Source Pollution Control Program).

-i
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K.1 INTRODUCTION
Permittees who elect to follow these guidelines rather than continue to seek coverage under the

General Industrial Permit will save the $250 annual General Industrial Permit fee for each public

industrial facility. Facilities already covered by a stormwater NPDES permit or a WDR permit

will not realize these savings because the General Industrial Permit waives the 5250 annual fee

in these cases. In addition, Permittees will interact with the Regional Board and not the

SWRCB.

The General Industrial Permit was revised and re-issued in April 1997. ]’he revisions have made

the General Industrial Permit more understandable and workable for Permittees. Accordingly,

the guidelines presented here reflect those of the revised General Industrial Permit.

K.2          EXECUTIVE OFFICER NOTIFICATION
Send a letter to notify the Executive Officer of the Regional Board of your intent to cover

industrial facilities owned or operated by the Permittee under the Los Angeles County municipal

stormwater permit (Permit), Order No. 96-054, NPDES No. CAS614001. Send it to:

Regional Water Quality Control Board, Los Angeles Region

101 Centre Plaza Drive

Monterey Park, California 91754-2156

(213) 266-7500

The letter must include a certification to be signed by the public official responsible for

overseeing public industrial activities for the Permit’tee. It should include information similar to

that required in a Notice of Intent (NOI) for coverage under the General Industrial Permit. The

Regional Board will send a notice of coverage within 30 days of receipt of this certification

letter.

If coverage is sought under this Permit but deviations are sought from the program laid out in

this model, submit a description of the desired program for consideration by the Executive

Officer. The program description may use the model program as a template, with changes noted

by strikeout of text and insertion of new text, or may be a completely new document. In either

case, explain how deviations from the model program address unique aspects of the public

industrial activities and satisfy, the requirements of this Permit. The Regional Board will either
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send a notice of coverage within 60 days of receipt of the alternative program, or ]9rovide a
¯ written description of why the alternative program is inadequate.

K.3 SITE-SPECIFIC SWPPPs
Prepare and implement a stormwater pollution prevention plan (SWPPP) for each industrial
facility, that will be covered by this Permit. The requirements are the same as those listed in the
revised General Industrial Permit, and are summarized here. At a minimum, the SWPPP must
cover the following areas:

Planning and Organization

Identify. the pollution prevention team members who will develop and implement
the SWPPP

If applicable, incorporate or reference the appropriate elements of other regulatory
requirements

¯ Site Map

Features displayed on the map must include:

An outline of the entire property

Drainage areas on the property and direction of flow

Areas of soil erosion

Nearby water bodies and municipal storm chain inlets

Location of stormwater conveyance systems (ditches, inlets, storm drains, etc.)

- Location of existing stormwater controls (oil/water separators, sumps, etc.)

- Location of"impervious" areas-paved areas, buildings, covered areas

- LocaUons where materials are directly exposed to stormwater
1 - Locations where toxic or hazardous materials have spilled in the past

- Location of buildings and activity, areas (e.g., fueling islands, garages, waste
container area, wash racks, hazardous material storage areas, etc.)

¯ List of Significant Materials

List materials stored and handled at the site. Include the location and typical
quantities handled.
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¯ Description of Potential Pollutant Sources

Provide a narrative description of the facility’s industrial activities and list the
potential pollutant sources and the potential pollutants that could be discharged in
stormwater discharges from each activity.

List materials that have spilled or leaked in significant quantities since
April 17, 1994.

List non-stormwater discharges including the source, quantity, frequency, and
characteristics of the discharge and drainage area.

¯ Assessment of Potential Pollutant Sources

Describe which activities are likely to be sources of pollution in stormwater and
which pollutants are likely to be present in stormwater discharges.

¯ Best Management Practices

Describe the BMPs that will be implemented at the facility for each potential
pollutant and its source.

The SWPPP must be kept on site and made available upon request of a representative of the
Regional Water Quality Control Board an~or the local stormwater management agency that
receives the stormwater discharges.

K.4 CHECKLIST of BMPs
During SWPPP development, Permittees must assemble a list of BMPs applicable to the
potential pollutants and their sources at each site. The matrix provided in Table K-1 can be used
in conjunction with the California Storm Water Best Management Practice Handbooks

(May 1993) to determine the range of applicable best management practices that could be
considered for industrial activities at each public industrial facility. Additionally, BMPs listed in
Attachment F2 of Appendix F are those suggested in USEPA’s Multi-Sector Permit
(September 1995) and can be used as a guide to selecting appropriate BMPs for public industrial
facilities.
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K.5 IMPLEMENTATION VERIFICATION
Conduct an annual comprehensive site compliance evaluation. The requirements are the same as

those listed in the revised General Industrial Permit, and are summarized here.

¯ Review visual observatiorvinspection records and sampling and analysis results.

¯ Conduct a vist~al inspection of all potential pollutant sources.

¯ Evaluate BMP implementation and effectiveness. This includes a visual inspection of
equipment and supplies needed to implement the SWPPP.

¯ Create a report of the results of the site compliance evaluation.

K.6 ANNUAL REPORT
Prepare and submit an Annual Report by July 1 of each year. The requirements are the same as

those listed in the revised General Industrial Permit, and are summarized here.The Annual
Report must include:

¯ A summary of visual observations and sampling results.

¯ An evaluation of the visual observation and sampling results.

¯ Laboratory reports.

¯ The annual comprehensive site compliance evaluation report.

¯ An explanation why a facility did not implement activities required under this Permit.

The Annual Report should be signed and certified by a duly authorized person using the

certification statement as defined in the General Industrial Permit.

-I
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Table K-1. BMPIActivity Matrix for Phase 1 Industrial Facilities

Categories of Activities

Stormwater Best Management Practices (BMPs) BMP Code

gafe~ ~lternative 0r0&cts ....... ~ .... ~ ....... ~ ....
IndustrlallCommercial Source Control BMPs
Non-Storm Waler Discharges to Drains SC1 X X    X    X    X

Vehide ~n~ Equipment ~ing and Slea~ cle~n~g- ..........
~ehid~ an~ ~-~ ~a~l~a~~ and Re~a~ ......... sc4 - " x x " x x +
Outdoor Loading/Unloading of Malerials

~t~Oor ~t~r~ge of ~a~-~atedai~, P~oducis, a~ ~y-Pr~ucis
Waste Handling and ~is~os~J x x x x

~ ~il~i~g ~-~U~ai~l~n~

Building Repair, Remodeling, and Constr~ction - " S~l~ -
Employee Training ....................... ~- X    X    X    X    X    X    X X
Indu~trlallCommerclal Trea~ent Control BMPs

~ Infiltration
TC6           TCl

Oi~aler Separators and Water Qualify Inlets TC7 --~- ’~+ -- X ~ X



Fl~r Cleaninq

Building ~enor
Cleamng

Grounds Maintenan~

Painting

Carpentq

Mortar
Appli~tion

Metal/Grinding Finishing

Roof and Foundation
Drain Cleaning

Sto~ Drainage System
Cleaning

Used Oil
Storage/Re.cling

Hazardous Material
Storage/Dis~sal

Used Tire
Storage/Re.cling

Matenals
Loading/Unloading

Other Maintenance
Matenals Storage
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*̄ L.1 BMPs FOR EMERGENCY REPAIRS AND RESPONSE TO NATURAL
DISASTERS

Listed below are BMPs which, where applicable, may be implemented dunng emergency repair

activities and response to natural disasters to the extent that such measures do not compromise

public health and safety. Descriptions of the BMPs can be found in the Cahfornta Storm Water

Best Management Practtce Handbooks, and the number appearing in parentheses corresponds to

the BMP number used in the handbooks.

Municipa/ Handbook

¯ Housekeeping Practices (SC10)

¯ Material Storage Control (SC20)

¯ Street Cleaning (SC70)

¯ Catch Basin Cleaning (SC71)

¯ Storm Drain Flushing (SC73)

¯ Roadway/Bridge Maintenance (SC74)

¯ Storm Channel/Creek Maintenance (SC76)

l
Construction Handbook

¯ Paving Operations (CA02)

¯ Structure Construction and Painting (CA03)

¯ Material Delivery and Storage (CA10)

¯ Material Use (CAll)

i~ ¯ Spill Prevention and Control (CA12)

¯ Solid Waste Management (CA20)

¯ Hazardous Waste Management (CA21)

¯ Contaminated Soil Management (CA22)

¯ Concrete Waste Management (CA23)

¯ Sanitary/Septic Waste Management (CA2.4)

¯ Vehicle and Equipment Cleaning (CA30)

¯ Vehicle and Equipment Fueling (CA31) R0001221
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L.2 POST-FIRE BMPs
For protection of public safety, storm drain systems, and receiving waters, the following early
action BMPs may be implemented in areas that have been or may be impacted by areas damaged
bv fire. Early action BMPs are particularly important if the rainy season is imminent.

¯ Clean out storm drains and sweep streets.
¯ Remove debris from drainages

¯ Protect storm drain inlets.

¯ Construct temporary velocity reduction measures, check dams, and sediment traps.

¯ Construct sand bag diversions.

Additional BMPs to address temporary and long term sediment and erosion control include the
installation or application of the following measures:

¯ Sediment traps and basins (e.g., detention and retention basins, check dams, weirs,
debris basins, and catch basins);

¯ Barriers to retain sediment and debris;

¯ Gravel filters for storm drain inlet protection;

¯ Contoured benches, terraces, furrows, and soil roughening;

¯ Revegetation and biotechnical soil stabilization;

¯ Mulching/hydraulic seeding;

¯ Soil binders, bonded fiber matrices, and geocomposites;

¯ Erosion control blankets and grids; and
¯ Gabions, rockf’all netting, rip rap, and retaining walls.

R0001222
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Appendix L
Emergency Procedures Guidance

L.3 EMERGENCY COORDINATION WITH GOVERNMENTAL AGENCIES
Several governmental agencies may be contacted to coordinate emergency repairs to essential
public services and infrastructure and to respond to natural disasters. Contact telephone numbers

for these agencies are provided in the following table.

Agency Contact Telephone Number

Army Corps of Engineers (310) 452-3961

California Office of Emergency Services (800) 852-7550

California Department of Fish and Game (Long Beach) (310) 590-5132

California Department of Toxic Substances Control (800) 698-6942

(Toxic Help Line)

California Department of Transportation, District 7 (310) 897-3656

Los Angeles County Department of Environmental Health (310) 881-4000

Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board (213) 266-7500

-1
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Feb-05-Ol 04:2BP Planning Oivi~on - Oeni~e 626-457-1526                P.Ol

LOS ANGELES COUNTY DEPARTMENTOF PUBLIC WORKS
PUBLIC WORKS

TELECOPY COVER SHEET

TO :

Telephone Number: lqI.~

Telecopier Number:

FROM :

Name: _.    II L,<_~?X_._- I f"~ LZ ] --{-~-_,-~

Division: WATERSHED MANAGK~K-~%~£ DIVISION .5’~C ~O~a :

Telephone Nu~er: (626) ~-~5-~- ~q ~-~

Telecopier Nu~er: (~26) 457-1526 or (626) 458-3534

~: \. ¯ ¯ \ADMIN\CLERI.CAL\FORMS\FAXsttT
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Feb-05-01 04:28P Planning Divison - Denise 626-457-1526

COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORNS

~mo SOUTH I~EMONr AVI’:N~E
ALiIAM~RA. (.’AI.IFORNI A

IIARR~ %V. STONE. ~tnr

~N REPLY PLEASE
REFER TO FILE WM-9

January 31, 2001

Mr. Dennis A. Dickerson, Executive Officer ~
California Regional Water Quality -
Control Board - Los Angeles Region

320 West Fourth Street, Suite 200 t~

Los Angeles, CA 90013-1105 -

~R

Dear Mr. Dickerson:

REPORT OF WASTE DISCHARGE FOR MUNICIPAL STORMWATER        B
RUNOFF DISCHARGES IN THE COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES (ORDER NO. 96-054,
NPDES NO. CAS614001)

Enclosed is the Report of Waste Discharge for the Los Angeles River, San Gabriel River,
Dominguez Channel, Ballona Creek, and Malibu Creek Watersheds in Los Angeles
County.

The Report consists of the following components:

¯ Permit Application
¯ Performance Standards
¯ Watershed Management Area Plans

We look forward to working with your staff to expedite the approval process of the Report.
I have directed my staff to work with the Regional Water Quality Control Board in making
any necessary modifications,
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Mr. Dennis A. Dickerson
January 31, 2001
Page 2

If you have any additional questions, please contact Mr. Mustafa Anki at (626) 458-5948,
Monday through Thursday, 7:30 a.m_ to 6 p.m.

Very truly yours,

HARRY W. STONE
Director of Public Works

BRIAN T. SASAKI
Deputy Director

GH:kk
A-~ROWD-TRANSMITTAL-LE-’FTISR.WpD

Enc.

cc: All Permittees
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January 31, 2001

REPORT OF WASTE DISCHARGE FOR MUNICIPAL STORMWATER AND URBAN
RUNOFF DISCHARGES IN THE COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES (ORDER NO. 96-054,
NPDES NO. CAS614001)

AN IDENTICAL ORIGINAL OF THE ATTACHED LETTER WAS SENT TO EACH OF THE
FOLLOWING

MS MARIA LLOYD MR NASSER ABBASZ,ADEH
SAN GABRIEL RIVER CiTY OF ARTESIA CITY OF AZUSA

WATERSHED 18747 CLARKDALE AVE 213 E FOOTHILL BLVD
ARTESIA CA 90701-5899 AZUSA CA 91702-2514

MS WENDY LEMM-HARRIS MR NADEEM SYED MR MIKE EGAN
CITY OF BALDWIN PARK CITY OF BALDWIN PARK CITY OF BELLFLOWER
14403 EAST PACIFIC AVENUE 1440 EAST PACIFIC AVENUE 16600 CIVIC CENTER DRIVE

~kLDWIN PARK CA 91706-4297 BALDWIN PARK CA 91706-4297 BELLFLOWER CA 90706.5494

MR DAN W HElL MR HAL ARBOGAST MS ERIN J ALVAREZ
CITY OF BRADBURY CITY OF CERRITOS CITY OF CERRITO$
600 WINSTON AVENUE PO BOX 3130 P O BOX 3130
BRADBURY CA 91010.1199 CERRITOS CA 90703-3130 CERRITOS CA 90703-3130

MR CRAIG BRADSHAW MR CHARLES REDDEN MR DAVID G LIU
CITY OF CLAREMONT CITY OF COVINA CITY OF DIAMOND BAR
207 HARVARD AVENUE 125 EAST COLLEGE STREET 21660 E COPLEY DR SUITE 100
CLAREMONT CA 91711-4719 COVINA CA 91723-2199 DIAMOND BAR CA 91765-4177

MR ROBERT RUGRODEN MR STEVE ESBENSH~DE MR BRAD MILLER
CITY OF DOWNEY CITY OF DUARTE CITY OF GLENDORA
11111 BROOKSH~RE AVE 1800 HUNTINGTON DR 110 EAST FOOTHILL BLVDDOWNEY CA 90241-0607 DUARTE CA 91010-2592 GLENDORA CA 91741-3380

MR PAUL HOGAN MR JOHN KAO MR ROD POSADACITY OF HAWAIIAN GARDENS CITY OF INDUSTRY CITY OF IRWINDALE21815 PIONEER BOULEVARD 15651 E STAFFORD STREET 5650 N IRWINDALE AVEHAWAIIAN GARDENS CA 90716.-1299 INDUSTRY CA 91744-3995 IRWINDALE CA 91706..2192

MR STEVE LORISO MR BRIAN MC CLURE MR STEVE LORISOCITY OF LA HABRA HEIGHT~ CITY OF LA MIRADA CITY OF LA PUENTE1245 NORTH HACIENDA BLVD 15515 PHOEBE AVENUE 15900 EAST MAIN STREETLA HABRA HEIGHTS CA g0631-2570 LA MIRADA CA 90638-5212 LA PUENTE CA 91744-4788
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MR DANIEL KEESEY MR SCOTT POMREHN MR MARK SMITH

TY OF LA VERNE CITY OF LAKEWOOD CHARLES ABBOTT ASSOCIATES

¯ .,-660 "D" STREET 5050 NORTH CLARK AVE CITY OF NORWALK

LA VERNE CA 91750-3599 LAKEWOOD CA 90712-2697 371 VAN NESS WAY SUITE 200
TORRANCE CA 90501-6226

MR MICHAEL MOORE MS WE]rE MULLENAUX MS KYM O’LEARY
CITY OF PICO RIVERA CITY OF POMONA CiTY OF SAN DIMAS
P O BOX 1016 505 SOUTH GAREY AVE 245 EAST BONITA AVENUE
PlCO RIVERA CA 90660-1016 POMONA CA 91766.3320 SAN DIMAS CA 91773-3002

MR JOHN R PRICE MR JACK YOSHINO MS THOMAS M MAYER
CITY OF SANTA FE SPRINGS CITY OF WALNUT CITY OF WEST COVINA
11710 TELEGRAPH ROAD 21201 LA PUENTE ROAD 1444 W GARVEY AVE RM 215
SANTA FE SPRINGS CA 90670-3679                   WALNUT CA 9178~-2018                                         WEST COVINA CA 91790-2144

MR LEON YEHUDA
CITY OF WHITTLER
13230 EAST PENN STREET LOS ANGELES RIVER
WH!]-[IER CA 90ro02-1772 WATERSHED

MR RAMIRO S GONZALEZMS CLAUDINE CASTILLO DEVELOPMENT SERVICES DEPT PAT MALLOY
CITY OF ALHAMBRA CiTY OF ARCADIA
111 SOUTH FIRST STREET CITY OF ARCADIA

P 0 BOX 60021 P O BOX 60021
.HAMBRA CA 91801-3796             ARCADIA CA 91066-6021               ARCADIA CA 91066-6021

MR CARLOS ALVARADO MR W1LLIAM C PAGETT MS BONNIE TEAFORD
CITY OF BELL CITY OF BELL GARDENS CITY OF BURBANK
6330 PiNE AVENUE 7100 SOUTH GARFIELD AVE 275 E OLIVE AVENUE
BELL CA 90201.1291 BELL GARDENS CA 90201-3293 BURBANK CA 91510~459

MR ROBERT D SEPULVEDA MR DANT!~ SEGUNDO MR JOHN HUNTER
CITY OF COMMERCE CITY OF COMPTON CITY OF CUDAHY

C/O JOHN HUNTER & ASSOCIATES2535 COMMERCE WAY 205 S WtLLOWBROOK AVE
COMMERCE CA 90040o1487 COMPTON CA 90220-3190 13310 FIRESTONE BL SUITE A2

SANTA FE SPRINGS CA 90670-555i

MR RAYMOND H VELASCO MR KEV TCHARKHOUTIAM MR RAYMOND H. VELASCO
CITY OF EL MONTE CITY OF EL MONTE CITY OF EL MONTE
11333 VALLEY BLVD 11333 VALLEY BLVD 11333 VALLEY BLVD
EL MONTE CA 91731-3293 EL MONTE CA 91731-3293 EL MONTE CA 91731-3293

MR CARLOS SANTOS MS CHERIE PAGLIA MR W~S LIND
CITY OF GLENDALE CITY OF HIDDEN HILLS CITY OF HUNTINGTON PARK
633 E BROADWAY RM 205 6165 SPRING VALLEY ROAD 6550 MILES AVENUE ROOM 135
GLENDALE CA 9120~-4388 HIDDEN HILLS CA 91302-1246 HUNTINGTON PARK CA90255-43~

MR ELROY KIEPKE MR TOM LEARY MR MORAD SEDRAK
CITY OF LA CA~IADA FLINTRIDGE CITY OF LONG BEACH CITY OF LOS ANGELES
1327 FOOTHILL BOULEVARD 333 W OCEAN BLVD 9TM FL STORMWATER MANAGEMENT
LA CA~IADA FLINTRIDGE CA 91011-2137 LONG BEACH CA 90802-4664 650 S SPRING ST SUITE 700

LOS ANGELES CA 90014-1952

R0001228



Feb-05-01 04:29P Planning Divison - Denise 626-457-1526 P.06

MR JOE WAING MR VV~S LIND MR LOUIS CELAYA~EPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS CITY OF MAYWOOD CITY OF MONROVIA
ITY OF LYNWOOD 505 E COLORADO BL SUITE 201 415 SOUTH IVY AVENUEt 1330 BULLIS ROAD PASADENA CA 91101-2002                                     MONROVIA CA 91016-2888

LYNWOOD CA 90262-3693

MR RICHARD CHEN MS LAURA P IBARRA MR WILLIAM PAGETT
CITY OF MONTEBELLO CITY OF MONTEREY PARK CITY OF PARAMOUNT
1600 W BEVERLY BLVD 320 WEST NEWMARK AVENUE 16400 COLORADO AVENUE
MONTEBELLO CA 90640-3970 MONTEREY PARK CA 91754.2896 PARAMOUNT CA 90723-5050

MR JIM VALENTINE MR KEN RUKAVINA MR JERRY WEDDING
CITY OF PASADENA CITY OF ROSEMEAD CITY OF SAN FERNANDO
100 N GARFIELD AVE RM 212 8838 EAST VALLEY BLVD 117 MAC NElL STREET
PASADENA CA 91109-7215 ROSEMEAD CA 91770-1787 SAN FERNANDO CA 91340-2993

MR STEVE DUNBAR MR JOHN ADLERSON MR BRUCE INMAN
CITY OF SAN GABRIEL CITY OF SAN MARINO CITY OF SIERRA MADRE
532 WEST MISSION DRIVE 2200 HUNTINGTON DRIVE 232 WEST SIERRA MADRE BLVD
SAN GABRIEL CA 9! 776-1202 SAN MARINO CA 91108-2691 SIERRA MADRE CA 91024-2312

MR ED SCHRODER MR JIM HARRIS                                                           MR ED MUNO
CITY OF SIGNAL HILL CITY OF SOUTH EL MONTE CITY OF SOUTH GATE
217.5 CHERRY AVENUE 1415 N SANTA ANITA AVENUE 8650 CALIFORNIA AVENUE

’GNAL HILL CA 90806-3799 SOUTH EL MONTE CA 91733-3389 SOUTH GATE CA 90280-3075

MR JAMES R VAN WINKLE MR BOB DANIEL MR ARTURO CERVANTES
CITY OF SOUTH PASADENA CiTY OF TEMPLE CITY CITY OF VF..RNON
1414 MISSION STREET 9701 EAST LAS TUNAS DR 4305 S SANTA FE AVE
SOUTH PASADENA CA 91030-3298 TEMPLE CITY CA 91780-2249 VERNON CA 90058-1786

MR JED IRELANDSANTA MONICA BAY
CITY OF AGOURA HILLSMALIBU CREEK AND
30101 AGOURA CRT SUITE 102OTHER RURAL AREAS
AGOURA HILLS CA 91301-2003

MS HEATHER MERENDA MR RICK MORGAN MS ROXANNE HUGHES
CITY OF CALABASAS CITY OF MALIBU CITY OF WESTLAKE VILLAGE

26135 MUREAU ROAD 23555 CIVIC CENTER WAY C/O WILDAN ASSOCIATES

CALABASAS CA 91302-3172 MALIBU CA 90265-4804 374 POLl ST SUITE 101
VENTURA CA 9300%2613

MR BARRY WAITE
DOMINGUEZ/I. A HARBOR CITY OF CARSON

WATERSHED 701 EAST CARSON STREET
CARSON CA 90745-2224

MR SHERWOOD NATSUHARA MR CHARLES D HERBERTSON MR ENRIQUE JIMENEZ
CITY OF GARDENA CITY OF HAWTHORNE CITY OF INGLEWOOD
1717 WEST 162ND STREET 4455 WEST 126TH STREET ONE MANCHESTER BLVD
L3~RDENA CA °J024T-3TT8 HAWTHORNE CA ~50-4482 INGLEVVOOD CA 90301-t7.’-.K)

°’                                                                         R0001229
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MR BLANE FR~UDSEN MR WILLIAM O MG CONNELL MR WENDELL E JOHNSON
’TY OF LAVVNDALE CITY OF LOMITA CITY OF TORRANCE

,4717 BURIN AVENUE 24300 NARBONNE AVE 3031 TORRANCE BLVD
LAWNDALE CA 90260-1497 LOMITA CA 90717-1198 TORRANCE CA 90503-5059

SANTA MONICA BAY MR NORMAN BEREZOWSKY MR KEN BERKMAN
CITY OF BEVERLY HILLS CITY OF CULVER CITY

BALLONA CREEK AND 342 NORTH FOOTHILL ROAD                                 9770 CULVER BOULEVARD
OTHER URBAN AREAS                           BEVERLY HILLS CA 90210-3713                            CULVER CITY CA 90232-0507

MR ED SCHRODER MR HOMAYOUN BEHBOODI MR NElL MILLER
CITY OF EL SEGUNDO CITY OF HERMOSA BEACH CITY OF MANHA~-~AN BEACH
350 MAIN STREET 1315 VALLEY DRIVE 362! BELL AVENUE
EL SEGUNDO CA 90245-3895 HERMOSA BEACH CA 90254~3884 MANHATTAN BEACH CA 9026~:P345

MR ALLAN RIGG MR DEAN ALLISON MR STEVE HUANG
CIT~ OF PALOS VERDES ESTATES CITY OF RANCHO PALOS VERDES CITY OF REDONDO BEACH
340 PALOS VERDES DRIVE WEST 30940 HAWTHORNE BOULEVARD 415 DIAMOND STREET
PALOS VERDES ESTATES CA 90274-1299 RANCHO PALOS VERDES CA 90274-5391 REDONDO BEACH CA 90277-2894

MS LOLA UNGAR MR SAM WISE MICHELE SWANSON
CITY OF ROLLING HILLS CITY OF ROLLING HILLS ESTATES CITY OF ROLLING HILLS ESTATES
2 PORTUGUESE BEND RD 4045 PALOS VERDES DR NORTH 4045 PALOS VERDES DR NORTH

OLLING HILLS CA 90274-5199 ROLLING HILLS ESTATES CA 90274-2596 ROLLING HILLS ESTATES CA 90274-2.=

MR NEAL SHAPIRO MR JOHN JAKUPCAK MR JOHN L HUNTER
CITY OF SANTA MONICA CITY OF WEST HOLLYWOOD JOHN HUNTER & ASSOCIATES
1685 MAIN STREET 8300 SANTA MONICA BOULEVARD 13310 FIRESTONE BLVD SUITE
SANTA MONICA CA 90401.3295 WEST HOLLYWOOD CA 90069-4314 SANTA FE SPRINGS CA 90670-555~

MS AMELIA J RIETZEL
SANTA CLARA RIVER CITY OF SANTA CLARITA P:~..~PPUB\WATER~ADMIN\CLERICAL’

WATERSHED 23920 VALENCIA BLVD SUITE 300 LABELS_ALL_PERMITTEES.WPD
SANTA CLARITA CA 91355,.2198
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Los Angeles County
Municipal NPDES Permit

Executive Advisory Committee
Wednesday, February 14, 2001 - 1:30 P.M.

Los Angeles County Department of Public Works
900 South Fremont Avenue, Alhambra

12th Floor Conference Room

1. Call to Order

2. Approval of January 10, 2001, Minutes
3. Presentation on the Prpposed Los Angeles Basin Permit

(Comparison Between the Ventura and Los Angeles County Permits)

4. Regional Board Update

5. Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL)

¯ Monitoring Plan

¯ Task Force Report

6. Public Comments

7. Closed Session Discussion

8. Next Meeting - March 14, 2001

9. Adjournment

A ~EAC-AGENOA-FEB2001 WPD
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2001 NPDES PERMIT

L.A.C.F.C.D., LOS ANGELES COUNTY AND
INCORPORATED CITIES

COMPARISONS WITH THE 2000 NPDES
VENTURA COUNTY FLOOD CONTROL DISTRICT

PERMIT



~~TEM
~,~’;~s~ii EXECUTIVE ADVISORY COMMITTEE (EAC)

VENTURA
PERMIT NO E~C;

The Committee shall facilitate program compliance
L.A. BASIN in each watershed and enhance consistency among

PERMIT Permittees by providing each Watershed
Management Area with representation.

The EA C voting process was developed to give all
REASONING cities representation through their respective

Watershed Management Area.



STREET SWEEPING

VENTURA Ventura County’s permit has a tiered-street sweeping
PERMIT program with the highest frequency of street

sweeping of at least four times per month.

Our permit does not have a tiered-street sweeping
L.A. BASIN

PERMIT progrmn. Instead, we require curbed streets to be
swept approximately once per month.

Studies conducted by EPA concluded that increased
REASONING. frequency of street sweeping produced only a

marginal water quality benefit.

I’



CATCH BASIN CLEANING
VENTURA A catch basin mu,

ean, anPERMIT

Only priority catch basins must be. cleaned once theyL.~. B~SlN
are 50%full. All other catch bastns need to bePERMIT
cleaned once per year.

Ic~eiS n.either_ necessary nor cost-effec,;,,~
allll! o all cat       "       ~4’ .,~t: ~ ~.cqutre the, ., g~.~"_ ~, ch.baytns. Partlcu.larlv, st!tce the County

has taentqted tne.prtort_tv catch basins (b.a.stns that
accumuhite, deb.rts at a fas.ter rate). Addittonally t.he

~Ifi~SO~IN~ Coun.ty matntaots approxlm.atel.y 73,000 c.atch b~stns attd
the City of. Los Angeles ma.tntatns.approxtmat.ely 35,000
catch bast.ns. It would, be tmpr.acttcal to montto-r aHo th
catch bastn.s for cleantn re                      ~f eg_ qutrements. Moreover the Lo"Angeles R~ver Trash Tot      "        .       ,¯     .         al l!/laxtmum Dad, Loaa
rq~,ulatt.ons wtll further the re-t--..: ..... ~ 3., ~, (MDL)"otnerwtse would have accumltlated tit catch bastt ~s.



PUBLIC INFORMATION AND PARTICIPATION

VENTURA They provide a minimum of 2.1 million impressions
.PERMIT per year (see NPDES permit).

L.A. BASIN We plan to have over 50 million impressions per year
PERMIT (see Perfor~nance Standards).

REASONING We have a greater population in Los Angeles
County.



INSPECTION PROGRAM

VENTURA This is an inspection program that requires
PERMIT enforcement.

L./~. BASIN This is an educational site visit program that does
PERtVtlT not require enforcement.

Assuming the role of a regulatory agency would
REASONING contradict the current Permittees role as stewards of

the environment. Additionally, we believe that
enforcement is the responsibility of the State.



DEVELOPMENT PLANNING PROGRAM

VENTURA The Stormwater Quality Urban hnpact MitigationPERMIT

L.A. BASIN The Standard Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plan
PERMIT (SUSMP) applies to discretionary projects only.

REASONING The State Board revised SUSMP regulations are
only applicable to new discretionary projects.



DEVELOPMENT CONSTRUCTION PROGRAM

VENTURA Storm Water Pollution Control Plans (SWPCPs) are
PERMIT required for construction projects that will result in

soil disturbance of I acre or more.

Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plans (SWPPPs)
L.A. BASIN are required for priority construction projects thatPERMIT

will result in a disturbance of 2 acres or more.

It is not cost effective to implement local S WPPPs
for construction projects of less than 2 acres.

REASONING Instead, construction projects of less than 2 acres
are required to have minimum Best Management
Practices (BMPs). We believe such BMPs are
sufficient for controlling pollutants in stormwat ~r
runoff from these construction sites.



ILLICIT CONNECTION/ILLEGAL DISCHARGE.

VENTURA The firstfive exempt discharges are the same as L.APERMIT Basin’s permit.

L.A. BASIN This permit has one more exemption than Ventura’s
PERMIT permit, discharges from fire-fighting activities.

The primary objective of emergency fire-fighting
REASONING- activities is to protect public safety and thus should

be exempt from stormwater runoff discharge
requirements.



ILLICIT CONNECTION/ILLEGAL DISCHARGE [conrd]
EXEMPTIONS SUBJECT TO CONDITIONS

Ventur.a. County permit lists elev.en conditionalVENTURA exempt.t.ons: One _of these conditional e     "
.PERMIT xemp~on ~n the L.A. Basin permit.e . .    xempt~ons is an

exemptions L.A. Basin’s permit ~sts the ollowin
ones: f~ g

L.A. BASIN 1. ~Lan_d.scape i.rrigation,
PERMIT     2. Grading dratns

3. E_ mergenc_y floor dra.ins,
4. Non-profi~ car washtng,
5. Street washing,
6. Wash water runoff from the cleaning of fire
fighting vehicles,.
7. Lake dewatertng,
8. Wash water runoff of blood and other human
tissues from the cleaning of accident sites or acci~’ental
spills



ILLICIT CONNECTIONIILLEGAL DISCHARGE (cont’d)
EXEMPTIONS SUBJECT TO CONDITIONS

Four of these exemptions were granted to the City of
Los Angeles. The remaining exe~nptions are either
pending exemptions proposed under this permit or
were granted in the 1996 L.A. Basin permit.



MUNICIPAL AGENCY ACTIVITIES-FUELING
AREAS & MAINTENANCE AREAS

VENTURA Prohibition of untreated stormwater runoff from
PERMIT    fueling areas and repair/maintenance areas for

vehicle maintenance and repair facilities does not
differentiate between new and existing facilities.

Prohibition of untreated stormwater runoff from
L.A. BASIN

PERMIT fueling areas and repair/maintenance areas for
vehicle maintenance and repair facilities only
applies to new facilities.

Instituting Best Management Practices for existing
REASONING facilities might be cost-effective and could serv~ the

o same purpose.



MUNICIPAL AGENCY ACTIVIIIES
SAW-C UTTI N G

VENTURA Prohibition of street saw-cutting and paving during
PERMIT a storm event of 0.25 inches or gr.eater.

L.A. BASIN Avoidance of street saw-cutting and paving duringPERMIT
storm events that will carry the debris.

This standard will be easier f or field staff to ga~ ~e
REASONING and implement. Furthermore, a rain depth of 1, ;ss

than 0.25 inches could result in runoj]i



RECEIVING WATER LIMITATIONS

VENTURA    Impairment of a receiving water body by MS4
PERMIT discharges need not be substantiated with scientific

research.

L.A. BASIN hnpairment of a receiving water body by MS4
PERMIT discharges need to be substantiated with scientific

research.

REASONING Scientific studies are necessary to provide bases for
water quality objectives of receiving water bodi~;s.



VENTURA Generally requires Co-permittee’s staff to be trained
PERMIT within six months of permit adoption.

L.A. BASIN Generally requires Permittee’s staff to be trained
PERMIT within one year of pemnit adoption.

Due to the large number of staff of some of the
REASONING Permittees’ agencies, it would be more manage, zble

and less disturbing to the Permittees’ daily actil,ities
~o if one year was allowed for training of their sta~ rf.



PESTICIDES/HERBICIDES

VENTURA Application of pesticides/herbicides c~annot be done
PERMIT during rain events.

L.A. BASIN Application of pesticides/herbicides ma~ not be
PERMIT applied if storm event results in runoff, i

REASONING Herbicidal application is more effective during wet
or damp conditions.



TMDLs

"The Permittee shah modify the Ventura County
W~TUaA [Stormwater Quality Management Plan] SMP to
PERMIT

comply with waste load allocations developed and
approved pursuant to the process for the designation
and implementation of Total Daily Maximum Loads
(TMDLs) for impaired water bodies."

This permit does not contain language that requires
L.A. BASIN the revision of the Stormwater Quality Management

PERMIT
Plans (SQMPs) when a new TMDL regulation is
adopted.

We believe that TMDL regulation does not need to
REASONING be included in the N. PDES permit and could b~~ addressed separately.
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LOS ANGELES COUNTY DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS

PUBLIC WORKS
TELECOPY COVER SHEET

TO :

Name:    ~Ah, J P., &’~(X{. £ .~£~ u_

Agency: D.A , ~L~O~A~ ~)~ ~U~L~ ~T~O~ ~O~

Telephone Nu~er: (~l~)    ~_ ~.~

Telecopier Nu~er: (~) ~b~ ~&~O

FROM:

Name : ~A~0 L IMA -q-~V !,~O

Division: WATERSHED MANAGEMENT DIVISION

Telephone Number: (626) q~- ~7~

Teiecopier Number: (626) 457-1526 or (~26) 458-3534

NUMBER OF PAGES (including cover sheet)

P: \ ¯ .. \ADMIN\CLERICAL\ FORMSkFAXSHT
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Executive Advisory Committee
February 14, 2001
Page 2

Name City/Agency Signature E-Mail Address

W a_i te ,__B_a_rr~_ ..... Carson bwaitc(,c-ma d.carson.ca us

Phillips, Wendy .......... Regional.Board .......

~ ~~~~____~~~ �

woh,llio~rM.s~cb.ca.gov
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~,~r~d~,~,~,~-~ OFFICE OF WASTEWATER
Office of Writer MANAGEMENT

Storm Water Permit Requirements For Medium
And Large MS4s

The Storm Water Phase I Final Rule (55 FR 47990; November 1(5, 1990),
established permit application requirements for medium and large MS4s to
obtain an National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (N-PDES) individual
permit. The permit applications require the development of a storm ’hater
management program designed to protect water quality.

The Storm Water Program for Medium and Large MS4s differs from the Storm
Water Prowam for Regulated Small MS4s in that the medium and large MS4
program has permit application requtrements rather than permit requtrement.s.
The program for medium and large MS4s also centers on the issuance of
individual permits with requirements tailored to each permittee, rather than
general permits with blanket requirements for all permittees, as is encouraged for
the program for regulated small MS4s.

The medium and large MS4 program topics addressed here include:

¯ What are the permit application requirements for medium and large MS4s?
¯ What is a storm water management program? (includes discussion of

applicable standard)
¯ Are evaluation and reportin~ efforts required?

What are the Permit Application Requirements For Medium and
Large MS4s?

The permit application requirements (found at 40 CFR 122.26(d)) are divided
into two parts. Part 1 was to be submitted to the NPDES permitting authority first
and then followed a year later by Par~ 2. The information requested to coml~lete
both parts of the permit application is very comprehensive, so most permit
applications submitted to EPA fill two or more 4-inch, 3-ring binders!

Part 1

Key elements include:

1. General information
2. Description of existing legal authority to control discharges to the MS4
3. Source identification information, including a map of the system with

outfails and area activities indicated
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4. Discharge and representative outfall characterization (must assess the
volume and quality of the storm water discharges)

5. Description of existing storm water management programs that control
pollutants from entenng the MS4 and work identify non-storm water
(illicit) connections to the system

6. Description of fiscal resources, including budget and sources of funds for
existing storm water programs and to complete the Part 2 application

"7 Proposed Part 2 sampling plans

Part 2

Key elements include:

1. Further enhanced information from Part 1 (legal authority, source
identification, and characterization data)

2. Description.of proposed storm water management program (must include
several different components - see regulatory lan~tage)

3. Assessment o f proposed storm water management program (estimate o f
the program’s reduction in loadings of pollutants to the MS4 discharges/

4. Fiscal analysis, including budget and resources to implement the proposed
program

Return to ) of Page

What is a Storm Water Management Program?

The storm water management program includes measures to:

¯ Identify major outfalls and pollutant loadings
¯ Detect and eliminate non-storm water discharges to the storm sewer

system
¯ Reduce pollutants in runoff from industrial, commercial and residential

areas
¯ Control storm water discharges from new development & redevelopment

areas

Once an MS4 operator’s proposed storm water management program, submitted
in the Part 2 application, is approved by the NPDES permitting authority., the
latter issues the MS4 operator an individual permit. The permit requires the
successful implementation of the program and any other specific requirements
found necessary by the permitting authority to include.

Applicable Standard

In developing and implementing their storm water management programs, MS4
operators are required to meet the standard of "reducing pollutants to the
Maximum Extent Practicable (MEP)." The MEP standard is the same standard
that.will be applied to regulated small MS4s under the Phase II program
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Re~um to ~ of Page

Are Evaluation and Reporting Efforts Required?

Yes. In addition to the storm water management program, permits issued to
medium and large MS4s require permiuees to:

¯ Conduct analytical monitonng and visual examinatmns; and
¯ Submit to the NPDES permitting authonty penodic pro~am assessment

reports that include the monitonng results

Ren.u-n to ~ o~ Page
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This page was last updated on June 5, 2000.
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FEDERAL REGISTER

Interpretative Policy Memorandum on Reapplicat~on Requiremen

[Federal Register: August 9, 1996 (Volume 61, Number 155)] [Rules and Regulations]
[Page 41697-41699]
>From the Federal Register Online via GPO Access [wais access.gpo.gov]

[[Page 41697]]

Part III

Environmental Protection Agency

40 CFR Part I22

Interpretative Policy Memorandum on Reapplication Requirements for Municipal Separate Storm Sewer
Systems: Final Rule

[[Page -1.1698]]

E. ,~ [RON2MENTAJ_ PROTECTION AGENCY

40 CFR Pan i._

[FRL-5533-7]

Interpretative Policy Memorandum on Reapplication Requirements for Municipal Separate Stoma Sewer
Systems

AGENCY: Environmental Protection Agency t EPA).

ACTION: Policy statement; interpretation.

SL;~IMARY: By today’s notice EPA announces federal policy, signed by Robert Perciasepe, Assistant
Administrator for Water, on May 17, 1996, regarding application requirements for renewal or reissuance of
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permits for municipal separate storm sewer
systems (MS4s). Today’s action responds to requests from municipalities and NPDES permit writers for
clarification about regulations which do not appear to address reapplication requirements, i.e., permit
reissuance. Today’s notice explains that MS4 permit applicants and NPDES permit writers have
considerable discretion to customize appropriate and streamlined reapplication requirements on a
case-by-case basis, specifically, by using the fourth year annual report as the principal reapplication
document.

EFFECTIVE DATE: This policy is effective May 17, 1996.

FOR FURTHER INFORNIATION CONTACT: Marilyn Fonseca, Office of Wastewater Management,
MC-4203, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, 401 M Street SW., Washington, DC 20460,
(202)-260-0592, e-mail: Fonseca, Marilyn@epamail.epa.gov

R0001256
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SUPPLEMENTARY INFOFLMATION: The text of this policy is as follows:

Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System Permit Reapplication Policy

The 1987 amendments to the Clean Water Act added Section 402(p) which directed the Environmental
Protection Agency to establish regulations governing storm water discharges under the National Pollutant
Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) program. Early in the program, Congress specifically required
Nq?DES permits for municipal separate storm sewer systems (MS4s) serving populations over 100,000. In
response, EPA promulgated regulations in 1990 that established permit application requirements for MS4s
that serve populations over 100,000. MS4 permits have since been drafted and finalized for man~
mumcipal systems. A number of MS4 permits are due to expire and must be reissued.
EPA is pro~.iding this policy memorandum to outline permit reapplication requirements for regulated
MS4s. There are three components to EPA’s reapplication policy. First, EPA is not requiring t~at the
process used for part I and 2 of the initia! permit application be repeated in full. Second, EPA has
identified basic information that should be included in every reapplication package. Finally, EPA ~s seeking
to improve existing MS4 storm water management programs by using information and experience
municipalities have gained during the previous permit term.

Is a Permit Reapplication Necessary?

Yes. The requirement that all point source discharges authorized by a NPDES permit must reapply is ,xell
established at 40 CFR 122.41(b) and 122.46(a):

Duty to reapply. If the permittee wishes to continue an activity regulated by this permit after the expiration
date of this permit, the permittee.must apply for and obtain a new permit. Duration of permits. NPDES
permits shall be effective for a t~xed term not to exceed 5 years.

The reapplication requirement is also found at 40 CFR 122.21(d):

Duty to reapply .... All other permittees with currently effective permits shall submit a new application
180 days before the existing permit expires.

Therefore, al! regulated Phase I MS4s need to participate in a permit reapplication process.
Where a complete reapplication package has been submitted as directed bv the permit authority, conditions
of an expired MS4 permit will continue until the effective date of a new permit, as stated in 40 CFR
122.6(a) and (b):

(a) EPA permits. When EPA is the permit-issuing authority, the conditions of an expired permit continue in
force.., until the effective date of a new permit.., and (b) Effect. Permits continued under this section
remain fully effective and enforceable.

Are Initial MS4 Permit Application Requirements Applicable To Permit Reapplication?

No. The scope of the initial permit application requirements was comprehensive and regulated MS4s
invested considerable resources to develop these applications. The initial applications have laid the
foundation for the long-term implementation of MS4 storm water management programs. EPA believes
reapplications should focus on maintenance and improvement of th~se programs. The MS4 permit
application requirements at_40 CFR l22"YLr6~-d)(1) and (2) apply to the first rotmd l~’mit ~lieations
required of large and medium MS4s. The permit appfication deadline regulations in 40 CFR 122.26(e) (3)
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& t4) clearly ret]ect the :’one,tlme" nature of the Pan I & l] application requirements for large and medium
MS4s. EPA has not promulgated regulations applicable to reapplication for MS4s. Requirements to
demonstrate adequate legal authority, perform source identification (e.g., identify major outfalls and faciliw
inventory), characterize data, and develop a storm water management program should have been addressec~
in the initial application phase. Therefore, to request the same information again, where it has already been
provided and has not changed, would be needlessly redundant. Thus, as a practical matter, most first-time
permit application requirements are unnecessary for purposes of second round MS4 permit application.

What Basic Intbrmation Must Be Submitted for an MS4 Permit Reapplication?

EPA is committed to allowing permitting authorities to develop flexible reapplicatien requirements that arc
site-specific. In the absence of reapplication regulations specific to MS4s, minimum reapplication
requirements are drawn from the generic NPDES permit application regulations at 40 CFR 122.2 l(t). EPA
regulations suggest the following basic information be included as part of any permit reapplication:

--name and mailing address(es) of the permittee(s) that operate the MS4, and
--names and titles of the primary administrative and technical contacts for the mumcipat pertmttee(s).

in addition, in the reapplication~otdd:identify anyproposed, changes or improvements to3
thest0rm water management program and mo~mtormg activities for the upcoming five’year term ot tlae.°
pe .rmit, it those proposed changes have not already been~sub.mitted pursuant to 40 CFR 122.42(c). {A
requirement to submit proposed changes to the storm water management program is specified in the annual
reporting requirements in 40 CFR 122.42(c)(2).] EPA encourages permitting authorities to make use of the
tburth year annual report as the basic permit reapplication package.

[[Page 41699]]

Changes to the storm water management program may be justified due to the availability of new
information on the relative magnitude of a problem or new data on water quality impacts of the storm water
discharges. Municipalities may also propose.lo;de:emplaasize some programcomponents,and-strengthen
o~.ers, based on the experience gained Uniter the first permit. Prc~posed eiimination of a program
component might be justified upon permit renewa!; for example, when a component is no longer a problem
area (i.e., all detention basins have been retrofitted) or when a different water quality program would serve
the same goals.
The components of the original storm water management program w~,are found to-be-eff’ectivo should
be....eontimaed-and made an ongoing part of the proposed new storm water management program. Such
components may include:
--eOntimt .rid-..emptmsis on-fubli~l~ka....e~.’O, .n" programs, particularly programs on proper disposal of waste oil

and household hazardous waste and pesticideapplication;
--conti~,-ff~ot;great~r,~empl~i~:cta:addressing impacts of newffevelopment/eonsU-uetion;
--pr°pe~’~t.-~:’d .e~.-..g!~. ~ .~.teri ,a.-g~.,~ .,alJ_.a,,e,.w, dey.elopments; -retrofitting and/or upgrading of the existing
storm sewer system according to a priority system;

--m~~~..~_._t~a._.a~...~:e~9...f,.~.~,.~..W, e.r,-sys.tcm~...and,st0ma, water treatment systems;
--c65~¢i~-’~ittadjae~nfi-~’iOfS’il’~n:ifionitoring o~ other efforts; and --using a watershed approach to
storm water management.

The accumulated annual report information as outlined im~O.CFR 122.42(c) should be evaluated and, to
the extent applicable, be incorporated by reference into the reapplication package. To reiterate,,MS4s may
use the fourth year annual report, which emphasizes proposed changes to the storm water management
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:program: ~v~th the additional required basic information, as the MS4 permit reapplication. Chan~es to the
storm water management program should be jointly developed bv the permitting authority and t~e permit

¯ applicant. In this regard, we urge permit issuance authorities and’permittees to work together to assure that

D the permit reapplication is complete and addresses all appropriate issues. The permitting agency may
request additional technical information be submitted in the reapplication. NPDES permitting authorities,
therefore, can exercise their information gathenng authority under~2WA Section 308, Or analogous~O"

provisions to complete the permit reapplieation on a case-by case basis, as appropriate.

What Additional Information Should Be Considered for a Reapplication?

EPA also recommends the following information be provided by reapplicants to the permittin~ authomt\,
as outlined in 40 CFR 122.26(d)( 1 )(iv)(C):                                             -

--identification of any previously unidentified water bodies that receive discharges from the MS4. and
--a summary of any known water quality impacts on the newly identified receiving waters (based on best
available data),                                         "

In addition, EPA recommends the following information be provided to the permitting authority as \~ell

--a description of changes in co-applicants since issuance of initial MS4 permit, and
--identification number of the existing NPDES MS4 permit.

Further, EPA encourages permitting authorities to work with permittees to determine If storm water
monitoring efforts are appropriate and useful. For example, during the previous permit term, mumcipalities
may have found that their monitoring program was not .fttOysuccessful in characterizing the nature and
extent of storm water problems. Reapplication i-s an appropriate time for MS4s to evaluate their momtonng
program and propose changes to make t,b.$pro.gram more appropriate arid.useful. To accomplish this,
municipalities may wish to consider using moniionng techniques other than end-of-the pipechemical-specific monitoring, inctu.ding.habitatassessments’ bioas ,s~ssm ~�~ats,artd/or.:ottaer.biologloal

.m. ,e~ods.-Permitting authorities Should incorporate any such new information, t0geiher with assembled
materials from the initial application and the existing permit, to form the administrative record for any
rmssued MS4 permits. Such administrative records should be made publicly available as part of the process
to rmssue the permit.

Dated: June 28, 1996.
Michael B. Cook,
Director, Office of Wastewater Management. [FR Doc. 96-20228 Filed 8-8-96; 8:45 am] BILLING CODE
6560-50-P
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[Federal Register: August 26, 1996 (Volume 61, Number ~166)] [Notices]
[Page 43761] ’
>From the Federal Register Online via GPO Access [wais.access.gpo.gov]

ENVIRON-MENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
[FRL-5559-9]

Interim Permitting Approach for Water Quality-Based Effluent Limitations in Storm Water Permits

AGENCY: Environmental Protection Agency.

ACTION: Notice.

SUMMARY: Notice is hereby given that the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has issued a policy
outlining an interim approach for incorporating water quality-based effluent limitations into storm water
permits.

Background and Purpose

Due to the nature of storm water discharges, and the typical lack of information on which to base numeric
water quality-based effluent limitations (expressed as concentration and mass), EPA has developed an
interim permitting approach for National Pollution Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) storm water
permits. While this interim permitting approach applies only to EPA, the Agency also encourages
authorized States and Tribes to adopt similar policies for storm water permits.
The policy addresses issues related to the type of effluent limitations that are most appropriate for NPDES
storm ~vater permits to provide for the attainment of water quality standards. Since the policy only applies
to water quality-based effluent limitations, it is not intended to affect technology-based limitations, such as
those based on effluent guidelines or the permit writer’s best professional judgements, that are incorporated
into storm water permits. With this policy, the Office of Water is seeking to fulfill objectives of the
1996-1997 National Water Program Agenda for the Future, including reducing the threat of wet weather
discharges to water quality, providing States and local governments with greater flexibility to solve wet
weather problems, and identifying and taking appropriate steps to reduce the existing burden of the Storm
Water Phase I program. Numerous parties were involved in preparing this policy. In addition to receiving
significant input from the Urban Wet Weather Flows (UWWF) Federal Advisory Committee, EPA also
consulted with the Slates and Regional Storm Water Coordinators. This interim permitting approach may
be modified as a result of ongoing policy dialogue with the UWWF Federal Advisory Committee.

Policy Statement

In response to recent questions regarding the type of water quality-based effluent limitations that are most
appropriate for National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) storm water permits, the
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) is adopting an interim permitting approach for regulating wet
weather storm water discharges. Due to the nature of storm water discharges, and the typical lack of
information on which to base numeric water qualitybased effluent limitations (expressed as concentration
and mass), EPA will use an interim permitting approach for NPDES storm water permits. The interim
permitting approach uses best management practices (BMPs) in first-round storm water permits, and
expanded or bettertailored BMPs in subsequent permits, where necessary, to provide for the attainment of
water quality standards. In cases where adequate infom~ation exists to develop more specific conditions or
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~ ~ ~ UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTEC~ON AGENCY
- ~

~ ~
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20460

_       ~.-,
~ I 1996                   -.

Dear State Water Program Directors:                         =:

The purpose of this letter is to transmit to you the final

Interim Permitting Approach for Water Quality-Based Effluent
Limitations in Storm Water Permits. The policy addresses ~i:~sues
relating to the type of effluent limitations that are most
appropriate for NationalPollutant Discharge El~mination System
storm water permits to provide for the attainment Of water
quality standards. Since this policy only applies to.water
quality-based effluent limitations, it is..not intended~to affect
technol~gy-based limitations, such as those based on effluent~
guidelines or the permit writers best professional jUdgement,
that are incorporated into storm water permits. With this
policy, the Office of Water is seeking to fulfil! objectives of
the 1996-1997 National Water Program Agenda for the Future
(January 16, 1996), including reducing the threat of wet weather
discharges to water quality, providing.States and local
governments with greater flexibility to solve wet weather
problems, and identifying and taking appropriate steps to reduce
the existing burden of the Storm Water Phase I program.

Numerous parties were involved in preparing this policy. In
addition to receiving significant input from-the Urban Wet
Weather Flows Advisory Committee, EPA also consulted with State

and Re~iona! Storm Water Coordinators.

If you have questions regarding this policy, please contact
William Hall at (202) 260-1458 or Bill Swietlik at
(202) 260-9529. I thank you for your.assistance.

Sincerely,

~.. ¯ ./~..:~=... ., ~.-

"Robert Perciasepe
Assistant Administrator

Enclosure                                                             R0001261



limitations to meet water quality standards, these conditions or limitations are to be incorporated into storm
water permits, as necessary and appropriate. This interim permitting approach is not intended to affect
those storm water permits that already include appropriately derived numeric water quality-based effluent
limitations. Since the policy only applies to water quality-based effluent limitations, it is not intended to
affect technology-based limitations, such as those based on effluent guidelines or the permit writer’s best
professional judgement, that are incorporated into storm water permits.
Each storm water permit should include coordinated and costeffective monitoring program to gather
necessary information to determine the extent to which the permit provides for attainment of applicable
water quality standards and to determine the appropriate conditions or limitations for subsequent permits.
Such a monitoring program may include, ambient monitoring, receiving water assessment, discharge
monitoring (as needed), or a combination of monitoring procedures designed to gather necessary
information. This interim permitting approach applies only to EPA, however, EPA also encourages
authorized States and Tribes to adopt similar policies for storm water permits. This interim permitting
approach provides time, where necessary, to more fully assess the range of issues and possible options for
the control of storm water discharges for the protection of water quality. This interim permitting approach
may be modified as a result of the ongoing Urban Wet Weather Flows Federal Advisory Committee policy
dialogue on this subject.

DATES: The policy was signed by the Assistant Administrator for Water on August 1, 1996.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION: If you have questions about the police, please contact, Bill Swietlik,
Storm Water Phase I Matrix Manager, Office of Wastewater Management, at (202) 260-9529 or William
Hall, Urban Wet Weather Flows Matrix Manager, Office of Wastewater Management, at (202) 260-1458,
or by Internet: hall.william@epamail.epa.gov.

Dated: August 19, 1996.
Fred Lindsey,
Acting Director, Office of Wastewater Management, Designated Federal Official.
[FR Doc. 96-21671 Filed 8-23-96; 8:45 am] BILLING CODE 6560-50-P
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~ A ~ UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY

~ ~l~y~_ ~ WASHINGTON, D.C. 20460

AUG 1 1996
O~FICE C~

V,’ATE R

SUBJECT: Interim Permitting Approach for Water Quality-Based

Effluent Limitations in Storm Water Pez-miSs,

FROM : Robert Perciasepe
Assistant Administrator "

TO: EPA Water Management Division Directors

The purpose of this memorandum is to transmit to you the
final Interim Permitting Approach for Water Quality-Based
Effluent Limitations in Storm Water Permits. The policy
addresses issues relating to the type of effluent limitations
that are most appropriate for National Pollutant Discharge
Elimination System storm water permits to provide for the
attainment of water quality standards. Since this policy applies
only to water quality-based effluent limitations, it is not
intended to affect technology-based limitations, such as those
based on effluent guidelines or the permit writers best
professional judgement, that are incorporated into storm water
permits. With this policy, the Office of Water is seeking to
fulfill objectives of the 1996-1997 National Water Program Agenda
for the Future (January 16, 1996), including reducing the threat
of wet weather discharges to water quality, providing States and
local governments with greater flexibility to solve wet weather
problems, and identifying and taking appropriate steps to reduce
the existing burden of the Storm Water Phase I program.

Numerous parties were involved in preparing this policy. In
addition to receiving significant input from the Urban Wet
Weather Flows Advisory Committee, EPA also consulted with State
and Regional Storm Water Coordinators.
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If you have questions regarding this policy, please contact
William Hall at (202) 260-1458 or Bill Swietlik at
(202) 260-9529. I thank you for your assistance.

Attachment
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INTERIM PERMITTING APPROACH FOR WATER QUALITY-BASED
EFFLUENT LIMITATIONS IN STORM WATER PERMITS

In response to recent questions regarding the type of water quaLity-based eff]uent
lh-Tdtations that are most appropriate for National Pollutant Discharge EIh’nination System
(NPDES) storm water permits, the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) is adopting an
interim permitting approach for regulating wet weather storm water discharges. Due to the
nature of storm water discharges, and the typical lack of information on which to base numeric
water quality-based effluent limitations (expressed as concentration and mass), EPA will use an
interim permitting approach for NPDES storm water permits.

The interim permitting approach uses best management practices (BMPs) in first-round
storm water permits, and expanded or better-tailored BMPs in subsequent permits, where
necessary, to provide for the attainment of water quality standards. In cases where adequate
information exists to develop more specific conditions or limitations to meet water quality
standards, these conditions or limitations are to be incorporated into storm water permits, as
necessary and appropriate. This interim permitting approach is not intended to affect those storm
water permits that already include appropriately derived numeric water quality-based effluent
limitations. Since the interim permitting approach only addresses water quality-based effluent
limitations, it also does not affect technology-based effluent limitations, such as those based on
effluent limitations guidelines or developed using best professional judgement, that are
incorporated into storm water permits.

Each storm water permit should include a coordinated and cost-effective monitoring
program to gather necessary information to determine the extent to which the permit provides for
attainment of applicable water quality standards and to determine the appropriate conditions or
limitations for subsequent permits. Such a monitoring program may include ambient monitoring,
receiving water assessment, discharge monitoring (as needed), or a combination of monitoring
procedures designed to gather necessary information.

This interim permitting approach applies only to EPA; however, EPA also encourages
authorized States and Tribes to adopt similar policies for storm water permits. This interim
permitting approach provides time, where necessary, to more fully assess the range of issues and
possible options for the control of storm water discharges for the protection of water quality.
This interim permitting approach may be modified as a result of the ongoing Urban Wet Weather
Flows Federal Advisory Committee policy dialogue on this subject.
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Qs & As    FOR INTERIM PERMITTING APPROACH FOR WATER QUALITY-BASED
EFFLUENT LIMITATIONS IN STORM WATERPERMITS

Question 1: Must EPA require that storm water dischargers,

industrial or municipal, be subject to numeric water quality-

based effluent limitations (expressed as concentration and mass}
in order to attain water quality standards (WQS)?

Answer 1: No~ Although National Pollutant Discharge
Elimination System (NPDES) permits must contain conditions
to ensure that water quality standards are met, this does
not require the use of numeric water quality-based effluent
limitations. Under the Clean Water Act (CWA) and NPDES
regulations, permitting authorities may employ a variety of
conditions and limitations in storm water permits, including
best management practices, performance objectives, narrative
.conditions, monitoring triggers, action levels (e.g.,
monitoring benchmarks, toxicity reduction evaluation action
levels), etc., as the necessary water quality-based
limitations,.where numeric water quality-based effluent
limitations are determined to be unnecessary or infeasible.

Analysis:

A. The Clean Water Act does not require numeric
effluent limitations.

Section 301 of the CWA requires that discharger permits
include effluent limitations necessary to meet State or
Tribal WQS. Section 502 defines "effluent limitation" to
mean a_~ restriction on quantities, rates, and
concentrations of constituents discharged from point
sources. The CWA does not say that effluent limitations
need be numeric. As a result, EPA and States have
flexibility in terms of how to express effluent limitations.

B. EPA’s regulations do not always require numeric
effluent limitations.

EPA has, through regulation, interpreted the statute
to allow for non-numeric limitations (e.g., "best management
practices" or BMPs, see 40 CFR 122.2) to supplement or
replace numeric limitations in specific instances that meet
the criteria specified at 40 CFR 122.44(k). This regulation
essentially codifies a court case addressing storm water
discharges. NRDC v. Costle, 568 F.2d 1369 (D.C. Cir. 1977).
In that case, th~ Court stated that EPA need not establish
numeric effluent limitations where such limitations were
infeasible.

1
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C. EPA has interpreted the statute and regulations to
allow BMPs in lieu of numeric limitations.

EPA has defended use of BMPs as a substitute for
numeric limitations in litigation involving storm water
discharges (CBE v. EPA, 91-70056 (9th Cir.) (brief on
merits)) and in corre---~pondence (Letter from Michael Cook,
EPA, to Peter Lehner, NRDC, May 31, 1995). EPA has found
that numeric limitations for storm water permits can be very
difficult to develop at this time because of the existing
state of knowledge about the intermittent and variable
nature of these types of discharges and their effects on
receiving waters. Some storm water permits, however,
cu.rrently do contain numeric water quality-based effluent
limitations where adequate information exists to derive such
limitations.

Question 2: Has EPA provided guidance on a methodology for
deriving numeric water quality-based effluent lintitations?

Answer 2: Yes, but primarily for continuous wastewater
discharges at low flow conditions in the receiving water,
not intermittent wet weather discharges during high flow
conditions. Regulations at 40 CFR 122.44(d) specify the
requirements under which permitting authorities establish
water quality-based effluent limitations when a facility has
the "reasonable potentia!" to cause or contribute to an
excursion of numeric or narrative water quality criteria.
In addition, EPA guidance in the Technical Support Document
for Water Quality-Based Toxics Control (TSD) and the NPDES
Permit Writers Training Manual, supplemented with total
maximum daily load (TMDL) and modeling guidance, supports
issuing permits that include numeric water quality-based
effluent limitations. This guidance was based on crafting
numeric water quality-based effluent limitations using
TMDLs, or calculations similar to those used in developing
TMDLs, and wasteload allocations (WLAs) derived through
modeling. EPA expects the Urban Wet Weather Flows Federal
Advisory Committee (60 FR 21189, May i, 1995) will review
this issue at greater length and may provide recommendations
on how to proceed.

Question 3: Why cannumeric water quality-based effluent
limitations be difficult to derive for storm water permits?

Answer 3: Storm water discharges are highly variable both
in terms of flow and pollutant concentrations, and the
relationships between discharges and water quality can be
complex. The water quality impacts of storm water
discharges are related to the uses designated by States and

2                    R0001267



Tribes in their WQS, the quality of the storm water
discharge (e.g., conventional or toxic pollutants conveyed
to the receiving water) and quantity of the storm water
(e.g., erosion and loss of habitat caused by increased flows
and velocity). Uses may be impacted by both water quality
and water quantity. Depending on site-specific
considerations,~ some of the water quality impacts of storm
water discharges may be more related to the physical effects
(e.g. stream bank erosion, streambed scouring, extreme
temperature variations, sediment smothering) than the type
and amount of pollutants present in the discharge. For
municipal storm water discharges in particular, the current
use of system-wide pewits and a variety of jurisdiction-
wide BMPs, including educational and programmatic BMPs, does
not easily lend itself to the existing methodologies for
deriving numeric water quality-based effluent limitations.
These methodologies were designed primarily for process
wastewater discharges which occur at predictable rates with
predictable pollutant loadings under low flow conditions in
receiving waters. Using these methodologies, limitations
are typically derived for each specific outfall to be
protective of low flows in the receiving water. Because of
this, permit writers have not made wide-spread use of the
existing methodologies and models for storm water discharge
permits. In addition, wet weather modeling is technically
more difficult and expensive than the simple dilution models
generally used in the permitting process.

Question 4: Has EPA previously recognized the technical
difficulty in deriving numeric water quality-based effluent
limitations for storm water discharges?

Answer 4: Yes. EPA recognized the technical, difficulty in
¯ deriving numeric water quality-based effluent limitations
for wet weather discharges in its brief on the merits in
Citizens for a Better Environment (CBE) v. United States
Environmental Protection Agency, 91-70056 (9th Cir.) an~l in
the Great Lakes Water Quality Guidance (58 FR 20841, April
16, 1993).

In the CBE case, EPA explained why it was technically
infeasible to-~erive numeric water quality-based effluent
limitations for the discharge of metals in storm water into
South San Francisco Bay and asserted that a water quality-
based effluent limitation could take the form of a narrative
statement, such as a BMP, if it was infeasible to derive a
numeric limitation. In explaining its arguments in the CB___~E
case, EPA cited 40 CFK 122.44(k) (2), which provides that
BMPs may be imposed in NPDES permits "to control or abate
the discharge of pollutants when ... (2) [n]umeric effluent
limitations are infeasible."

3
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In the Great Lakes Water Quality Guidance, EPA did not
extend the method for calculating wasteload allocations, the
basis for numeric water quality-based effluent limitations,
to storm water or combined sewer overflow (CS0) discharges
because the varying nature of these discharges is
inconsistent with the assumptions used in developing the
guidance. The Great Lakes Water Quality Guidance defers to
national guidance and policy on wet weather and does not
seek to establish a separate and distinct set of wet weather
requirements. EPA expects the Urban Wet Weather Flows
Advisory Committee to provide recommendations about how to
address the broadertechnical issues involved in achieving
compliance with WQS in a wet weather context.

Question 5: What are the potential problems of using standard
methodologies to derive numeric water quality-based effluent
lintitations for storm water permits?

Answer 5: Correctly derived numeric water quality-based
effluent limitations provide a greater degree of confidence
that a discharge will not cause or contribute to an
exceedance of the WQS, because numeric water quality-based
effluent limitations are derived directly from the numeric
component of those standards. In addition, numeric water
quality-based effluent limitations can avoid the expense
associated with overly protective treatment technologies
because numeric water quality-based effluent limitations
provide a more precisely quantifed target for permittees.
Potential problems of incorporating inappropriate numeric
water quality-based effluent limitations rather than BMPs in
storm water permits at this time are significant in some
cases. Deriving numeric water quality-based effluent
limitations for any NPDES permit without an adequate
effluent characterization, or an adequate receiving water
exposure assessment (which could include the use of dynamic
modeling or continuous simulations) may result in the
imposftion of inappropriate numeric limitations on a
discharge. Examples of this include the imposition of
numeric water quality criteria as end-ef-pipe limitations
without properly accounting for the receiving water
assimilation of the pollutant or failure to account for a
mixing zone (if allowed by applicable State or Tribal WQS).
This could lead to overly stringent permit requirements, and
excessive and expensive controls on storm water discharges,
not necessary to provide for attainment of WQS. Conversely,
an inadequate effluent characterization could lead to water
quality-based effluent limitations that are not stringent
enough to provide for attainment of WQS. This could result
because effluent characterization and exposure assessments
for discharges with high variability of pollutant
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concentrations, loadings, and f!ow are more difficult than
with process wastewater discharges at low flows.

Question 6: How are water quality-based effluent limitations
developed for combined sewer overflow (CSO) discharges?

Answer 6: The CS0 Control Policy issued by EPA on April 19,
1994 (59 FR 18688) provides direction on compliance with the
technology-based and water quality-based requirements of the
CWA for communities with combined sewer systems. The CSO
Policy provides for implementation of technology-based
requirements (expressed as "nine minimum controls") by
January I, 1997.

In addition, under the CSO Policy, communities are also
expected to develop long-term control plans that will
provide for attainment of WQS through either the
"presumption approach" o~ the "demonstration approach."
Under the presumption approach, CSO controls would be
presumed to. attain WQS if certain performance criteria are
met. A program that meets the criteria specified in the CSO
policy is presumed to provide an adequate level of control
to meet the water quality-based requirements of the CWA,
provided the permitting authority determines that such
presumption is reasonable based on characterization,
monitoring, and modeling of the system, including
consideration of sensitive areas. Under the demonstration
approach, the permittee would demonstrate that the selected
CSO controls, when implemented, would be adequate to meet
the water quality-based requirements of the CWA.

The CSO Policy anticipates that it will be difficult in
the early stages of permitting to determine whether numeric
water quality-based effluent limitations are necessary for
CSOs, and, if so, what the limitations should be. For that
reason, in the absence of sufficient data to ~valuate the
need for numeric water quality-based effluent limitations,
the Policy recommends that the first phase of CSO permits
("Phase I") contain a narrative requirement to complywith
WQS. Further, so-called "Phase II" permits would contain
water quality-based effluent limitations, as provided in 4.0
CFR 122.44(d) (I) and 122.44(k), that may take the form of
numeric performance or design standards, such as a certain
number of overflow events or a certain percent volume
capture. Generally, only after the long-term control plan
is in place and after collection of sufficient water quality
data (including applicable wasteload allocations developed
during a TMDL prbcess) would numeric water quality-based
effluent limitations be included in the permit. This would
likely occur only after several permitting cycles.

5
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Question 7: If BMPs alone are demonstrated to provide adequate
water quality protection, are additional controls necessary?

Answer 7: No. If the permitting authority determines that,
through implementation of appropriate BMPs required by the
NPDES storm water permit, the discharges have the necessary
controls to provide for attainment of WQS and any
technology-based requirements, additional controls need not
be included in the permit. Conversely, if a discharger
(municipal or industrial) fails or refuses to adopt and
implement adequate BMPs , the permitting authority may have
to consider other approaches to ensure water quality
protection.

If, however, the permitting authority has adequate
information on which to base more specific conditions or
limitations, such limitations are to be incorporated into
storm water permits, as necessary ahd appropriate. Such
conditions or limitations may include an integrated suite of
BMPs, performance objectives, narrative standards,
monitoring triggers, numeric water quality-based effluent
limitations, action levels, etc. Storm water permits may
also need to include additional requirementsto receive
State or Tribal 401 certifications.

Question 8: What is EPA doing to develop inforTnation about the
linkage between BMPs and water quality and to facilitate a
watershed-based approach to storm water pern%itting?

Answer 8: The Agency has cooperative agreements with WERF
(Water Environment Research Foundation) and ASCE (American
Society of Civil Engineers) to research which BMPs are most
effective under which .circumstances. The results of this
research should provide permitting authorities and.
permittees with information about how to evaluate the
effectiveness of different kinds of BMPs in different
circumstances and to select the most appropriate controls to
achieve water quality objectives. EPA also has cooperative
agreements with the Watershed Management Institute and other
organizations to conduct research over the next two to four
years that will examine the capability of storm water BMPs "
to improve receiving water quality and restore/protect the
biological integrity of those waters. EPA expects the Urban
Wet Weather Flows Federal Advisory Committee to provide
recommendations on how to permit storm water discharges on a
watershed basis.

Question 9: The interimpermitting approach states that pernlits
should include monitoring programs to generate necessarY
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information to determine the extent to which permits are
providing for the attainment of water quality standards. What
types of monitoring should be included and how much monitoring is
necessary?

Answer 9: The amount and types of monitoring necessary will
vary depending on the individual ~ircumstances of each storm
water discharge. EPA encourages dischargers and permitting
authorities to carefully evaluate monitoring needs and storm
water program objectives so as to select useful and cost-
effective monitoring approaches. For most dischargers,
storm water monitoring can be conducted for two basic
reasons: I) to identify if problems are present, either in
the receiving water or in the discharge, and to characterize
the cause(s) of such problems; and 2) to assess the
effectiveness of storm water controls in reducing
contaminants and making improvements in water quality.

Under the NPDES storm wa~er program, large and medium
municipal separate storm sewer system permittees are
required to conduct monitoring. EPA recommends that each
such municipal permittee design the monitoring effort to be
supportive of the goals and objectives of its storm water
management program when developing such a program for the
term of its NPDES permit. To accomplish this, a municipal
permittee may use a variety of storm water monitoring tools
including receiving water chemistry; receiving water
biological assessments (benthic invertebrate surveys, fish
surveys, habitat assessments, etc.); effluent monitoring;
including chemical, whole effluent and visual examinations;
illicit connections screening; and combinations thereof, or
other methods. Techniques that assess receiving waters will
help to identify the degree to which storm water discharges
are contributing to any water quality problems. Techniques
that assess storm water discharge characteristics will help
to identify potential causes of any identified water quality
problems. The municipal permittee, in conjunction with the
applicable NPDES permitting authority, should determine
which monitoring approaches would be most appropriate given
the ob3ectiyes cf the storm water management program. If
municipal permittees conduct ambient monitoring, it may be
most cost-effective to pool resources with other
organizations (including, for example, other municipalities,
States, and Tribes) conducting monitoring within the same
watershed. This could be best accomplished through a
coordinated watershed monitoring strategy.

For industrial storm water dischargers, monitoring may be
required under the terms of an NPDES permit for storm water
discharges. For those industrial storm water permits that
do require monitoring, this is typically done to
characterize contaminants that might be found in .the
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industrial runoff and/or to assess the effectiveness of the
industrial storm water pollution prevention plan in reducing
these contaminants. This typically involves end-of-pipe
chemical-specific monitoring. End-of-pipe monitoring may be
more appropriate for an industrial facility than for a
municipal permittee, given the industrial facility’s more
discrete site characteristics, which make management
strategies such as collection and treatment more feasible.
Industries, for the most part, have readily defined storm
water conveyances into which runoff flows from discrete
drainage areas. Industries may more readily identify and
control existing on-site sources of storm water
contamination or provide collection and treatment within
these discrete drainage areas to control pollutant
concentrations in their storm water discharges.

EPA and other organizations are currently working to improve
approaches for monitoring storm water and the potential
effects upon water quality. These new approaches ere called
storm water program’"environmenta! indicators.
Environmental indicators are designed to be more meaningful
monitoring tools that storm water dischargers can use to
conduct storm water monitoring for the purposes described
above. A manual.describing each of the recommended storm
water program environmental indicators is being prepared by
the Center for Watershed Protection in Silver Spring,
Maryland. That manual is expected to be ready by the end of
August 1996 and should provide useful information for storm
water dischargers contemplating the need to develop a cost-
effective, meaningful storm water monitoring program. In
addition, EPA expects the Urban Wet Weather Flows Federa!
Advisory Committee to provide recommendations on how to
better monitor storm water and other wet weather discharges
using a watershed approach.

Question I0: Does this interim permitting approach apply to both
storm water discharges associated with industrial activity and
storm water discharges from municipal separate storm sewer
systems?     ~

Answer I0: Yes. The interim permitting approach is
applicable to both discharges from municipal separate storm
sewer systems and storm water discharges associated, with
industrial activity ( as defined by ~40 CFR 122.26(b) (14)).
The interim permitting approach would not affect, however,
permits that already incorporate appropriately derived
numeric water quality-based effluent limitations. Since °the
interim permitting approach only addresses water
quality-based effluent limitations, it also does not affect
technology-based effluent limitations, such’as those based
on effluent limitations guidelines or developed using best
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professional judgement, that are incorporated into storm
water permits. In addition, particularly for some
industries, adequate information may already have been
collected with which to assess the reasonable potential for
a storm water discharge to cause or contribute to an
excursion of a WQS, and from which a numeric water quality-
based effluent limitation can be (or has been) appropriately
derived. An adequate amount of storm water pollutant source
information may also exist with which to assess the
effectiveness of the industrial storm water control measures
in complying with the limitations and in reducing storm
water contaminants for protecting water quality.
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Dan Radulescu - Renewal schedule Page

From: Wendy Phillips
To: internet:mariki@dpw.co.la.ca.us
Date: 2/15/01 4:56PM
Subject: Renewal schedule

Mustafa - Would you please share this schedule with the EAC? It’s been revised as discussed at our
meeting yesterday. Thanks.

Wendy Phillips
Storm Water Section
LA Regional Water Quality Control Board
(213) 576-6618

CC:            Dan Radulescu; Dennis Dasker; Dennis Dickerson; Megan Fisher; Parvaneh Khayat;
Xavier Swamikannu
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Dan Radulescu - Schedule for renewal.doc Page -1

LA Count).’ MS4

Proposed Renewal Schedule~

Wed. Feb 14~ Meet wxth EAC

Fri, Feb 23rd Issue ROWD comment letter

rhur, March 15~ "Preliminary." draft/staff report ready for review

Thur, March 22°d Meet with subcommittee of permittees to review preliminary draft

Mon. April 2°d Issue first draft of permit!staffreport (containing technical basis)

Wed, April 18~h Conduct workshop - location to be determined

Yhurs, April 26~h Brief Board on renewal process at Board meeting

rues, May 8~h Comments on first draft due

Fri. June 1s’ ~sue final draft of permit and staff report, including responses to
initial comments

Fri, July 6~ Final written comments due

Wed, July 18~h Issue "Response to Comments" to public and to Board

rhurs. July 26t~ Propose adoption at Board meeting

~ Does not include many "special" meetings that we anticipate, to discuss details of                      :
technical issues.

Prepared on February 15, 2001
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From: Wendy Phillips
To: "CTREVlZO@dpw.co.la.ca.us".mime.lnternet
Date: 2/22/01 12:14PM
Subject: Re: IC/ID Meeting Agenda

Hi Carolina - Here’s an agenda (with questions), and also my notes on those categories of Non-Storm
Water Discharges that are - or are requested - to be exempted from the prohibition. Also, although t’d
indicated to Mustafa that we might start to discuss IC/ID permit language, I have not included any changes
at this point, as I believe it’s important to get a better understanding of the IC/ID status and your goals.

As discussed with Mustafa, we would like to be as productive as possible, and therefore have asked to
have a "working" group of representatives from the EAC attend this meeting. If we have more than 6 - 9
(including Co staff), I’m concerned that it will no longer be a working group. In addition to our workshop orq
April 18th, we shall have special meetings and/or mini-workshops on an as-needed basis for larger
groups; such special meetings/workshops can focus on specific topics, such as IC/ID, monitoring, etc.

Looking forward to our discussions.

Wendy Phillips
Storm Water Section
LA Regional Water Quality Control Board
(213) 576-6618

>>> "Trevizo, Carolina" <CTREVIZO@dpw.co.la.ca.us> 02/22/01 11:50AM >>>
Wendy,

Thank you for returning my phone call about the IC/ID meeting. It would be
appreciated, if you could send the meeting agenda and questions to be
discuss to Glenn Howe and myself.

Thanks again,
Carolina T. Trevizo
Los Angeles County Department of Public Works
Watershed Management Division
NPDES Section
J ctrevizo(~,dpw.co.la.ca.us
F (626) 458-3978
http://www.888cleanla.com

CC: Dan Radulescu; Dennis Dickerson; Howe, Glenn; Xavier Swamikannu
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Proposed Agenda
Inspection Program Issues

On
Tuesday, February. 27, 2001, 1:00 to 3:00

At the
Los Angeles Count).’ Department of Public Works

900 South Fremont Avenue
Alhambra, CA 91803

1. Introductions, review agenda, etc.

2. Purpose of the meeting- XS

3. Scope of Educational Site Visits - XS
4. Over-view of LA County Industrial Waste Program under Consent Decree - Carl

Sioberg
5. Potential Strategy for Inspection Program - All
6. Coordination between Regional Board and LA Count~’ Inspection Programs - All
7. Open forum
8. Next Step
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Notes from the Meeting on Inspection Program Issues on February 27, 2001
At the

Los Angeles County Department of Public Works
900 South Fremont Avenue

Attendance: See Sign-up Sheet

1. Introduction XS briefly introduced participants
2. Purpose of the meeting - XS explained the reason of the meeting as an attempt from

the RB Staff to understand more closely the implementation of the educational site
visit program by the LA County and a number of co-Permittees contracting services
with the County

3. Scope of Educational Site Visits - XS gave a brief overview of the intent of the
Educational Site Visits component under existing permit

4. Over-view of LA County Industrial Waste Program under Consent Decree - Carl
Sjoberg gave an overview of the LA County inspection Program and how the storm
water component fits with the other components under the LA County’s Industrial
Waste inspection and enforcement program
¯ 39 cities contract IW services with the County
¯ under consent decree = first a inspection list was developed

¯ first priority: those facilities already permitted under County’s various
programs

¯ inspection frequency: at least once a year some times more often (for
permitted sites) = some have NOI under State permit

¯ second priority: create a list of non-permitted sites (difficult: no reliable
business databases available)

¯ For the contract cities (with permittees under LA Co IW program) LA Co did the
inspection through an agreement

¯ The list of non-permitted sites was narrowed down by as much as 50%
¯ Additional cities: Covina, Downey, Burbank also asked the County to perform the

program under an accelerated agreement
¯ First round of inspection completed
¯ Second round done by April 2001
¯ Carl S distributed the inspection form used by the County and some additional cities

(or the same template in use)
¯ Form used for both inspection and educational site visits
¯ Form used for entering data in HMS System and in SW Database system

¯ Carl S commented that is a difficult position for inspector to be an enforcer and an
educator in the same time. He suggested that these duties should remain separate
and performed by separate staff

¯ Carl S brought up the issue of access for inspections on sites both permitted and
non-permitted

¯ First and second round of inspections focused on management (non--structural)
BMPs not on structural BMPs implementation

¯ Average amount budgeted per current inspection $50
¯ Average amount for a full blown IW inspection: $60/hr
¯ Inspectors looking at the "total site" appearance and compliance (across media and

programs)
5. Potential Strategy for-Inspection Program
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¯ Carl S mentioned that an inspection program may be easier to enforce if sites
would be covered under a County permit

¯ The $250 permit fee difference between areas with municipal permits and those
without, charged for the State industrial permit may be an additional source of
funding

¯ Xavier S mentioned the intent of the RB staff to make the inspection and
enforcement program a separate component in the-aew proposed permit and
keep a separate educational site visits under the PIPP

¯ Xavier S mentioned a possibility of a grant proposal for SW inspections for
facilities in the unincorporated areas of the County

¯ it was suggested continuing the use of the existing lists and databases already
created and update and augment them as needed

¯ Glenn H mentioned that the County is developing a web based tracking system
that can be used by all Permittees and will standardize the tracking and
scheduling system

6. Coordination between Regional Board and LA County Inspection Programs
¯ Xavier S mentioned that a better coordination between RB activities and LA Co

and the cities can be achieved
¯ Also a better coordination of inspection schedules can be achieved through

various tools: web based, database access, etc...

02/28/01 11:25 AM dan radutescu notes from the meeting on inspection program issues on february 27
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Dan Radulescu - Agenda ICID 02-28.doc Page

Proposed Agenda
Working Group to Address IC/ID Issues

On
Wednesday, February 28, 2000, 2:00 to 4:00

At the
Regional Board (LA River Conference Room)

320 West 4th Street, Suite 200, LA

1. Introductions, review agenda, etc.

2. Discuss IC/ID element of the SQMP

¯ What types of discharges are most problematic? Since implementation
the existing program, how much progress has been made re:

¯ Response times to illicit discharges, and elimination’?
¯ Field surveys of illicit connections?

¯ What goals are permittees setting in the proposed IC/ID element for the
next 5 years, and how can performance standards be incorporated? E.g.

¯ ID response times and reporting?
¯ IC field surveys?

¯     How much of the storm drain system remains to be
completed?
¯     Who is responsible for completion of surveys, including
necessary corrective action and enforcement?

3. Discuss exemptions from non-storm water dtscharges

¯ Proposed additions (see attached table).
¯ Need for clarification of conditions for those exemptions subject to conditions that

were approved by the Executive Officer.
¯ Other? E.g. how are permittees dechlorinatlng swimming pool discharges?

4. Next steps
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Dan Ra0ulescu - Exemp Categories 01-02-12.doc Page

Exempted "Non-Storm Water" Discharges

Exemptions to "Non-storm water" Discharge Prohibition In 1996 Initial Comment
Requested in 2001 ROWD permit?

Categories of natural flow, from:
¯ Springs Yes Ok
¯ Riparian zones or wetlands Yes Ok
¯ Stream diversions Yes But aren’t these

already covered by
water n~hts perrmts’?

¯ Risins ~ound water Yes Ok
¯ Uncontarmnated ground water infiltration?? Yes Not sure what this

means.
Categories of emergency flows, from:
¯ Emergency fire fi~htin~                               Yes       Ok

Categories of flows incidental to urban activities, from:
¯ Landscape Lrrigation, including irrigation with both:

- Potable water Yes - c Ok
- Reclaimed (recycled) water No Ok. with condinons

¯ Flushin[ drmkm~ water lines Yes - c Ok
¯ Lake dewaterm~; No Needs justification
¯ Potable water sources Yes- c Ok

¯ Foundation drains Yes - c Passive only, needs
conditions.

¯ Gradin~ drams No "
¯ Footin~ drams Yes - c
¯ Crawl space pumps Yes - c "

¯ Emergency floor drains No What emergencies’?
Needs justification.

¯ Car washing, by:
- Individuals (residential) Yes - c All are ok - but all
- Non-profit organizations No need conditions
- Fire fi~htmg vehicles No

¯ Street and sidewalk washing Yes Conditions need to be
clarified (only City of
LA sidewalk washing
has been approved to
date).

¯ Air conditioning condensate Yes - c Ok
¯ Dechlormated swirnmmg pool discharges Yes - c Conditions need to be

clarified.
¯ Washing flood and other human tissues at accident sites or No No - would impact

accidental spills water quality. Can be
managed without
washdown to storm
drain.
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COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES ¯ DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS Site:File
ENVIRONMENTAL PROGRAMS DIVISION
Storm Water Facttit~ Inspection/Site Visit Report Form            Inspection Work Order

o First Inspection [] Routine Inspection u Response to Complaint u Facility has closed or new Facility,’ Information (,see attached)
Factl@’ Name: Site Address: Area IR/C)Code:

Contact Name: Phone: Business Type/Activity: SIC:

Is the facilit3 ’~‘.ithin the Count.’, umncorporated area ? ~ Yes r~ No City:

Is the facflit3 co‘.ered under an3 other permits’? tCheck all that appl.~ I [] None ~ Industrial Waste
~ A~r Quaht3 ~ Hazmat business plan ’~ Underground Storage Yanks [] Aboveground storage tanks
~ Fire Dept (Storaget ~ Hazardous ‘.‘.aste generator [] Other:

Is the facdit3 covered under a storm ’.‘.ater permit?        o Does not need coverage [] No. but may need to (Refer to Regional Board)
[] General (filed NOI)      r~ Individual NPDES

Does the facility have a SWPPP9 r~ Yes[] No

ACTIVITIES ASSESSMENT CHECKLIST

ACTIVITIES - Check each acts’, ~t.’, present at the site and evaluate ~ts potential for APPLICABLE EFFECTIVENESS
pollutant discharge (PPD): 1 = toy, potential. 2 = medium potential. 3 = high ACTIVITY RATING*
potential Yes No PPD

~ Circled BMPs require your immediate attention - see back of this report.

A. MINIMUM BMPs- APPLICABLE TO ALL FACILITIES               [
BMPs employed:

B VEHICLE AND EQUIPMENT FUELING [ ] [ ] [ ]
BMPs employed:

C VEHICLE .AND EQUIPMENT WASHING/STEAM CLEANING [ ] [ ] [ ]
BMPs employed:

D VEHICLE AND EQUIPMENT MAINTENANCE AND REPAIR [ ] [ ] [ ]
BMPs emplo.~ ed:

E. OUTDOOR LOADING~UNLOADINGOFMATERIALS [ l [ I [ ] (~)
BMPs employed:

F OUTDOOR PROCESS EQU1PMENTOPERATIONS AND MAINTENANCE [ ] [ ] [ ] (~)
BMPs employed:

G. OUTDOOR STORAGE OF RAW MATERIALS/PRODUCTS/CONTAINERS [ ] [
BMPs employed:

H. WASTE HANDLING AND DISPOSAL [ l [ ] [ l (~)
BMPs employed:

I. CONTAMINATED OR ERODIBLE SURFACE AREAS [ ] [ ] [ l
BMPs employed:

J. BUILDING AND GROUNDS MAINTENANCE                     [
BMPs employed:

K. ROOFTOP EQUIPMENT [ 1 I l[ 1
BMPs emplo.~ ed:

L. OUTDOOR DRAINAGE FROM INDOOR AREAS [ ] [ ] [ l (~) (~) ~ ’~ (~)
BMPs employed:

M. OTHER (descnbet: [ ] [ ] [ ]

-~._.~ No BMPs used and stormwater pollution likely (~) Some BMPs used but not effective (~) Some BMPs used and moderately effective

4~ Source control BMPs used and very effective/structural BMPs needed ~) All necessary BMPs used and very effective

l-his report is not a citation. It is furnished to the facility representative to assist ,n designing and evaluating Best Managt,-mmat Practices to prevent the

Qmnoffof pollutams to the storm drainage system A reinspection of your facility (c~ is requiredXn is not required) to review correction of deficiencies
noted above. Please call ( ) . by betw~n 8:00 a.m. to 9:30 a.m. to an’ange for a r~ins~on.

Facility Representative Signature: Date:

Pnnt name of Facility Representative: Inspector:. -

4o-oos6 DPVV ~ot09                                                         R0001284
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Proposed Agenda
Working Group to Address IC/ID Issues

O n     2~,
Wednesday, February 28, 2.00~ 2:00 to 4:00

At the
Regional Board (LA River Conference Room)

320 West 4th Street, Suite 200, LA

1. Introductions, review agenda, etc.

2. Discuss IC/ID element of the SQMP

¯ What types of discharges are most problematic? Since implementation of
the existing program, how much progress has been made re:
¯ Response times to illicit discharges, and elimination?
¯ Field surveys of illicit connections?

¯ What goals are permittees setting in the proposed IC/ID element for the
next 5 years, and how can performance standards be incorporated? E.g.
¯ ID response times and reporting?
¯ IC field surveys?

¯ How much of the storm drain system remains to be
completed?

¯ Who is responsible for completion of surveys, including any
necessary corrective action and enforcement?

3. Discuss exemptions from non-storm water discharges

¯ Proposed additions (see attached table).
¯ Need for clarification of conditions for those exemptions subject to conditions

that were approved by the Executive Officer.
¯ Other? E.g. how are permittees dechlorinating swimming pool discharges?

4. Next steps
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Location: CRWQCB - REGION 4
JUNIPERO-SERRA BUILDING                                                                                                     i
320 W. FOURTH STREET, SUITE 200, LOS ANGELES, CA 90013                                    ~

Date: Z/~2 ~ / O ] :I

NAME AGENCYICOMPANYI
RESIDENT MAILINGIE-MAIL ADDRESS TEL. NO. FAX NO.



AGENCYICOMPANYI
NAME RESIDENT ADDRESS TEL. NO. FAX NO.
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15.

16.

17.

19.

20.

21.

22.



Exempted "Non-Storm Water" Discharges

Exemptions to "Non-storm water" Discharge Prohibition In 1996 Initial Comment
Requested in 2001 ROWD permit?

Categories of natural flow, from:
¯ Springs Yes Ok
¯ Riparian zones or wetlands Yes Ok
¯ Stream diversions Yes But aren’t these

already covered by
water rights permits?¯ Rising ground water Yes Ok

¯ Uncontaminated ground water infiltration?.’? Yes Not sure what this
means.

Categories of emergency flows, from:
¯ Emergency fire fighting                                Yes       Ok

Categories of flows incidental to urban activities, from:
¯ Landscape irrigation, including irrigation with both:

- Potable water Yes - c Ok-
- Reclaimed (recycled) water . No Ok, with conditions¯ Flushing drinking water lines Yes- c Ok¯ Lake dewatering No Needs justification.¯ Potable water sources Yes-c Ok¯ Foundation drains Yes- c Passive only, needs

conditions.¯ Grading drains No "
¯ Footing drains Yes - c "
¯ Crawl space pumps Yes- c "
¯ Emergency floor drains No What emergencies’?

Needs justification.¯ Car washing, by:
- Individuals (residential) Yes - c All are ok - but all- Non-profit organizations No need conditions- Fire fighting vehicles No¯ Street and sidewalk washing Yes Conditions need to be

clarified (only City of
LA sidewalk washing
has been approved to
date).¯ Air conditioning condensate Yes-c Ok¯ Dechlorinated swimming pool discharges Yes - c Conditions need to be
clarified.¯ Washing flood and other human tissues at accident sitesNo No - would impactor accidental spills water quality. Can be
managed without
washdown to storm
drain.
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COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLICWORKS

900 SOUTH FREMONT AVENUE
ALHAMBRA. CALIlcORNL~ 91803-1331

Telephone: (626) 458-5100
HARR~t W, STONE. Di~ctor ADDRESS ALL CORRESPONDENCE TO:

PO. BOX 1460
ALHAMBRA. CALIFORNIA 91802-1460

February 28, 2001

RI::FI::R TO F’LE W M-9
Ms. Laura Gentile
United States Environmental
Protection Agency- Region 9

75 Hawthorne Street, WTR-7 ~." i (� ~/
San Francisco, CA 94105

Dear Ms. Gentile:

REPORT OF WASTE DISCHARGE FOR MUNICIPAL STORMWATER AND URBAN
RUNOFF DISCHARGES IN THE COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES (ORDER NO. 96.054,
NPDES NO. CAS614001)

Enclosed is the Report of Waste Discharge for the Los Angeles River, San Gabriel River,
Dominguez Channel, Ballona Creek, and Malibu Creek Watersheds in Los Angeles
County. The California Regional Water Quality Control Board, Los Angeles Region,
(Regional Board) requested that we submit to you a copy of the Report of Waste Discharge
for the County of Los Angeles. The original report was submitted to the Regional Board’s
Executive Officer on January 31,2001.

If you have any additional questions, please contact Mr. Mustafa Ariki at (626) 458-5948,
Monday through Thursday, 7:30 a.m. to 6 p.m.

Very truly yours,

HARRY W. STONE
Director of Public Works

_̄.

ROD KUBOMOTO
Assistant Deputy Director
Watershed Management Division

CT:kk
P \EPPU B\WAT ER\U N IT2\Carohna\ROW O\EPA_letter.wpd

EnG.

cc: All Permittees
Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board R0001290



LA County MS4 Permit Monitoring Meeting
March 1, 2001 at 1:00 (Library)

1. Brief review of previous storm water monitoring program and its
accomplishments over the last 5 years (LA County)

2. Review proposed monitoring program and the basis for the selected activities and
parameters (LA County):

¯ Landuse monitoring for selected pollutant parameters
¯ Mass emission monitoring at Ballona Creek, Malibu Creek, Los Angeles

River, and San Gabriel River for selected parameters
¯ Plume profile, bioassessment, sediment fate and transport, and storm water

toxicity at San Pedro Bay and Santa Monica Bay
¯ Wet and dry weather flow toxicity in the Los Angeles River, Coyote Creek,

and Dominguez Channel
¯ Impact of aerial deposition on inland watersheds
¯ Co-participation with the Southern California Coastal Water Research Project

pathogen modeling study; and with the Coastal Commission and the U.S.
Army Corps to manage contaminated sediments

3. Suggest changes to the next monitoring program and discuss their feasibility,
including but not limited to (Regional Board):

¯ Implementation of baseline trash monitoring program for watersheds not
presently covered under a trash TMDL

¯ Evaluation of theeffectiveness of structural and treatment control BMPs at
critical sources and as watershed improvement projects

¯ Submittal of strategies for source ID and reduction of zinc and copper in the
Ballona Creek watershed and nutrients in the Malibu watershed, and for
pollutants scheduled in respective watersheds for TMDL development within
the next 5 years

¯ Conduct study to measure the effectiveness of new development and
redevelopment standards in improving the quality of storm water disct-,arges

4. Discussion (All)
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Outline for Discussion

Purpose: To discuss possible improvements and modifications to the storm water
monitoring program that will effectively address deficiencies and advance the program.

1. Mass emissions
4 sites (Malibu, Ballona, Los Angeles, San Gabriel)
Need for Dominguez Channel and!or Coyote Creek?
deficiencies in Integrated Report

2. Parameters
Are proposed minimum required constituents to be analyzed sufficient?
See Table 2 in ROWD

3. Land Use Stations
Continue land use monitoring, or monitor on a facility scale to focus more
on sources? Possibly delay frequency of land use monitoring to include
some facility-scale monitoring

4. Frequency of monitoring

5. Critical sources
Need for BMP effectiveness evaluation

6.     Receiving water impacts
Plan for source ID should be included where probably cause exists

7. On-going regional efforts (overview from Mark Gold/John Dorsey)
Ventura efforts to study stream erosion impacts from development
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LA County Monitoring Meeting Notes (3-1-01)

County Overview:

- County wants to keep same budget as last permit ($3 million for monitoring)
- County said it went over and above permit requirements with toxicity sampling in

San Gabriel and LA Rivers, study of E1 Nino impacts, the GIS loading model and
aerial deposition study.

Mass Emissions:

All agreed that the 5 proposed mass emission stations (Malibu, Ballona, Los
Angeles, San Gabriel and Dominguez Channel) will be used.

Parameters:

It was determined that Detection Limits should be at California Toxic Rule levels,
or as close as possible. The Regional Board (RB) will compare the acceptable
minimum levels in the State Implementation Policy with the detection limits in
the old permit. If the limits are the same for the constituents the County proposes
to drop, the RB will consider allowing them to be dropped. However, it was
agreed that the entire suite of constituents should be tested for once a year (first
storm).

The County stated that they did not compare the differences in pollutant
concentrations in the first storm with other storms, but that they have the data.

Frequency of Monitoring:

It was agreed that it might not be necessary to monitor 5 storms each season.
Definitely the first storm, and 2-4 additional storms each year. No one expressed
a strong opinion for the need to sample more than 3 mass emission events per
station per year.

The County is proposing to take 3 dry weather mass emission samples per year to
establish a baseline for point source discharges. It was determined that this is not
the purpose of the municipal permit. Mark Gold suggested 1 dry weather mass
emission sample per year, for source ID purposes.

Land Use Stations:

The County is proposing to continue stations that don’t have enough data to pass
the EMC test. Whether or not the land use stations are providing useful
information is a question. Once the EMCs are achieved for the remaining
stations, scaling down the land use program will be considered. If scaled down,
funds will be shifted to another area, such as source ID.
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Significance of data should be reviewed.

Critical Sources:

County said they found BMP effectiveness only in metal fabrication sites.
There is need to evaluate BMPs for constituents of concern in a controlled
environment.
Mark Gold suggested that source 133 and monitoring is more important that BMP
efficacy

- Need for more characterization of critical sources
- Critical source studies should be based on TMDL schedule
- Need watershed wide analyses for sources
- All agreed that the County should develop a monitoring program for water and

sediment toxicity in all receiving waters.
- A simplified, low-tech TIE was suggested.
- Whether to use freshwater or salt water species is a question (possibly

both).
It was suggested that sediment samples be taken 3 times during the permit
period at the mouth of each receiving water, and tested only for toxicity..

- Testing the sediment load in storm water samples was also suggested.
o Requiting regional cooperation on the sediment study was mentioned.

The monitoring plan will be reviewed by the authors of the SCCRWP and SMBRP
regional monitoring programs to ensure consistency

The RB stated that a draft monitoring program would be distributed 10 days from the
meeting date.
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Executive Summary ,,

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
Since the 1994-95 storm season, the County of Los Angeles Department of Public Works has
endeavored to monitor and characterize stormwater water quality under the Los Angeles NPDES
Municipal Stormwater Permits. The first two years of monitoring fell under the 1990 Permit,
while the current monitoring program is defined in the 1996 Permit. The current monitoring
program has consisted of four major elements: Santa Monica Bay receiving water impacts study,
mass emission monitoring, land use runoff monitoring, and critical industry monitoring. Other
peripheral and supportive studies were conducted since 1996. Those consisted of a study of
sampling in ~vide channels (see Appendix E), a study of the feasibility of sampling storms down
to 0.1" rainfall (see Appendix D), an El Nifio season supplemental study (see Appendix F), and
freshwater toxicity studies on the Los Angeles and San Gabriel Rivers (see Appendix G). In
1999, the County also voluntarily funded half of a study of impacts on storm~vater quality from
aerial deposition (see Appendix H for progress reports).

HYDROLOGIC CONDITIONS AND SAMPLING SUCCESS
The last six years have experienced a range of climatological events, ranging from the 1997-98
El Nifio season (t~vice the normal annual rainfall) to the 1998-99 La Nifia season (less than half
the normal annual rainfall). Nevertheless, the County’s resourcefulness allowed it to respond to
many different and unexpected circumstances as they arose. Since January 1995, 212 mass
emission and 396 land use monitoring station events have been sampled. The major objective of
runoff characterization of mass emission, land use, and critical industry drainage areas was
achieved.

OBJECTIVES ACHIEVED
The goal of the monitoring program has been to provide technical data and information to
support effective watershed stormwater quality management programs in Los Angeles County.
The monitoring program has been successful in meeting those goals, namely:

¯ Track Water Quality Status, Pollutant Trends and Pollutant Loads, and Identify Pollutants of
Concern

Water quality status, pollutant trends and loads were successfully addressed by all of the
major monitoring program elements: the Santa Monica Bay receiving waters impact study,
the mass emission monitoring element, the land use monitoring element, and the critical
source monitoring element. The total cost incurred by the monitoring program to date has
been more than $4.8 million.

¯ Monitor and Assess Pollutant Loads from Specific Land Uses and Watershed Areas

Both the mass emission and land use monitoring elements were successful at assessing
loading, and the County’s GIS Loading Model has been recognized as an innovative solution
to estimating loading in unmonitored watersheds.

Los Angeles County Department of Public Works ES-1
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Execwive Summary

¯ Identify, Monitor, and Assess Significant Water Quality Problems Related to Stormwater
Discharges Within the Watershed

The monitoring program was successful at identifying toxic levels of zinc and copper from
Ballona Creek discharge, toxicity in the Los Angeles and San Gabriel Rivers, and the extent
and severity of bacterial indicators in both dry and wet weather.

¯ Identify Sources of Pollutants in Stormwater Runoff

In addition to the Bay receiving water impacts study’s identifying Ballona Ck., and not
Malibu Ck., as a contributor of stormwater toxicity, the mass emission monitoring identified
the Los Angeles River as consistently contributing the most zinc, copper, and suspended
solids.    The land use monitoring identified light industrial, transportation, and
retail/commercial land uses as developing the highest median concentrations for total and
dissolved zinc. Light industrial and transportation land uses displayed the highest median
concentrations for total and dissolved copper, and light industrial produced the highest
concentrations of suspended solids. Finally, the critical source monitoring program
identified fabricated metal businesses as producing the highest median concentrations for
zinc, copper, and suspended solids.

¯ Identify and Eliminate Illicit Discharges

Each Permittee has a program to identify and eliminate illicit connections to the storm drain
system to the maximum extent practicable. The County has been successful in the inspection
of open channels and underground storm drains to identify illicit connections.

Most Permittees perform random area surveillance during dry and wet weather to inspect for
potential illegal discharges. The Permittees also conduct educational site visits at businesses.
During these visits, flyers with information on Best Management Practices (BMPs)
applicable to that business are distributed.

The Department has also been successful in developing and implementing a standard
program for public reporting of illicit discharges and reporting hazardous substances via the
1-888-CleanI_ A hotlinc.

¯ Evaluate the Effectiveness of Management Programs, including Pollutant Reductions
Achieved by Implementation of Best Management Practices (BMPs)

The Critical Source element of the monitoring program was successful at examining the
potential effectiveness of voluntary good housekeeping and preventive types of Best
Management Practices at one critical source industry. There was no significant difference at
other critical source industries at which BMPs were implemented. The inability to control
the voluntary usage of good housekeeping BMPs at these critical industries may have
compromized the study’s effectiveness for those industries.

Los Angeles County Department of Public Works ES-2
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Assess the Impacts of Stormwater Runoff on Receiving Waters

The receiving waters impact study, one of the first in the nation to assess stormwater impacts
on the marine environment, was very successful at assessing stormwater impacts on Santa
Monica Bay. The study was able to discern the existence and extent of the stormwater plume
in the Bay, identify two trace metals in Ballona Creek. stormwater discharge that are toxic to
simple sea creatures, and conclude that sediments offshore of Ballona Creek generally had
higher concentrations of urban contaminants. The findings related to toxicity and sediments,
along with bacterial indicators, set the stage for the rest of this report.

WATER QUALITY CHEMICAL ANALYSES
Monitoring in Los Angeles county from 1994 to date has been performed in compliance with the
Municipal Stormwater Permits of June, 1990, and July, 1996, which have required a broad suite
of chemical analyses, including solids, minerals, bacteria, metals, organics, and nutrients. The
Los Angeles county Department of Agricultural Commissioner/Weights and Measures,
Environmental toxicology Laboratory, provided the water quality laboratory and related services
to the Department of Public works. The laboratory implemented a Quality Assurance/Quality
Control program to ensure that the analyses conducted were scientifically valid, defensible, and
of known precision and accuracy.

WATER AND SEDIMENT QUALITY RESULTS
Conclusions on the status and trends of water quality over the past six years have been derived
from the monitoring program’s Santa Monica Bay receiving waters impact study, mass
emissions monitoring element, land use runoff monitoring element, and critical industry
monitoring element. Findings regarding sediment quality were derived from the Santa Monica
Bay receiving waters impact study and the County’s involvement with the California Sediment
Task Force and the Corps of Engineers’ Sediment Control Management Plan.

¯ The nonprofit Center for Watershed Protection has linked overall watershed imperviousness
to stormwater quality problems. The Dominguez Channel/L. A. Harbor Watershed
Management Area has the highest overall imperviousness (62%) based on 1993 SCAG land
¯ r*e distribution, followed bv the Ba!!ona Creek (45%), Los Angeles River (35%), San
Gabriel River (30%), Malibu Creek (6%), and Santa Clara River (5%) Watershed
Management Areas.

¯ The monitoring program has identified the nearly ubiquitous existence of indicator bacteria
in both dry and wet weather throughout the urbanized part of the coastal basin. Total
coliforms, fecal coliforms, fecal streptococcus, and fecal enterococcus were detected in all
stormwater samples tested since 1994 at densities (or most probable number, MPN) between
several hundreds to several million cells per 100 ml., exceeding the public health criteria of
AB411.

Los Angeles County Departtnent of Public Works ES-3
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¯ The Malibu Creek station appears to have consistently lower indicator bacteria counts than
other mass emission stations and is consistently lower for all four groups of bacteria.

¯ The 1995-96 season appears to have higher mean densities of indicator bacteria than other
years. At 75% of normal, this was not a particularly rainy season.

¯ In a number of instances, peak fecal coliform counts occurred at different monitoring stations
in different parts of the county during the same storm. Further, in 1995-96, the highest fecal
coliform readings at five stations coincided with the largest storm of the season. Also, in
1996-97, the highest fecal coliform readings at two stations coincided with the first storm of
the season greater than 0.1" rainfall. These observations suggest that peak fecal coliform
levels may be related to regional hydrologic conditions.

¯ Except for somewhat lower bacteria densities at Malibu Creek, there was no seasonal or
regional consistency in cell densities. There was a very wide range of densities for all
stations.

¯ There was one storm event, January 9, 1998, that yielded extremely high counts in all
stations for all bacterial strains. The available data do not provide an explanation, or suggest
whether this could be a contamination artifact.

¯ The 1996-97 season had one event, November 21, 1996, that yielded runoff with high counts
in all stations for all bacteria species.

¯ During the 1998-99 season, the event of March 15, 1999 was associated with high bacterial
counts for most stations and the events of March 25, 1999 and April 4, 1999, were associated
with unusually low counts for most stations.

¯ Virtually every sample of Ballona Creek stormwater tested in the Santa Monica Bay
receiving water impacts study was toxic to sea urchin fertilization.

¯ The first storms of the year produced the most toxic stormwater in Santa Monica Bay during
the receiving water impacts study.

¯ The toxic portions of the observed stormwater plume were variable in size, extending from
1/4 to 2 miles offshore of Ballona Creek.

¯ Surface water toxicity caused by unidentified sources was frequently encountered during dry
weather in Santa Monica Bay during the receiving water impacts study.

¯ Zinc was the most important toxic constituent identified in stormwater in Santa Monica Bay,
but zinc concentrations in the toxic portion of the discharge plume were usually below levels
shown to cause toxicity in the laboratory.

Los Angeles County Department of Public Works ES-4
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¯ Copper and other unidentified constituents may also be responsible for some of the toxici .ty
measured in Santa Monica Bay.

¯ The measured concentrations of zinc and copper in Ballona Creek st0rrnwater were estimated
to account for only 5% - 44% of the observed toxicity.

¯ The fate of most stormwater constituents discharged to Santa Monica Bay is unknown.

¯ For two years in a row, wet weather toxicity was significant in the Los Angeles River. Dry
~veather toxicity was significant the second year, but not the first.

For the San Gabriel River, wet weather toxicity was significant the first year, but not the
second. Dry weather toxicity was not significant either year.

¯ For both the Los Angeles and San Gabriel Rivers, wet weather toxicity was higher for the
first storm tested, suggesting a seasonal "first flush" phenomenon for toxicity.

¯ The sea floor is where stormwater particles, and associated contaminants, eventually settle.

¯ The sediments on the sea floor can accumulate runoff inputs over an entire storm, over
several storms, or over several seasons.

¯ Sediments offshore of Ballona Creek generally had higher concentrations of urban
contaminants, including common stormwater constituents such as lead and zinc.

¯ Sediments offshore of Ballona Creek showed evidence of stormwater impacts over a large
area.

¯ Sampled biological communities offshore of Ballona Creek were similar to those offshore of
Malibu Creek. Both areas had comparable abundance and similar species composition.

¯ Sampled biological communities offshore of Ballona and Malibu Creeks were also similar to
background reference conditions established in previous studies of southern California.

¯ According to the Los Angeles Basin Contaminated Sediment Task Force, informal surveys of
potential marina and harbor users and past dredging projects suggest that the major sources
of contaminated dredge material will continue to be Marina del Rey, the ports of kos Angeles
and kong Beach, and the mouth of the Los Angeles River.

¯ According to the Los Angeles Basin Contaminated Sediment Task Force, some of the
sediments dredged from these harbors contain elevated levels of heavy metals, pesticides,
and other contaminants. In most cases, the concentrations of these contaminants do not
approach hazardous levels.

Los Angeles County Department of Public Works ES-5
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¯ According to the U. S. Army Corps of Engineers, four of 21 sites in the bottom of Ballona
Creek and major tributaries were without any chemical concentration exceeding the National
Oceanographic and Atmospheric Administration’s "Effect Range-Low" (ERL) values: storm
drain Bond Issue Project 9408, Project 425, Ballona Creek at Sawtelle Blvd., and Centinela
Channel.

¯ According to the U. S. Army Corps of Engineers, sediments on the bottoms of storm drain
Bond Issue Projects 648, 51, 494, and 503 ranked by dry weight most consistently as the
most contaminated sites with respect to metals and polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons
(PAHs).

¯ According to the U. S. Army Corps of Engineers, the two areas of the main Ballona Ck.
channel that ranked by dry weight as most contaminated and exceeding ERLs were just
downstream of Madison Ave. and Fail-fax Ave.

¯ According to the U. S. Army Corps of Engineers, with respect to the potential for
contamination from PAHs, sites in Ballona Ck. at Pickford St. and Fairfax Ave., Higuera St.
drain, Projects 51 and 3867, and Culver City Acquisition and Improvement District No. 4
drain appeared most contaminated.

According to the U. S. Army Corps of Engineers, bed load sediment in the major tributary
drains of Sepulveda and Centinela Channels were among the least contaminated samples.

¯ According to the U. S. Army Corps of Engineers, the area within the Ballona Ck. drainage
area having expected highest stormwater loading of metals, oil, and grease extends from
Hollywood to Culver City in a 1- to 2-mile wide, 5- to 6-mile long strip parallel and east of
the San Diego (I-405) Freeway.

¯ Only two PAH compounds, phenanthrene and pyrene, exceeded the California Ocean Plan
objective. This occurred at the Malibu Creek station. No other PAH compound exceedences
appeared through the comparison of mass emission concentrations to the California Ocean
Plan, although 1999-2000 was the first year of lower detection limits for PAHs.

¯ The Los Angeles River is the largest contributor of suspended ~olids of the five mass
emission stations monitored.

¯ After exceedence of bacterial indicators, when compared to the California Ocean Plan, the
kos Angeles Basin Plan, and the California Toxics Rule, the next most numerous "virtual"
exceedences occurred with total and dissolved copper and bis(2-ethylhexyl)phthalate,
followed by turbidity, total zinc, and total lead.

¯ The Et Nifio season, 1997-98, contributed the most virtual mass emission exceedences at all
monitoring stations except Coyote Creek.

Los Angeles County Department of Public Works ES-6
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¯ The Los Angeles River produced the most virtual exceedences of any other mass emission
monitoring station.

¯ Loading to the ocean was greatest during 1997-98, the E1 Nifio season, during which the Los
Angeles River delivered the highest loadings of total suspended solids (approx. 220,000
tons), dissolved copper (approx. 28 tons), total copper (approx. 40 tons), dissolved zinc
(approx. 170 tons), and total zinc (approx. 230 tons).

¯ It appears that Los Angeles River loading for metals is disproportionate by drainage area to
the other watersheds.

¯ According to the GIS Loading Model, the unmonitored Dominguez Channel!L. A. Harbor
Watershed Management Area was estimated to contribute the highest loadings for dissolved
zinc (approx. 2.3 tons) and dissolved copper (approx. 30 tons) and contribute the highest
loadings of the unmonitored watersheds for each year since 1995. Comparison of loadings
between monitored and unmonitored watersheds should not be made at this time because the
model is not yet fully calibrated.

CONSTITUENTS OF CONCERN

Sixteen chemical constituents were identified from the comparison of mass emission annual
concentrations to the objectives of the California Ocean Plan, the Los Angeles Basin Plan,
and the California Toxics Rule. Exceedence of these objectives, however, do not constitute
noncompliance with the Permit.

¯ While Total Maximum Daily Loads (I’MDLs) are not part of the Los Angeles Municipal
Stormwater Permit, constituents identified by the 303d list that were not already identified
through the comparison process, namely nutrients, are also constituents of concern. It should
be noted, however, that a report by the Las Virgenes Municipal Water District found that
beneficial use impairment due to algal growth is not a problem in Malibu Creek during storm
season.

¯ Two organophusphate pesticides, diazinon and chlorpyritbs, are also among the constituents
of concern due to their identification with stormwater toxicity in independent studies.

¯ Indicator bacteria (total coliform and fecal coliform, streptococcus, and enterococcus) are
included as constituents of concern due their exceedence of AB411 (assembly bill).

IDENTIFICATION OF POSSIBLE SOURCES
¯ Light industrial, transportation, and retail/commercial land uses displayed the highest median

values for total and dissolved zinc, with light industrial the highest at about 300 ¯ gi1 for

Los Angeles County Department of Public Works ES-7
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dissolved zinc and about 360 ¯ g/l for total zinc. Runoff concenlxations for metals from the
high density single family residential, education, multifamily residential, and mixed
residential land uses were significantly less.

¯ Light industrial and transportation land uses displayed the highest median values for total and
dissolved copper, with transportation the highest at about 28 ¯ gi1 for dissolved copper and
about 40 ¯ g/l for total copper.

¯ Median concentrations of total suspended solids were highest coming off of the light
industrial land use category, at about 130 mgi1.

¯ Among all the critical industry monitoring sites, the highest median value for total zinc
(approx. 450 ¯ g/l), dissolved zinc (approx. 360 ¯ g/l), total copper (approx. 240 ¯ g/l), and
dissolved copper (approx. 110 ¯ g/l) were produced at the fabricated metal business sites.

¯ Levels for total and dissolved zinc did not appear to be significantly different bet~veen any of
the industry types.

¯ Levels for total and dissolved copper did appear significantly higher for the fabricated metals
sites over the other critical industry categories.

¯ The highest median level for suspended solids was also produced at the fabricated metals
sites, but no industry was significantly higher or lower than another for suspended solids.

EVALUATION OF CRfflCAL INDUSTRY BMP EFFECTIVENESS
¯ Limited success was achieved in evaluating BMPs for the auto dismantling and auto repair

industries. The reasons for no discemable differences in concentrations before and after
BMP implementation at the two industries are not obvious, but may include the voluntary
nature of the BMP usage.

¯ For total and dissolved zinc, the median concentration lowered or stayed nearly tb~_ [=me
with the implementation of BMPs at the auto dismantling, auto repair, and fabricated metals
industries.

¯ For total and dissolved copper, where the fabricated metal industry had displayed the highest
median concentrations, levels were significantly reduced with the implementation of BMPs.

¯ The auto dismantling and auto repair businesses showed no significant difference for copper
pre- and post-BMP.

Los Angeles County Department of Public Works ES-8
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RECOMMENDATIONS
The following recommendations are made based on all the monitoring and studies to date, from
within the Los Angeles County Department of Public Works and other sources. These
recommendations include monitoring, research, and studies that should be considered or
undertaken to advance the understanding of stormwater quality science and support future
TMDL development. Because of their scope, such studies should be undertaken by various
entities, such as the Regional Water Quality Control Board, NPDES permittees, or collaborative
efforts between private and public organizations.

¯ Mass emission monitoring should continue at the five existing sites for up to five storm
events per season.

¯ Those constituents that have been detected in tess than 25% of ten consecutive sampling
events (Table ES-la) should be removed from the analytical suite for the associated mass
emission monitoring stations. However, the constituents of concern should remain.

¯ As a result of the 25% Event (or Seasonal) Mean Concentration error rate (Table ES-Ib),
land use monitoring should only sample the following constituents:

LAND USE SITE CONSTITUENTS
Retail!Commercial Ammonia, total and dissolved copper,

nitrate, total lead, TSS, PAH, diazinon,
chlorpyrifos

Vacant TKN, TSS, PAH, diazinon, chlorpyrifos
High Density Single Family ResidentialTotal lead, PAH, diazinon, chlorpyrifos
Transportation PAH, diazinon, chlorpyrifos
.ight Industrial Total copper, PAH, diazinon, chlorpyrifos
Education Total copper, total zinc, TSS, PAH,

diazinon, chlorpyrifos
Multifamily Residential Ammonia, ammonia nitrogen, nitrite

nitrogen, TSS, PAH, diazinon, chlorpyrifos
Mixed Residential Ammonia, nitrate, total zinc, PAH,

diazinon, chlorpyrifos

¯ ¯ Receiving water impact studies should be performed on significant impaired water bodies to
identify, impacts due to stormwater. Such impact studies could include assessments of
bioassessment.

¯ Support and cooperation should continue with the Southern California Coastal Waters
Research Project in conducting current research and calibrating ~vater quality models for the
Santa Monica Bay and kos Angeles River.

Los Angeles County Department of Public Works ES-9
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¯ Similar water quality models should be initiated for other parts of the County where indicator
bacteria impair beneficial uses.

¯ Support and cooperation should continue with the Corps of Engineers’ Sediment Control
Management Plan and the Coastal Commission Sediment Task Force.

¯ Studies of receiving water and stormwater impacts due to aerial deposition should be
conducted on inland watersheds.

¯ Major tributaries to Ballona Creek should be surveyed to find possible contributing areas and
sources of trace zinc and copper.

¯ Two dry weather and two wet weather Toxicity Identification Evaluations should be
conducted for a full range of constituents on freshwater species for the L. A. River and
Dominguez Channel.

¯ Two wet weather Toxicity Identification Evaluations should be conducted for a full range of
constituents on freshwater species for the San Gabriel River.

¯ Follow-up studies should be conducted in Santa Monica Bay that address the persistence of
stormwater plumes following storm events, the toxicity of stormwater on other representative
species, and the fate of sediments in the Bay.

¯ A study should be conducted assessing the impacts due to stormwater on San Pedro Bay.

¯ Support and cooperation Should continue toward local and regional monitoring programs,
including but not limited to the Santa Monica Bay Restoration Project, the City of Long
Beach, and the developing Southern California Regional Stormwater Monitoring Coalition.

¯ Best Management Practices and impacts should be formally evaluated in controlled cases.
Current examples might include the City of Santa Clarita demonstration projects, catch basin
inse=s and deflectors, groundwater impacts due to stormwater infiltration, the Department of
Public Works’ parking lot retrofit, and storm drain low flow diversions.

¯ Continue the IC/ID model program as approved by the Regional Board on March 23, 1999.

¯ Calibrate the GIS Loading Model between monitored and unmonitored watersheds.
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Table ES-la. 1994-2000 Mass Emission Constituent Detection Rates

Ballona Creek     Malibu Creek Los Anqeles River Coyote Creek San Gabriel River

Miscellaneous Constituents
Cyanide" X X X & X
TPH X X & X
Oil and Grease X X & X
Total Phenols X X X & X

Indicator Bacteria" &

General Minerals
Ammonia X X
Calc=um
Magnesium
Potassium
Sodium
Bicarbonate
Carbonate X X X X X
Chloride
Flouride
Nitrate
Sulfate
Alkalinit~,
Hardness
COD
pH
Specific Conductance
Total Dissolved Solids"
Turbidity"
Total Suspended Solids*
Volatile Suspended Solids
MBAS X X X X
Total Organic Carbon
BQD

Nutrients
Dissolved Phosphorus"
Total Phosphorus"
NH3-N* X X X
Nitrate-N*
Nitrite-N" X
TKN"

Melals
Dissolved Aluminum X X X X
Total Aluminum*
Dissolved Antimony X X X X X
Total Antimony X X X X X
Dissolved Arsenic X X X X X
Total Arsenic X X X X X
Dissolved Barium
Total Barium
Dissolved Beryllium X X X X X
Total Beryllium X X X X
Dissolved Boron
Total Boron
Dissolved Cadmium" X X X X X
Total Cadmium X X X X X
Oissolved Chromium X X X X X
Total Chromium X X X X X
Dissolved Chromium +6 X X X X X
Total Chromium *6 X X X X X
Dissolved Copper* X X

tw DL_SEASON_9400_ME.xls
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Table ES-la. 1994-2000 Mass Emission Constituent Detection Rates

Ballona Creek Malibu Creek Los AnQeies River Coyote Creek San Gabriel River
Total Copper*
Dissolved Iron X X X
Total Iron
Dissolved Lead* X X X X X
Total Lead* X X X X
Dissolved Manganese X X X X X
Total Manganese X X X X X
Dissolved Mercury X X X X X
Total Mercury" X X X X X
Dissolved Nickel* X X X X
Total Nickel" X
Dissolved Selenium X X X X X
Total Selenium X X X X X
Dissolved Silver X X X X X
Total Silver X X X X X
Dissolved Thallium X X X X X
Total Thallium X X X X X
Dissolved Zinc" X X X X X
Total Zinc" X X X

SVOCs
Bis(2-eth),thex~,l)phthalate" & & & & &
PAHs

Phenanthrene* & & & & &
Pyrene* & & & & &
All other PAHs & & & & &

All other SVOCs X X X X X

Pesticides
Or~anochlorine Pesticides & PCBs X X X X X
Carbofuran X X X X X
Gl~’phosate X X X X X
Or~lano.-Phosphate Pesticides

Diazinon* X X X X X
Chlorp)~rifos" X X X X X

N- and P-Containing Pesticides
Thiobencarb X X X X X
All other N- and P- Pesticieds X X X X X

Phenox),acetic Acid Herbicides
2,4-D X X X X X
2,4,5-TP X X X X X
Bentazon X X X X X

X = less than 25% detection in ten consecutive samples

- = more than 25% detection in ten consecutive samples

& = less than 10 samples tested

" Constituent of concern

tw DL_SEASON_9400_ME.xls
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Table ES-lb. 1994-2000 Land Use Constituent Detection Rates

High Density
Single Famit~ Trans*    Light Multi-Family Mixed

¢ommerciallVacant Residential portation Industrial Educational Residential Residential

Miscellaneous Constituents
Cyanide" & X & & & & & &
TPH & X & & & & & &
Oil and Grease & X & & & & & &
Total Phenols & X & & & & & &

~Indicator Bacteria* & & & & & & &

General Minerals
Ammonia X X
Calcium
Magnesium
Potassium
Sodium
Bicarbonate
Carbonate X X X X X X X X
Chtonde
Flouride X X X X X X X
Nitrate
Sulfate
Alkalinity
Hardness
COO X
pH
Sl:)ecific Conductance
Total Dissolved Solids’
Turbidity*
Total Suspended Solids’
Volatile Suspended Solids -
MBAS X X X X X X X

Total Organic Carbon -
BOD

Nutrients

Dissolved Phosphorus" X
Total Phosphorus" X
NH3-N* X X
Nitrate-N" X X X X
Nithte-N* X X

Metals
Dissolved Aluminum X X X X X X X
Total AJuminum" X X ~

D=ssolved Antimon~l X X X X X X X X

Total Antimon), X X X X X X X X
Dissolved Arsenic X X X X X X X X
Total Arsenic X X X X X X X X
Dissolved Barium
Total Badum
Dissolved Beryllium X X X X X X X X

Total Beryllium X X X X X X X X
Dissolved Boron X X X X
Total Boron X
Dissolved Cadmium" X X X X X X X X
Total Cadmium X X X X X X X X
Dissolved Chromium X X X X X X X X

Total Chromium X X X X X X X X

tw DL_SEASON_9400_LU.xls
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SECTIONF!  Conclus|oi sandRecommendaUons

5.1 OBJECTIVES ACHIEVED
Since 1994, the goal of the Monitoring Program has been to develop information to support
effective watershed stormwater quality management programs. The primary objectives of the
Monitoring Program, as outlined in the Permit and Section 1 of this report, follow.

5.1.1 Track Water Quality Status, Pollutant Trends and Pollutant Loads, and Identify
Pollutants of Concern

Water quality status and pollutant trends and loads were successfully addressed by all of the
major monitoring program elements: the Santa Monica Bay receiving waters impact study, the
mass emission monitoring element, the land use monitoring element, and the critical source
monitoring element.

The Santa Monica Bay receiving waters impact study extended from the 1996-97 through the
1998-99 storm seasons and focused on discharge from Ballona and Malibu Creeks.

The five mass emission stations located on major tributaries to the Pacific Ocean sampled runoff
from 1220 of 2086 square miles of the Los Angeles coastal basin. The only major watershed not
monitored for mass emissions was the largely undeveloped Santa Clara River ~vatershed in the
northwest part of the permit area. The mass emission data was also used to identify pollutants of
concern and to calculate seasonal loads. Since January 1995, 212 station events have been
sampled. Generally, sampling activities were conducted according to plan, and attempts were
made to capture as many storms as possible. Initial mechanical difficulties with the sampling
equipment were overcome over the years of use.

The siting of these stations was dictated in large part by accessibility and the availability of
public right of way. All five mass emission stations were set up in existing Department of Public
Works stream gauge shelters. Two of the mass emission stations, Ballona Creek and Malibu
Creek, have the longest record, sampling since January 1995, and the balance of the mass
emission stations have been sampling since the 1995-96 storm season. The automated
equipment also provided the collection of flow-weighted composite samples, which reflect and
allow for varying constituent concentrations throughout the storm event.

The sampling of runoff from land use specific drainage areas also began in January 1995 with
the installation of automated equipment in the Santa Monica Pier drain (retail/commercial). By
th: 1995-96 season, four more of the current land use monitoring stations were installed (high
density SFR, vacant, light industrial, and transportation). When the current permit came into
effect in July, 1996, t~vo more land use stations were installed (multifamily residential and
educational). The final land use monitonng station (mixed residential) was installed by the
1997-98 storm season. Similar flow-weighted compositing was accomplished through the use of
automated equipment for sampling runoff from land use-specific drainage areas.

In contrast to the mass emission stations, land use monitoring stations are largely located in
underground drains. Their siting was therefore more complicated, requiring the identification of
locations where the drainage area was the predominant land use, where there was a manhole near
available power in available right-of-way, where the drain was not surcharged in a moderate
storm, and where personnel would be relatively safe. Since 1995, 396 station events have been
sampled.
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SECTIONF!  Conclusions and Recommendations

The land use monitoring was successful at characterizing runoff from land use specific drainage
areas and developing seasonal mean concentrations. Seasonal mean concentrations (also called
Event Mean Concentrations) were used for calculating loading from unmonitored watersheds. It
was found that seasonal mean concentrations were below the 25% error rate in 77"/o of
circumstances.

Monitoring at the land use stations and mass emission stations included a broad constituent suite
including bacteria, metals, organics, major ions, and nutrients. The laboratory analytical efforts
achieved detection limits (DL) as required by the Permit for all constituents, and achieved DEs
that were lower than Permit requirements for many analytes, particularly for constituents of
concem.

5.1.2 Monitor and Assess Pollutant Loads from Specific Land Uses and Watershed Areas

The mass emission and land use monitoring elements were successful at assessing loading.
Loading was first reported in the 1994-95 Los Angeles County Stormwater Monitoring Report.
Subsequent loading based on both observed and modeled data was also reported in the 1998-99
and 1999-2000 Reports. The County’s GIS Loading Model has been recognized as an
innovative solution to estimating loading in unmonitored watersheds.

5.1.3 identify, Monitor, and Assess Significant Water Quality Problems Related to Stormwater
Discharges Within the Watershed

The monitoring program was successful at identifying significant water quality problems
associated with stormwater discharge. First, the Santa Monica Bay receiving waters impacts
study identified zinc and copper from Ballona Creek discharge as being toxic to the fertilization
rate of simple marine animals. Toxicity testing of dry and wet weather flow in the Los Angeles
and San Gabriel Rivers also identified toxicity problems. The extent and severity of bacterial
indicators was better understood through wet weather mass emission sampling and ad hoc dry
weather sampling.

5.1.4 Identify Sources of Pollutants in Storrnwater Runoff

All of the major monitoring program elements were used successfully to identify stormwater
pollutant sources. The Santa Monica Bay receiving waters study identified Ballona Ck., and not
Malibu Ck., as a contributor of stormwater toxicity. Further, it identified zinc and copper as two
metals contributing to the toxicity. The mass emission monitoring identified the Los Angeles
River as consistently contributing the most zinc, copper, and suspended solids.

The land use monitoring identified light industrial, transportation, and retail/commercial land
uses as developing the highest median concentrations for total and dissolved zinc. Light
industrial and transportation land uses displayed the highest median concentrations for total and
dissolved copper, and light industrial produced the highest concentrations of suspended solids.

Finally, the critical source monitoring program identified fabricated metal businesses as
producing the highest median concentrations for zinc, copper, and suspended solids.
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SECTIONF]VE Conclusions and Recommendations

5.1.5 Identify and Eliminate Illicit Discharges

Each Permittee has a program to identify and eliminate illicit connections to the storm drain
system to the maximum extent, practicable. One of the programs developed for the elimination
of illicit connections is open channel and underground storm drain inspections.

Most Permittees perform random area surveillance during dry and wet weather to inspect for
potential illegal discharges. The Permittees also conduct educational site visits at businesses.
During these visits, flyers with information on Best Management Practices (BMPs) applicable to
that business are distributed.

The County, maintaining the majority of the storm drains within Los Angeles County, conducts
routine inspections of the stoma drain system for illicit connections!illicit discharges. Maps and
connection inventory, reports tbr 1,304 storm drains have been prepared to facilitate these
inspections, which have resulted in the discovery of 1,993 undocumented connections as of July
of 1999. These connections are either removed or permitted.

A toll free number 1-888-CleartLA was created for the public to report observed illicit
connections/illicit discharges to the storm drain system.

It is recommended that the IC/ID model pro~am approved by the Regional Board on March 23,
1999, be continued.

5.1.6 Evaluate the Effectiveness of Management Programs including Pollutant Reductions
Achieved by Implementation of Best Management Practices (BMPs)

The Critical Source element of the monitoring program was successful at examining the potential
effectiveness of good housekeeping and preventive types of voluntary Best Management
Practices at one critical source industry. While two of the industries showed no significant
improvement as the result of implementing BMPs, the fabricated metal industry, showed
significant improvement for total and dissolved copper.

5.1.7 Assess the Impacts of Stormwater Runoff on Receiving Waters

The receiving waters impact study, one of the first to assess storm~vater impacts on the marine
environment, was very successful at assessing stormwater impacts on Santa Monica Bay. The
study was performed by the Southern California Coastal Waters Research Project, the University
of Southern California, and the University of California Santa Barbara. The plume study found
that freshwater plumes extended for a number of miles out to sea and often persisted for a
number of days after a storm. The toxicity study found that the stormwater discharge from
Ballona Creek was toxic to sea urchin fertilization and that dissolved zinc and copper were
contributors to the toxicity. The study also found that sediments offshore of Ballona Creek
generally had higher concentrations of urban contaminants, including common stormwater
constituents such as lead and zinc.

5.2 WIDE CHANNEL PILOT STUDY

The purpose of the wide channel pilot study 0,Voodward-Clyde et al, 1996) was to evaluate the
accuracy of a single point water quality intake in representing the water quality in wide channels.
Ballona Creek, Los Angeles River, San Gabriel River, and Coyote Creek can be considered wide
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SECTIONFIVE Conclusions and Recommendations
channels. The pilot study found the water homogenous through the depth and the width of the
channel. Thus, the single point intake produces a representative sample, and no adjustments
were made to the monitoring stations. A complete report of this pilot study may be found in
Appendix E.

Additional analysis was conducted in 1998 confirming that vertical mixing was achieved.

5.3 LOW FLOW PILOT STUDY

The purpose of the low flow pilot study (Woodward-Clyde et al, 1996) was to assess the
feasibility of modifying the automated sampling equipment at land use stations in order to
sample storms as small as 0.1 inch rainfall. The pilot study concluded that: operational
effectiveness of automated equipment dropped significantly for storms as low as 0. I" rainfall, the
feasibility and effectiveness of sample retrieval and transport became very difficult for such
storms, and the ability to program and maintain low flow settings at other automated samplers
could only be accomplished through large investments in telemetry.. A complete report of this
pilot study may be found in Appendix D.

Further analysis was conducted in 1998 that concluded 94 percent of total runoff volumes are
monitored using the 0.25 inch threshold. Therefore, monitoring continued unaltered.

5.4 FUTURE MONITORING RECOMMENDATIONS

The tbllowing recommendations include monitoring, research, and studies that should be
considered or undertaken to advance the understanding of stormwater quality science and
support future TMDL development. Because of their scope, such studies should be undertaken
by various entities, such as the Regional Water Quality Control Board, NPDES permittees, or by
collaborative efforts between private and public organizations.

5.4.1 Mass Emission Element

Because the Pacific Ocean is a primary resource to Southern California, it is recommended that
mass emission monitoring continue at the five existing sites for up to five storm events per
season.

Non-Detection Test: The Permit states that if a given constituent is not detected in at least 25%
of the samples taken in ten consecutive storm events at a given station, then that constituent may
qualify for removal from the analytical suite for the associated station. For mass emission
stations, several constituents met this criterion (see Table 4-7). Carbonate, the majority of heavy
metals (24 of the 38), and all of the pesticides met the criteria in each of the mass emission sites.
All of the semi-volatile constituents that had more than 10 samples met the criteria in each mass
emission site as well. (Due to the change in detection limits of many SVOCs, there were fewer
than I0 samples tested under the new limit.) Cyanide, total phenols, MBAS, dissolved
aluminum, dissolved nickel, and total lead had less than 25% detection in four of the five sites.
It is recommended that these constituents be removed from the analytical suite for the associated
stations.
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SECTIONFT  Conclusions and Recommendations
5.4.2 land Use Element

One of the goals of the land use monitoring element was to develop Event Mean Concentrations
(EMCs) for constituents of concern. The EMCs are used in the County’s GIS Loading Model to
calculate seasonal loading from unmonitored watersheds.

EMC Test: The Permit allows the discontinuation of monitoring at a land use station for specific
constituents once the event mean concentration (EMC) is derived with an error rate of 25% or
less. We used the mean standard error as a substitute for error rate as mutually agreed upon with
the RWQCB (Swamikannu, 1999). Nitrate-Nitrogen achieved the 25% error rate at each of the
land use monitoring sites. Total kjeldahl nitrogen (TKN) and total phosphorus met the criteria at
seven of the eight land use sites. Dissolved copper, total zinc, dissolved zinc, ammonia-nitrogen,
nitrate, and dissolved phosphorus met the criteria at six of the eight sites.

Of 115 station-constituents under investigation, 26 of them had an EMC with a mean standard
error higher than 25°,/o (Table 4-14). In other words, there were 26 station-constituents which
had a standard error (standard deviation of the mean) larger than 25% of their corresponding
mean concentrations. Carbonate, the majority of heavy metals (24 of the 38), and all of the
pesticides met the criteria in each of the land use sites. All of the semi-volatile constituents that
had more than I0 samples met the criteria in each land use site as well. (Due to the change in
detection limits of many SVOCs, there were fewer than 10 samples tested under the new limit.)
Flouride. MBAS, dissolved aluminum, and total lead had less than 25% detection in seven of the
eight sites.

Given the findings of both the non-detect test and the EMC test, it is recommended that the
following land use stations monitor the following constituents only:

Constituents for Future Land Use Monitoring
LAND USE STATION DRAINAGE SYSTEM FUTURE MONITORING

RetailtCommercial Santa Monica Pier Drain Ammonia, total and dissolved
copper, nitrate, total lead, TSS,
PAH, diazinon, chlorpyrifos.

Vacant Sawpit Wash TKN, TSS, PAH, diazinon,
chlorpyrifos.

High Density Single Family Bond Issue Project 620 Total Lead, PAH, diazinon,
Residential chlorpyrifos.

I ran~portation Duminguez Channel PAH, diazinon, chiorpyritb.;

Light Industrial Bond Issue Project 1202 Total Copper, PAH, diazinon,
chlorpyrifos.

Educamm Bond Issue Project 474 Total Copper, Total Zinc, TSS,
PAH, diazinon, chlorpyrifos.

Multitam~iv Residential Bond Issue Project 404 Ammonia, Ammonia Nitrogen,
Nitrite Nitrogen, TSS, PAH,
diazinon, chlorpyrifos.

Mixed Residential Bond lssue Project 156 Ammonia, Nitrate, Total Zinc, PAH,
diazinon, chlorpyrifos.

Los Angeles County Department of Public Works 5-5

R0001313
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Note that the retail/commercial site was removed in 1999 for construction of the City of Santa
Monica’s stormwater treatment plant. Future monitoring at this site may be in jeopardy.

5.4.3 Critical Source Element

Limited success was achieved in evaluating BMP effectiveness for two of the first three
industries. The reasons for no discernable differences in concentrations before and after BMP
implementation at the two industries are not obvious, but may include the voluntary nature of the
BMP usage. However, valuable baseline data has been collected to date, and success was seen at
one critical source industry. Therefore, it is recommended that the critical source program
continue as described in the 1996 Municipal Stormwater Permit until eight critical industries are
studied.

5.4.4 TMDLs in Los Angeles County

By March. 2006, at least 22 impaired water bodies in Los Angeles County will come under Total
Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) regulation due to the recent Consent Decree (Los Angeles
Regional Water Quality Control Board et.al, 1999). The pollutants claimed to be causing
impairment include trash, nutrients, coliform, nitrogen, metal, PCBs, pesticides, and chlordane.
It is recommended that receiving water impact studies be performed on significant impaired
water bodies to identi~ impacts due to stormwater. Such impact studies could include
assessments of bioassessment.

5.4.5 Constituents of Concern

The following recommendations are based on the observation of problems identified by the
monitoring program, namely: dry and wet weather bacteria indicators, zinc and copper toxicity in
Ballona Ck., suspended solids linked to contaminated sediments, and toxicity in the Los Angeles
and San Gabriel Rivers. These recommendations also recognize the concerns regarding possible
stormwater impairment to ~vater bodies under the forthcoming TMDL regulations.

5.4.5.1 Bacteria

Wet weather observations suggest that peak coliform levels may be related to regional
t-,ydr~lc, gic conditions. In an effort to characterize the presence and persistence of indicator
bacteria in dry and wet weather, the Southern California Coastal Waters Research Project is
conducting research and calibrating water quality models. Participation in these studies is
recommended. It is further recommended that similar studies be initiated for other parts of the
County where indicator bacteria impair beneficial uses.

5.4.5.2 Contaminated Sediments

Because contaminated sediments can be linked to suspended solids in stormwater, participation
in the Corps of Engineers’ Sediment Control Management Plan and the Coastal Commission
Sediment Task Force is recommended. It is further recommended that receiving water impacts
due to aerial deposition studies be conducted on inland watersheds.
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5.4.5.3 Stormwater ToxicitY

With the identification of zinc and copper in Ballona Creek stormwater discharge, it is
recommended that major tributaries to Ballona Creek be surveyed to find possible contributing
areas and sources.

It is recommended that two dry weather and two wet weather Toxicity Identification Evaluations
be conducted for a full range of constituents on freshwater species on the L. A. River and
Dominguez Channel.

It is recommended that two wet weather Toxicity Identification Evaluations be conducted for a
full range of constituents on freshwater species on the San Gabriel River.

5.4.6 Receiving Waters Impacts

It is recommended that follow-up studies be conducted in Santa Monica Bay that address the
persistence of storm~vater plumes following storm events, the toxicity of stormwater on species
other than sea urchins, and the fate of sediments in the Bay.

It is further recommended that a study be conducted assessing the impacts due to stormwater on
San Pedro Bay.

5.4.7 Other Monitoring Activities

Participation and cooperation with local and regional monitoring programs is recommended,
including but not limited to the Santa Monica Bay Restoration Project, the City of Long Beach,
and the developing Southern California Regional Stormwater Monitoring Coalition.

It is also recommended that Best Management Practices and impacts be formally evaluated.
Examples would include the City of Santa Clarita demonstration projects, catch basin inserts and
deflectors, groundwater impacts due to stormwater infiltration, the Department of Public Works’
parking lot retrofit, and storm drain low flow diversions.
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Monitoring Program Review

Objectives               t ’          Achievements              !             Recommendations
1 Develop Event Mean Concentrations (EMCs) 1. Identified constituents that may qualify for removal 1. According to the 1996 NPDES permit (Attachment C,
for constituents of concern listed in Attachment C, item from the analytical suite (Table 4-13 in the Integrated item B.1 .e), constituents with less than 25% detection in
B 1 c of the 1996 NPDES permit -> EMCs are used to report), ten consecutive samples will not be fudher analyzed. We
calculate seasonal loading from unmonitored watersheds, identified that most of SVOCs and all Pesticides met the

above creteda.

1"2 Idenhfy possible sources of storm water pollutants. 2. EMCa were derived based on water quality data 2. Monitoring shall be reduced at all stations to five events
for last 6 storm seasons, per year (four events for selected constituents and one for

all constituents)

3. Computed pollutant loads from SMBRP basins, 3. Restore the monitoring station in Santa Monica or build
Santa Clara River watershed and Dominguez a new one for Retail/Commercial land use
Channel/L.A. Harbor watershed for last 6 storm
seasons.
4. There are not enough data for constituents that
belong to OG group such as oil and grease, total
)henols, cyanide, TPH, and bacteria indicators. (We
started taking grab samples this storm season.)

t. Calculate seasonal loads in major watershed 1, Identified constituents that may qualify for removal 1. According to the 1996 NPDES permit (Attachment C,
management areas. ’rom the analytical suite (Table 4-7 in the integrated item B.2.c), constituents with less than 25% detection in

repod), ten consecutive samples will not be further analyzed. We
identified that most of SVOCs and all Pesticides met the
above creteda.

2~-id~ntify pollutants of concern (by comparison with 2. Calculated pollutant loads from 5 major watersheds 2. Begin monitoring stormwater quality in Dominguez
~hree water quality objectives) (L.A. RNer, S.G. River, Malibu Creek, Ballona Creek Channel/L.A. Harbors (highest overall imperviousness

and Coyote Creek) for last 6 storm seasons, among major WMAs) to study urbani:,ation impacts on
stormwater quality.

3. Identified 32 pollutants of concern (Table 4-6b in the 3. According to the permit (Attachment C, item B.2.a),
integrated repod), monitoring shall be reduced at all stations to five events

per year.
........... 4. Monitor water qualm/of dry weather flow three

times/year to investigate Impacts of point source
discharges and evaluate effectiveness of low-flow
diversion projects..



Characterize the critical source runoff - 1 st year. 1. Auto dismantling, auto repair and fabncated metals 1. It is recommended that effectiveness of BMP
- done with I st year and 2nd year sampling, equipment be evaluated by experiments under controlled

environment because comparison study conducted last
year between companies with BMPs and those without

~ BMPs showed virtually no significant improvement in
¯ ~ water qualit~ as a result of implementing BMPs.
o

- Assess effectiveness or BMPs - 2nd year. 2 Motor freight and automobile dealers - done w~th
~- 1st year sampling and in 2nd year sampling.
~ 3. Chemical manufacturing, machinery manufacturing

and rubber and plastics - in 1 st year sampling.
4. Examined eff’K;iency of BMPs at auto dismantling,
auto repair and fabricated metals industries (Table 4-15 in
the inter, rate~, repod)



Table1. Monitoring Cost Analysis

Constituents analyzed Cost Analysis
No of General Heavy Miscellaneous Indicator Sampling Station

Element Storm Monitoring SVOCs Pesticides Lab Cost Capital CostI MaterialsI Total
Season Minerals Metals Constituents Bacteda Labor1 Maintenance~

Events
4      X      X       X       X     X          $38,0002001-2002
1 X X X X X X $13,000
4 X X X X $27,200

2002-2003
1         X        X           X          X        X        X      $13,000

~ 12003-2004 4 X X X X $27,200 $60,000 $167,500 $16,250 $96,250
¯ ~ 1 X X X X X X $13,000

4 X X X X $27,2OO~ 2004-2005
1 X X X X X X $13,000
4 X X X X $27,200

2005-2006
1       X      X        X        X      X      X    ~13,000

"fotat II 25 $211,800 $60,000 $167,500 $16,250 $96.250 $551,800

Constituents analyzed

I

Cost Ar~alysis

=1 Storm No. of Sampling Station
Elementl ~ IIMonitoring General Heavy Miscellaneous Indicator Materials1 Total

I beason II Events Minerals Metals Constituents Ba~eda SVOCs Pesticides Lab Cost Capital Cost1 Labor1 Maintenance1

.2002I, 4 X X X X X $28,800
2001 1 X X X X X X $9,700

4 X X X X $20,400
: 2002-2003
.£ 1 X X X X X X $9,700
._ 4 X X X X $20,400
E 2003-2004 $60,000 $113,750 $13.750 $62,500
u~ 1 X X X X X X $9,700
m 4 X X X X $20,400m 2004-2005m 1 X X X X X X $9,700

2005-2006 4 X X X X $20,400
1 X X X X X X :~9,700

I Tota J! 25 J $158,900 $60,000 $113,750 $13,750 $62,500 $408,900

Constituents analyzed
No. of

Element Dry Monitoring General Heavy Miscellaneous Indicator
Season Minerals Metals Constituents Bacteda

SVOCs Pesticides Lab Cost
Events

oc 2001 3 X X X X X X $29,100
a 2002 3 X X X X X X $29.100 Total Cost=
~= ~ 2003 3 X X X X X X $29,100 $1,544,348

2004 3 x x x x x x $ ,100
2oo5 3 x x x x x x $ .100

:~ Total 15 ~ $145,50~

1. Estimates based on monitoring costs under the 1996 permit



Table , .,lonitoring Cost Analysis

Molor Freight Auto Dealers Chemical Manu.fa.~turing Machinery Manutactunng Rubber/Plastics Cost Analys!s

Element    Storm
Total    Capital Sampling

Season T10,11,12 C10,11.12 1t3,14.15 C13.t4,15 T16,17 C16,17 T19,20 C19,20 T22.23,24 C22,22LabAnnualcost C°stt Labor~ Materials~                               Total

~ 2002-200: 0 0 , 0 0 10 10 10 10 10    10 $971420
~)    Total ~ 7 7 I 7 6 I 10 11 11 ..... 12 I 13    13 l,$168,148 $41,250 $221,250 $7,500 $438,148

1 Estimates based on monitoring costs under the 1996 permit.



Future Monitoring Recommendations

Jl
Estimated

Recommendations CostElement
1) Continue Land Use Monitoring at existing locations and a new $552,000

location for Retail/Commercial land use type (total eight stations) (for five

for five storms of each season (four storms for selected storm

E constituents and one for all constituents), seasons)

.~ 2) Continue Mass Emission Monitoring at existing locations and $409,000

2 a new location in Dominguez Channel/L.A. Harbor (total six (for five
n stations) for five storms of each season (four storms for selected storm

~- constituents and one for all constituents), seasons)

~ 3) Monitor water quality of dry weather flow at Mass Emission $146,000

o monitoring stations for three times of each year to investigate (for five
:~ =mpacts of point source discharges on surface water quality and years)

evaluate effectiveness of low-flow diversion projects.
4) Complete Cdtical Source monitoring program as originally $438,000

iplanned.
.1) Participate in SCCWRP bacteria TMDL modeling for L.A. River $75,000

~̄ Already underway; $100,000).
~ 2) Encourage and participate in development of similar modeling $200,000
= of Ballona Creek, Malibu Creek, San Gabdel River, Dominguez

Channel and Coyote Creek.

~ ,~ 1) Cooperate in source identification work by Corps and RWQCB

.~ ~
Task Force (already underway; $110,000) $110,000

L) 2) Aerial Deposition: Fund further inland studies b)/SCCWRP $100,000

>" 1) Investigate sources of zinc and copper in Ballona Creek
;̄~ drainage area using quick response kits $75,000

~ 2) Conduct L.A. River 2 dry and 2 wet weather TIEs over 2 years $80,000

"~ 3) Conduct Dominguez Channel 2dry and 2 wet weather TIEs over
~E 2 years $80,000

~ 4) Conduct San Gabriel River 2 wet weather TIEs over 2 years. $60,000

= ) San Pedro Bay over 3 years $700,000

_E ;!2) ~anta Monica E~ay Fol~ow-u~

~ a) Plume persistence ?

~ i b) Stormwater toxicity using other species .
= $45,000

~~ 3) Biological Diversity (Bioassessment) Monitoring on up to 22 per site &

rr" 303d Water Bodies a la FoLAR and Heal the Bay year
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1) Participate in Local and Regional Monitoring Program
a) Santa Monica Bay Restoration Project (already underway) $118,000
b) So. California Stormwater MonitodngCoalition (on hold by
Orange Co.; $14,000) $14,000
c) City of L.A. Beach Water Quality Advisory Group (already

.~ underway) $2,000
._> 2) BMP Evaluation
13 a) Santa Clarita demonstration projects (already underway;
~ $5,000/year) $25,000
t’-"

~ b) County catch basin inserts/deflectors ($5,000/year) $25,000
c) Groundwater impacts of infiltration (LA/SG Rivers;
$50,000/year) $100,000
d) DPW parking lot retrofit (already underway; $3,000,000) $200,000
e) Low flow diversions (already underway; $5,000/year) $25,000

i3) Form the BMP Task Force and evaluate BMPs $100,000

’iTotal $3,634,000
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Table 4-13. 1994-2000 Land Use Constituent Detection Rates

High Density
Single Family Trans- Light Multi-Family Mixed

Commercial Vacant Residential ~ortation Industrial Educational Residential Residential

Mi.= Ilaneous Constituents
Cyanide° & X & & & & & &

TPH & X & & & & & &

Oil and Grease & X & & & & & &

Total Phenols & X & & & & & &

Indicator Bacteria" & & & & & & &

G =1 Minerals
Ammonia X X

Calcium
Magnesium
Potassium -
Sodium -
8~carbonate
Carbonate X X X X X ___         X X X

Chloride
FIouride X X X X X X X

N~trate
Sulfate
Alkalinity
Hard
COD X

pH
Specific Conductance
Total Dis., .Ived Solids"
Turbidity"
Total Suspended Solids’
Volatile Susoended Solids
MBAS X X X X X X X

Total Orga Carbon

6OD

~lutrients

Dissolved Phosphorus" X

Total Phosphorus* X -.

NH3-N* X X

,’,4~lrate-N" X X X X

Metals
Dissolved Aluminum X X X Y

" T otal~-A-i~ir~ u m" X "

" Total An{~--o-ny -- X X X X X

Dissolved Arsemc ........... X X X X X

Total Arsemc X X ---~ .... __ X
X

~.-,,SSOlVeC] ~3ru ~ .... -- ......

Diss01~’&d BeryIhum .... X X X X X

Total Beryllium ........ X X - X - )~ --- X

--[~is-s-ol~e~c-adm,u-r~T -- x x x x x

Total Cadmium ........ X -- X X X X

--Diss--[31ved C-~Tbm,-~-~ ...... X X X X_.. X

- D,s%61ve-d- Chrom,~u-~ ;75 X X X X x
, X

tw OL_SEASON_9400_LU.xls Page 1 of 2
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Table 4-13¯ 1994-2000 Land Use Constituent Detection Rates

High Density
Single Family Trans- Light Multi-Family Mixed

Commercial Vacant Residential portation Industrial Educational Residential Residential

Dissolved Copper" X
Total Copper*

- Dissolved Iron X X X X X

Total Iron
Dissolved Lead* X X X X X X X X

Total Lead* X X X X X X X

Dissolved Manganese X X X X X X X X

Total Manganese X X X X X X X X

Dissolved Mercury X X X X X X X X

Total Mercury" X X X X X X X X

Dissolved Nickel* X X X X X X X X

Total Nickel* X X X X X X

Dissolved Selenium X X X X X X X X

Total Selenium X X X X X X X X

Dissolved Silver X X X X X X X X

Total Silver X X X X X X X X

Dissolved Thallium X X X X X X X X

Total Thallium X X X X X X X X

Dissolved Zinc" X X
Total Zinc* X X

SVOCs
Bis(2-ethylhexyl)phthalate* & & & & & & & &
PAHs

Phenanthrene° & & & & & & & &

Pyrene* & & & & & & &

All other PAHs & & & & & & & &
All other SVOCs X X X X X X X X

Pesticides
Organochlorine Pesticides & PCBs X X X X X X X X

Carbofuran X X X X X X X X

Glyphosate X X X X X X X X

Organo-Phosphate Pesticides
Diazinon" X X X X X X X X

CI ,torpynfos" X X X X X X X X

N- and P-Containing Pesticides
............................ "~--- X X X X X X XThiobencar~
............................. -x x x x x x x x
.__ALl_o!~_e_r" N_- 2__a~ P_-!~e_Sti~c.,e_g_S ...........

Phenoxyacet~c Acid Herbicides ............
~ ........X !I -----~-2,~-0 ........ X x --~ x ..... ~ ..... ~----

-~ 4 ~-TF ................... x x x -- ~, .... 7<- ! -- -~- x x
~,,n ~a ~[-:,,~ " .... X × X ...... X ..........~-- i .... X- X X

X = less than 25% detection in ten consecutive samples
- = more than 25% getection in ten consecutive samples
& = ~ess than 10 samples tested

¯ Const=tuent of comcern

t~, DL_SEASON_9400_LU.xls Page 2 of 2
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Table 4-7. 1994-2000 Mass Emission Constituent Detection Rates

Ballona Creek Malibu Creek Los An,qeles River Coyote Creek San Gabdel River

vliscellaneous Constituents
Cyanide" X X X & X

TPH X X & X

Oil and Grease X X & X

Total Phenols X X X & X

Indicator Bacteria" &

General Minerals
Ammoma X X

Calcium
Magnesium
Potassium

~ Sodium
Bicarbonate
Carbonate X X X X X

Chloride
Fiounde
N~lrate
Sulfate
Alkalinity
Hardness
COD
pH
Specific Conductance
Total Dissolved Solids" "

Turbidity*
Total Suspended Solids"
Volalde Suspended Solids
MBAS X X X X

Total Orgamc Carbon - -
BOD "

Nutrients

Dissolved Phosphorus"
Total Phosphorus"
NH3-N" X X X

N~trate-N’
N~Inte-N" X

Metals
Dissolved Aluminum X X X X

Total Aluminum"
Dis sBiv e d-A~tlm o--~ ~/ ........... X X X X X

Total An ti-r~-ny X X X X .... X

- ~iss---~]v~a- Arsemc X X X X .... X

- T~’I~]" Ars~i--~-- .......... X X X X X

m~ 5sol,,,ed
Total Barium ....
oisso~ve~ a~ryHiuZ’F ........ x ...... ~- x x x

Total 8 or-(~ r’; ..........
Dissolved Cad m.J m-’ ...... X X X X X

T~-~i Cadmium " X X X X X

D~ssolved Chromium X X X X X

- To-lal Chromium X X X X X

- To-t~]l Chromium *6 X X X _ X ............. X_ ....

tw DL SEASON_9400_ME.xls Page 1 of 2
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Table 4-7. 1994-2000 Mass Emission Constituent Detection Rates

Ballona Creek Malibu Creek Los Ancleles River Coyote Creek San Gabriel River

Dissolved Copper" X X

Total Copper"
Dissolved Iron X X X

Total Iron
Dissolved Lead" X X X X X

Total Lead" X X X X

Dissolved Manganese X X X X X

Total Manganese X X X X X

Dissolved Mercury X X X X X

Total Mercury" X X X X X

Dissolved Nickel" X X X X

Total Nickel* X

Dissolved Selenium X X X X X

Total Selenium X X X X X

Dissolved Silver X X X X X

Total Silver X X X X X

--0issolved Thallium X X X X X

- -Total Thallium X X X X X

Dissolved Zinc" X X X X X

Total Zinc" X X X

SVOCs
Bis(2-ethylhex~l)phthalate" & & & & &
PAHs

’-- Phenanthrene" & & & & &
Pyrene° & & & & &

All other P~Hs & & & & &
All otr~er SVOCs X X X X X

Pesticides
Organochlorme Pesticides & PCBs X X X X X

Carboturan X X X X X

Glyphosate X X X X X

Or~lano-Phosphate Pesticides
Oiazinon" X X X X X

Chlorpvnfos" X X X X X

--N- and P-containing Pesticides
Thioben ¢.’..’.q X X X X X

- ~ll oT~r_ ,%- ~q~-: ~’~..5-hcleds ...................................X X ~- ...... X X

Phenox~!acet~c ~,ci~ He~:bicides
"4-0 " - - X ....... -x .... ’-    -x- ..... x x

X = less than 25% detection in ten consecutive samples
- = more than 25% detection in ten consecutive samples

& = less than 10 samples tested

" Conshtuent of concern

R0001325

tw DL SEASON 9400 ME.xls Page2of2



Table 4-6b. 1994-2000 Comparison of r~lass Emissions Annual Mean Concentrations to Objectives by Site

Ballona Creek " ~ Malibu Creek ° Los Angeles River "
I

Co~,ote Creek San Gabriel River " G~and

95 96    ~/ | 98 | 5~9 I 2000~lotal| 95 ~ 96 J 97/ 98    99 2~ To~l ~    97    98 ~ 20~ TotalI ~    97    ~ 99 2000 Total ~    97    98    99 20~lTotal



Table 4-1 5. Comparison of Critical Source Results Before and After BMP Implementation

Auto Dismantling-Control Auto Dlsmantlin~-BMP BMP
~o el , Percenl No o! Percenl

t
I

Percent

(.’lass Consllluenl [), ~,~,~ Samples Detecls Mean Median CV Samples Detect~ Mean Median CV Post BMP Median Change

(Jd ,=ll~rl Gfea’~l~ ~ ,,-p ’~#J 5G 7 4 I 6 2 08 24 92 /. 0 5 2 0 92 Increased 222%
1PH as Gasul.~e r~.. ~.0~ 105 I 9 SID SID, SID 24 0 SID SID SID. S.I.D

IPI-I as D~esel o5 ~ 105 i 2 SIO SID. S.ID 22 0 SID. SID SID. SID

Total Coliform 20 MPNHOOm, 24 100 361.667 300,000 069 24 t00 603,315 300,000 096 NO Change 0%
Fecal Col~lorm 20 ~*Pr.~oo~ 24 100 169,65! 130,000 1.01 24 100 416.708 300,000 ! 1 00 Increased 131%

Raise Fecal Col~torrn~-[olal Cohfoml 0 S I D : S I D S I,O. S I.D. 0 S.ID. S.I D S I O SID. SI.D.
Fecal Slreplococcus                      ~’o uP~looml 24 100 , 401.16~’ 240,000 1.63 24 100 951,542 300,000 2 08 Increased 25%

Fecal Enlerococcus 20 MPN~00~ 24 100 ’ 216,883 110,000 163 24 100 480.429 240.000 210 Increased 110%

General Minerals
COO                                    ~ mg~ 35 t 100 ’ 114 84 0.91 6 83 72 62 0 83 Decreased -26%

pH o ~ 133 ~ 100 66 6.5. 006 26 100 6.4 6 4 003 Decreased -2%

Specd~c Cooduc~nce t 0 .~uc~ 131
I

100 i 203 189 056 26 100 145 131 046 Decreased -31%

Total Dissolved Sohds ~ 0 mq~t 27 100 ~, 104 90 0 43 6 100 71 66 0.38 Decreased -2}’%
Total Suspended Sohds 2 o ,~’,94 29 : 100 ! 71 50 0.73 6 100 58 56 5 053 Increased 13%

MBAS o05 ~’1~ 35 60 0 17 0.08 154 6 100 010 009 0 20 Increased 8%

Total Organic Carbon t o ~^ 31 ! 100 I 22 18 0.59 6 100 13 12 0 23 Decreased -34%

Dissolved Aluminum 10o ~,9,i 37 i 41 i 109 50 1 84 6 0 l & l Possible Decrease

Total Aluminum leo ~,g~ 31 i 100 i 918 329 2.57 6 50 115 90 0.75 Decreased -73%

Dissolved Cadmium 1 ,~’i 37 i 54 i 1 6 1.0 1.09 6 33 1.0 0 5 0.80 Decreased

"[Dial Cadmium t ,,o. 3/’ i 81 ! 2 6 2.0 0.88 6 83 1.7 1 4 0,77 Decreased -31%

Dissolved Chrortlilim 5 i,gn 37 l 14 i S.I D. S.I.D. S.I.D. 6 0 SI D. S.I D. S.I.D. SJ.D.
Total Chromium s i,g.~ 37 ; 46 1 6 0 2.5 1.07 6 17 & & i & Possible Decrease 0%

Dissolved Copper ~ ~g~ 37 ! tO0 42 31 0.91 6 100 18 14 051 Decreased -54%

Total Copper ~ =,~ 37 i t00 62 42 0.96 6 100 25 21 0,59 Decreased -51%

Dissolved Iron loo =,~n 3/’ 41 307 50 223 6 33 108 50 0,83 No Change 0%

Total Iron ~oo ,,s. 37 95 1580 650 2,21 6 67 215 210 0.71 Decreased -68%

Dissolved Lead s ~,~ 3/’ 38 i 20 2.5 3.03 6 17 & & l & Possible Decrease 0%

[Dial Lead 5 =,g~ 37 tOO J 46 17 2.12 6 67 64 59 ! 063 Decreased -65%

Dissolved Nickel s ~,g~ 3}’ 95 ~, 16 15 0.65 6 83 8.5 72 ! 0,52 Decreased

Nickel ~ .,o~* 37 i t00 i 20 17 0.60 6 100 12 11 0,33 Decreased -35%

Dissolved Zinc so ,,on 37 i 100 ; 283 192 1.06 6 100 228 202 053 Increased 5%

]oral Z~nc ~o ,,,¥= 37 ! 100 ] 355 254 0.86 6 100 281 252 0.43 Decreased -1%

SVOCs l
Bis(2-eihylhe*yl)phlhalale :~ ,,~, ~05 98 I 33 26 090 22 95 33 11 209 Decreased -57%

PAHs2 05 s o .o~ 105 i 0 1 S I O. S,I.D. SLD 22 0 SI.D. S.t D, S.I.D. S.ID,
All giber SVOCs 051 o =,g, 105 I 0 I S I D S,ID, SI.D. 22 0 S.ID SI D. S.ID. S

Indicator Bacteria lested during 1999-2000 storm season only
2 PAl Is Iosled dunng 1999-2000 stort~ season only
S I [3 = Stallslically invahd Data. nol enougl~ data above delecl~on limit collected
& = Statistically vahd data in ~e coRm’el sites but detected in tess ~an 20% o1 ~s samples in ~e BMP silos
C # = Coefficient o{ variation
DL = Detection Limil
Possible Decrease = Less than 20% detects BMP, but existing data shows a possible lowered median

tw SEASON_9400_CS xls                                                                                                                                                                                                                         Page I ol 3



Table 4-1 5. Comparison of Critical Source Results Before and After BMP Implementation
Auto Repair-Control                              Auto Repalr-BMP                            BMP

N~ of I Percent i                                        No o|     Percent                ’"                                          I Percenl
Class Consblue~t o~ tj~,$ Samples ! Detects t Mean Median CV Samp4es DetecL~ Mean Median CV Pos BMP Median[ Change

I(~)d and Grease i ,,.,~ (37 (;3 10 3.2 ’ 1 62 24 t00 10 6 6 078 Increased 105%
TPH as Gasohrte o ~ ,,~o~t 9u 0 S I D S I D. SI O. 24 4 SI.D. S ID SID. 51.O.
"IPH as O~esel 0 s ~r,o,~ 91 0 S I D SI D. S.tD. 23 0 S.I.D. S.I D S.I.D. SID.

Total Colilonn 20 M~rut OOm, ,;1 100 44.510 ~00 4.40 24 100 97,426 40,000 1.06 Increased 7900%
Fecal Coliform ;,o uPt~oo~ 21 tOO 4,935 300 395 24 100 51.568 19,500 1.51 Increased 6400%
RalK) Fe¢.~l Cohlon-n£1otal Col=form 9 100 39% 33% 0.58 2 S I D. S.I.D. S ID. S.I.D. S.tD.
Fecal Slreptococcus 2o ~.~e~o~m~ 21 tOO 4.368 1.300 1.48 24 100 53,939 22,500 1 30 Increased 1631%
Fecal Enlerococcus 20 MPr~’~ oom~ 21 100 2,873 700 2.16 24 100 21,169 ! 5,000 185 Increased 614%

CO0 s ~,t 29 97 112 62 t .40 7 7! 97 46 1.51 Decreased -27%
pH o ~= 118 100 6.5 6,6 0.11 28 100 60 60 0.09 Decreased -9%
Specific Conductance 1 o =mr~cm 120 100 114 81 0.96 28 100 60 50 0.75 Decreased -39%
Total Dissolved Solids 20 ,,~ ;3 100 60 48 0.68 7 100 49 32 0.61 Decreased -33%
Total Suspended Sohds 2 c~ mo~ 27 100 184 121 1.t~t 7 100 144 86 106 Decreased -29%
MBAS o 05 ,~,t 31 55 0 20 0 066 1.66 7 100 0.14 015 032 Increased 124%
Total Organic Cad)on z 0 mon 2P. 100 25.9 13.2 t.47 7 100 21 11 1.14 l

Oee-J~ased -17%

D=ssolved Alum=num ~o,~ ~,~= 32 34 151 50 1,20 7 0 & & & ! Possible Decrease 0%
Tolal Alun.num loo ~.~,~ 32 81 876 385 1.88 7 14 & & & Possible Decrease -87%
Oissolved Cadm,um ~ ~,g,t 31 26 1.02 0.50 1.03 7 0 & & & Possible Decrease 0%
Total Cadn.um ~ ,,~l 31 58 235 1 70 1.21 7 14 & & & Possible Decrease -71%
Dissolved Chrom=um S ~,0~ 32 13 S.ID. S.I.D. S.I.D. 7 0 SID. S ID. SI.D. SI.D.
Total Chromium s ~,~. 32 47 7 6 25 1.22 7 0 & & & Possible Decrease 0%
O~ssolved Copper s ~.~ 32 91 40 29.2 0.85 7 100 35 22 0 1.04 Decreased -25%
"Iotal Copper ~ ~.,~ ,~ 32 94 76 51 1.45 ? 100 43 28 0.89 Decreased -45%

Dissolved Iron too ~,0-~ 3 ? 53 366 95 1.78 7 29 99 50 0.89 Decreased -47%
Total Iron ~oo ~,,)~ ~ 2 84 2820 1119 1 72 ? 57 224 260 0.78 Decreased -77%
D~ssolved Lead 5 ,,,~ 32 66 48 13 1.86 7 100 47 43 0.83 Increased 220%
] ot~l Lead ~ ~,,.v~ 32 81 246 51 3.50 7 100 75 60 0.68 Increased 18%
Dissolved Nickel s .,~= 32 56 7 2 5.3 0.7/ 7 14 & & & Possible Decrease -53%
Nick el s ~,Q,~ 32 78 33 12 3.18 7 43 9.7 2 5 1.15 Decreased -79%
Dissolved Z~nc ".o ,g~= 32 88 232 189 0.98 7 t00 221 229 043 Increased 21%
]otal Zinc so ~,g,~ 32 94 466 276 1.75 7 100 263 256 0.39 Decreased -7%

SVOCs

pAHs;~ o 5.~ o ~,on 98 O S/D. S.I.D. S.I.D 23 0 S.I.D. SID. I SI.D. S.I.D.
All other SVOCs o ~, t o ,,~ 98 i 0 I S ID. S.ID. S.I.D. 23 0 S.ID S I D ! SID. S.I D.

1 Indicalor Bacteria tesled dunng 1999-2000 slDrm season only
2 PAHs tested during 1999-2000 storm ~eason only
S I D = Statistically Invalid Data, not enough data above detect,ion limit collected
& = Stalistically valid data in the ¢oflb’oI sites but detected in less than 20% of the lamples in the 8MP sites
CV : Coefficient of vanation
DL = Detection Limit
Possible Decrease = Less than 20% delects BMP, but existing data shows a po=sible lowered median
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Table 4-15. Comparison of Critical Source Results Before and After BMP Implementation
Fabricated Metal-Control Fabricated MetaI-BMP BMP

No of ~ Percent ~ No. of PercerW l Percent
Class Conshluenl r~ u~,~ Samples ! Oelects ! Mean Median CV Samples Detect"= M~an Median CV Post BMP Median I Change

LWI and C~ease ~ -,~, 49 i t3 i 13 6 3 5 1 98 20 85 5 3 9 0 92 Increased 11%"IPH as Gasol*ne oh m~ 49 ~ 0 I SID S.IO. SID 20 0 SID. StD. S.ID. SID.
IPH as Diesel 05 ,,~,~ 4,j 0 J SID SI.D. SID. 20 0 S.ID. SID SID. S.ID.

Total Cohlonn 20 ~P~.l~.,.. t5 I 100 i 288.713 30,000 2 1~’ 20 100 61,506 !,300 326 Decreased -96%Fecal Cohform ~o ~Ptu~oo~ 15 100 I 84,875 14,000 1.67 20 100 56,419 415 3.58 De(teased -07%

Fecal Slreploco~cus 2o ~.~P~=oo,.~ 15 I 100 286.931 9,000 1,92 20 100 59,740 500 1.73 Decreased -94%Fecal Enlerococcus 20 ~.~P~ t co~ 15 I 100 236,303 1,400. 237 20 100 16,939 95 2.08 Deol~ased -93%
General Minerals

COD                                    ~ ~g~ I ~, I 93 87 76 0,64 6 63 42 49 0.65 Decreased .-35%pH .... 64 I 100 i 6.1 6.0 0.10 23 100 6.1 60 0.07 Oe(t~ased -1%Specific ConducLance = o .m~uc., 64 ! JlOO 122 89 1.12 23 100 51 30 1.94 Decreased -87%
Total Dissolved Sohds z o m~~t 1!, j 100 69 64 0.55 6 100 22 22 0.33 De(teased -66%
Total Suspended SohO5 20 mo,~ 15 100 318 176 1.72 6 100 97 99 057 De(te~ased -44%
MBAS DeS ~a 15 I 100 027 0.25 063 6 67 0.060 0057 0.58 Decreased -77%Total O~ganic Carbon = 0 ~ 15 ] 100 22 23 0.70 6 100 5.2 5.2 0.31 Decreased -78%

D~ssolved Aluminum loo .~ 15 ! 87 434 205 0.99 6 67 633 129 1.39 Decreased -37%
Total Aluminum ~oo ~,9,~ 15 100 1859 1020 1.55 6 83 670 211 1.28 Deo’eased -79%D~ssolved Cadm~u=n t ,,g^ 15 33 I 0 93 0.50 0.57 6 0 & & & Possible De(tease 0%Tolal Cadmium ~ ~,,~. 15 53 i 15 1.2 1.04 6 17 & & & Possible Decrease -58%
Dissolved Chromium 5 .,~ 15 27 I I 4 2.5 1.74 6 0 & & & Possible Decrease 0%
Total Chromium s *,9’~ 15 53 i 12 7.1 1,55 6 0 & & & Possible Decrease -65%Dissolved Copper 5 ~,o.~ 15 tOO 285 122 1 33 6 100 42 25 0.89 Decreased -80%Total Copper 5 ~,w~ l 5 100 475 235 1.26 6 100 39 30 0.66 De(teased -87%Dissolved Iron loo ~,o,~ 15 i 100 I 719 511 0.75 6 67 405 280 1.10 Deo’eased -45%Total Iron ~0o ~,o~= 15 100 I 2054 942 1.27 6 67 5,48 460 0.96 Decreased -51%
D~ssolved tead ~ ,,9~= 15 100 54 36 0 85 6 50 31 10 1.56 Dect’ea sad -72%
Total Lead ~ ugh 15 100 151 126 1.04 6 100 51 13 1.39 Decreased -89%Dissolved Nickel s .~a 15 J 93 55 20 1.73 6 0 & & & Possible Decrease -87%
Nickel 5 .~ 15 100 72 23 1.51 6 17 & & & Possib/e Decrease -89%Dissolved Z~nc so .,~a 15 100 494 373 0.92 6 100 268 210 0 5.4 Decreased -44%
Total Zinc s0 ,,g~ t 5 100 I 5;’4 449 0.79 6 100 310 i 299 0.43 Decreased -34%

SVOCs ’
Bis(2-elhylhexyl)phthalate 3 ~,o~ 4~ 86 14 9 I 24 20 95 20 6 3 1.81 Decreased -3%

All other SVOCs o~.~o

1 Indic;JIo~ Bacteria tested dudng 1999-2000 slotm season only
2 PAHs tested dudng 1999-2000 storm seaso~ only
SI [) = Stalislically Invalid Data, not eflo~ data above delection limil collected
& = Statlshcally valid data in the co#=b-o~ sites but delected in less than 20% of the lamptes in the BMP siles
CV : Coefficient of variation
DL = Detection Limit
Poss=ble Decrease = Less than 20% dete~t~ BMP, but existing data show,s a poll~de Iow~ed median.
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Table 4-16. Installed Critical Source BMPs for the 1999-2000 Storm Season

WHOLESALE TRADE AUTO REPAIR METAL FABRICATION

BMP EQUIPMENT/SUPPLIES INDUSTRIES INDUSTRIES INDUSTRIES

T 1 T2 T3 T4 T5 T6 T7 T8 T9

Oil Absorbent Fabrics X X X X X X X X X

65 Gallon Salvage Drums X X X X X X

Spill Control Pallets X X X X X X

2 - Drum Poly Pallets X X X X X X

Tarps X X X X X X

Safety Drum Funnel X X X X X X

CleanersiDe~easers X X X X X X

8’ Oil Booms X X X X X X

Commercial Shelving X X X X X X

Absorbent Drum Covers X X X X X X

Drum Pallets X X X

Canopy X X

Sand Absorbents X X X

Powerful Magnets X X X

Drip Pans X X X

Wooden Pallets X X X

Installed E~MPs xis
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I.ACDPW WATER QUALITY MONITORING COSTS
1990 Permit Totals

No. of No. of Sampling Station

lilcmt_’rJt %tlc% F.vcnts Capital Labor Materials Maintenance Laboratory TOTAL

b, las~, l:.ussioas 9 31 $540,000 $80,010 $37,373 $161,939 $115,476 $934,798

Land llse 15 18 $900,000 $133,350 $67,601 $354,226 $97,126 $1,552,303

Corporate Yd. (MD3) I 5 N/A $381 N/A N/A $55,682 $56,063

I’()TAL 25 54 $1,440,000 $213,741 $104,974 $516,165 $268,284 $5,543,164

i,ACDPW WATER QUALITY MONITORING COSTS
1996 Permit Totals as of: 07/20/00

ISapltal [not
including 1990

NO. of No. of permit costs, Sampling Station

I-:.lement Sites Events" above) Labor Materials Maintenance Laboratory TOTAL

Rcccivin~ Walers to Date 2 13 $628,500 N/A N/A N/A N/A $628,500

Mass Emissions to Da|c 5 50 $0 $91 ~87 $1 i,130 $49,733 $237,598 $389,948

Land t.~se to Date 8 67 $30,000 $134,258 $13,104 $77,214 $546,695 $801,271

Critical Source to Date 48 26 $33,293 $177,284 $5,510 N/A $245,313 $461,400

River Toxicity to Datc 2 6 N/A $2,365 N/A N/A $7,200 $9,565

~1~ I~1 Nino .’Jludy I() Datc I 4 $48,735 $0 $0 $0 $0 $48,735

L Acl~al [)~’l’v.~l|lOIt tO I)att" I 14 $75 000 N/A N/A N/A N/A $75,000

"~ "i OTA i. "Io DATE (,7 i 8~’) $815,528 $405~394 $29~744 $126~947 $1~036~806 $2,414,419

N/A = Not Applicable * Not cvcry station collected every storm.

(Costs Integrated.xls                                                                                                           APPENDIX B



California RegionalLosWaterAngeles RegionQUality Control Board

Winston H. Hickox (50 Years Serving Coastal Los Angeles and Ventura Counties) Gray Davis
Secreta~_’for 320 W, 4th Street, Suite 200, Los Angeles, California 90013 Governor

Environmental
Phone t213) 576-6600 FAX ~213) 576-6640

Protection
~ lnternet Address: htlp://www.swrcb.ca.gov/rwqcb4

March 2, 2001

Harry W. Stone
Director of Public Works
County of Los Angeles, Department of Public Works
900 South Fremont Avenue, P.O. Box 1460
Alhambra, CA 91802-1460

REVIEW OF THE REPORT OF WASTE DISCHARGE FOR THE REISSUANCE OF THE
MUNICIPAL STORM WATER PERMIT FOR LOS ANGELES COUNTY AND CITIES IN LOS
ANGELES COUNTY.

Dear Mr. Stone:

Thank you for submitting, on January 31, 2001, the Report of Waste Discharge (ROWD) for
reissuance of the Los Angeles County Municipal Storm Water Permit (Los Angeles County MS4
permit), and a sample MS4 permit. The County of Los Angeles and Cities (except the City of
Long Beach) are covered under Board Order No. 96-054, which expires on July 30, 2001.

Federal regulations at 40 CFR 122.21(d) require that the ROWD be submitted at least 180 days
prior to the MS4 permit expiration date and that the permitting authority respond as to its
completeness. The US Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA), in addition, has issued
guidelines for review and consideration of MS4 permit reapplications. (61 Fed Reg. 41697).

The purpose of our review and comment is to: (i) identify possible gaps in the application, (ii)
suggest potential areas for improvement in program implementation and the Storm Water
Quality Management Plan (SQMP), (iii) recommend a direction in monitoring to emphasize
identification and control of pollutant sources and eliminate the causes of receiving water
impairment, (iv) invite input on objective measures of successful program implementation (i.e.
performance standards), and (v) highlight subject areas for further discussion during permit
reissuance. Our comments are also intended to communicate Board staff strategy to update
the Los Angeles County MS4 permit in accordance with current laws and policies and provide
Permittees the opportunity to provide any additional information that will assist Board staff in
permit development. During permit development, we intend to look at the sample MS4 permit
submitted by Permittees for useful content, but it will not form the basis for developing permit
requirements.

So far as the ROWD and accompanying Storm Water Quality Management Plan (SQMP) did
not include better and improved Best Management Practices (BMPs) for the next permit term,
as required under USEPA’s Interim Permitting Policy (61 Fed. Reg. 43761), the application is
incomplete. Perrnittees did not demonstrate that they evaluated the monitoring results and
model program implementation experience from the current permit term and utilized them to
propose enhancements to the SQMP for the next permit term. As a result, we identified several
apparent deficiencies in this initial review. Our review of your reapplication evaluated the
following areas of the Los Angeles County MS4 program for consistency with federal and state
storm water regulations: (i) Illicit Connection and Illicit Discharge Elimination, (ii) Industrial

California Environmental Protection Agency
***The energy challenge facing Callforni~ is rea~ Every Californian needs to take immediate action to reduce energy consumption***

***For a list of s~lMe ~ to reduce demand and cut your energg costs, see ate tips at: hrtp://www.s~vrcb.ca-gov/newx/echalleng" html~’*

~ Recycled Paper
Our m~ssion is to preserve and enhance the quality of California ’$ water resources for the benefit of present and future generationa.
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Commercial Inspection, (iii) Development Planning, (iv) Development Construction, Public
Agency Activities, (v) Public Information/Education, and (vi) Monitoring. Our comments are in
the attachment (and, for your convenience, summarized in a table).

Please note that this review does not in any way restrict our privilege to bring up for discussion
additional subject matters during the permit reissuance process, that have not been commented
upon herein. We intend to conduct a series of work-group meetings to receive input over the
coming months, with Permittee representatives and interested persons, to assist us in
developing permit requirements.

While our comments, which accompany this letter, pertain to the ROWD for Los Angeles County
and incorporated cities for the MS4 permit reissuance, the comments may also be deemed
applicable to common elements in the separate ROWD and sample permit submitted
concurrently by you and the City of Santa Clarita for the Santa Clara Watershed.

If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact me at (213) 576-6510 or Dr. Xavier
Swamikannu at (213) 576-6654.

Sincerely,

Dennis Ao Dickerson
Executive Officer

Enclosure

cc: Jorge Leon, Office of Chief Council, State Water Resources Control Board
John Youngerman, StolTi1 Water Section, State Water Resources Control Board
Eugene Bromley, CWA Standards and Permits Office, USEPA Region IX
Laura Gentile, CWA Compliance Office, USEPA Region IX
Mustafa Ariki, Watershed Management Division, County of Los Angeles Department of

Public Works
Permittees - See attached Distribution List

California Environmental Protection Agency
*** The energg challenge[acing California is real Every Californian needs to take immediate action to reduce energy consumption

***For a list of simpi~ way~ to reduce demand and cut ),our energg costs, see the tips at: hffp.~/w~w.swrcb.co.gov/news/echalleng~htmi***

~ Recycled Paper
(~ur rnis$ion is to preserve and enhance the quality of California’s water rexot~ce~ for the benefit of present and future generations.
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County of Los Angeles Municipal Co-Permitees

First Name Last Name Title Organization Name

James Thorsen City Manager City of Agoura Hills
James Funk City Engineer City of Alhambra
Terry Hagen City Engineer City of Arcadia
Maria Dadian City Engineer City of Artesia
Robert Clark City Manager City of Avalon
Nasser Abbaszadeh City Engineer City of Azusa
Shafique Naiyer Intedm City Engineer City of Baldwin Park
Carlos Alvarado City Engineer City of Bell
Bill Pagett City Engineer City of Bell Gardens
Jerry Crabetl City Engineer City of Bellflower
David Gustavson City Engineer City of Beverly Hills
Dan Hell City Engineer City of Bradbury
Robert Ovrom City Manager City of Burbank
Charles Mink Interim City Manager City of Calabasas
Jerome Groomes City Manager City of Carson
Vince Brar City Engineer/Director of Public Works City of Cerritos
Craig Bradshaw City Engineer City of Claremont
Linda Olivieri City Clerk City of Commerce
John Johnson City Manager City of Compton
Mary Southall City Clerk City of Covina
James Guerra City Engineer City of Cudahy
Jim Davis City Engineer/Director of Public Works City of Culver City
Terry Belanger City Manager City of Diamond Bar
Desi Alvarez City Engineer/Director of Public Works City of Downey
Jesse Duff City Manager City of Duarte
Kev Tcharkhoutian City Engineer City of El Monte
Bellur Davaraj City Engineer City of El Segundo
Woody Natsuhara City Engineer City of Gardena
Lou LeBlanc City Engineer City of Glendale
Richard Cantwell City EngineedDirector of Public Works City of Glendora
Dan Heil City Engineer City of Hawaiian Gardens
Charles Herbertson City Engineer/Director of Public Works City of Hawthorne
Stephen Bun’ell City Manager City of Hermosa Beach
Bob Draper City Engineer City of Hidden Hills
Pat Fu City Engineer City of Huntington Park
John Ballas City Engineer City of Industry
Hermanita Hams City Clerk City of Inglewood
Robert Gdego City Manager/City Clerk City of Irwindale
Jerry Futwood City Manager City of La Canada Flintridge
Sheryl Lindsey City Manager/City Clerk City of La Habra Heights
Gary Sloan City Manager City of La Mirada
Robert Gutierrez City Manager City of La Puente
Martin Lomeli City Manager City of La Veme
Denise Hayward City Clerk City of Lakewood
Vangie Schock City Manager City of Lawndale
Dawn Tomita City Clerk City of Lomita
Vitaly Troyan City Engineer City of Los Angeles
Gary Moore Div. Stormwater Manager City of Los Angeles
Ralph Davis III Interim City Manager City of Lynwood
Rick Morgan City Engineer City of Malibu
Dana Greenwood City Engineer City of Manhattan Beach
Bill Pagett City Engineer City of Maywood
Don Hopper City Manager City of Monrovia
Richard Chen City Engineer City of Montebello
Ronald Merry City Engineer/Director of Public Works City of Monterey Park
Jerry Stock City Engineer City of Norwalk
James Hendrickson City Manager City of Palos Verdes Estates
Patrick West City Manager/City Clerk City of Paramount
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First Name Last Name Title Organization Name

Dan Rix City Engineer City of Pasadena
Dennis Courtemarche City Manager City of Pico Rivera
Severo Esquivel City Manager City of Pomona
Les Evans City Manager City of Rancho Palos Verdes
Steve Huang City Engineer City of Redondo Beach
Craig Nealis City Manager/City Clerk City of Rolling Hills
Douglas Prichard City ManagedCity Clerk City of Rolling Hills Estate
Ken Rukavina City Engineer City of Rosemead
John Garcia City Engineer/Director of Public Works City of San Dimas
Wilmas Miller City Clerk City of San Fernando
P. Michael Paules City Manager City of San Gabriel
Cados Atvarado City Engineer City of San Marino
George Caravalho City Manager City of Santa Clanta
John Pdce City Engineer/Director of Public Works City of Santa Fe Springs
Anthony Antich City Engineer City of Santa Monica
Nancy Schollenberger City Clerk City of Sierra Madre
Kenneth Farsfing City Manager City of Signal Hill
Jim Harris City Engineer/Director of Public Works City of South El Monte
Ed Mino City Engineer City of South Gate
Jim Winkle City Engineer/Director of Public Works City of South Pasadena
Charlie Martin Interim City Manager City of Temple City
Richard Burtt City Engineer City of Torrance
Bruce Malkenhorst City Administrator/City Clerk City of Vernon
Ronald Kranzer City Engineer City of Walnut
Daniel Hobbs City Manager City of West Covina
Sharon Peristein City Engineer City of West Hollywood
John Knipe City Engineer City of Westlake Village
Stephen Helvey City Manager City of Whittier
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SUMMARY OF COMMENTS

MUNICIPAL STORM WATER AND URBAN RUNOFF DISCHARGES
WITHIN LOS ANGELES COUNTY, AND

THE CITIES OF LOS ANGELES COUNTY
[EXCLUDING THE CITY OF LONG BEACH]

Pro(:jram Key Enhancements Proposed for Renewed Permit

Public Information and 1. Targeted Outreach: Implement targeted programs that draw on results of the
Participation integrated monitoring program

2. Site Visit Program:
Upgrade commercial/industrial educational site visits to inspections
Revise outreach component to continue business sponsorships

3. Performance: Provide performance standards for each Permittee

IC/ID Elimination 1. Surveying the storm drain:
- Prioritize, and add a performance measure
- Clarify responsibilities among the County and municipalities

2. Non-storm water discharges exempt from prohibition:
- For proposed new categories, provide a supporting rationale and an analysis

of water quality impacts
- For conditioned exemptions, clarify conditions (and obtain Executive Officer

approval
3. Training: Expedite

Public Agency Activities 1. Public Construction Projects
Require public construction projects 1 acre or more to implement construction
and post-construction storm water controls

2. Pesticide Application
- Provide a standardized protocol for the routine and non-routine application
- Prohibit application during rain events forecasted to be greater than 0.25

inches
3. Phase 1 Facilities

Demonstrate that such facilities apply the stricter compliance based on
technology or water quality for Phase 1 facilities

4. Performance
Include appropriate performance standard to measure successful
implementation

Industrial and 1. Develop a stand-alone program component (business educational should remain
Commercial Inspections under PIPP)

2. Include Phase I (including sites with NOIs under State Permit), vehicle repair
shops, vehicle body shops, vehicle parts and accessories, gasoline stations,
restaurants

3. Emphasize issues specific to the watershed and receiving waters impairments by
targeting known or potential sources or sectors (as a way to prioritize the
schedule)

4. Continue critical sources identification process to brinq new cateqodes of facilities,
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if identified, in to the system and address them through a prioritization process or
as designated by WMC

5. Specify a clear frequency and schedule for the inspections
6. Standardize the database for scheduling and tracking of activities performed,

including constant updates of facilities list, inspections, follow-up inspections and
enforcement activities           -

7. Coordinate with RB activities
8. Incorporate suggestions made in the CSWMP Report of Effectiveness
9. Specify clearly defined measurable goals/performance standards, by identifying a

baseline, a defined target and milestones to be achieved during the 5oyear life of
the permit

10. Include enforcement criteria for sites under the State General Construction Permit:
Permittees must first enforce and complete followup inspections under their legal
authority; then escalate to Regional Board for additional enforcement (except in
situations when RB or USEPA involvement is solicited

11. Tiered training timetables: expedite to six months for cities less than 1 million
population, one year for cities with population over 1 million

Development Planning 1. Complete revisions to CEQA guidelines to mitigate storm water runoff from new
developments and redevelopment.

2. Complete revisions to General Plans to include storm water and watershed
considerations.

3. Implement a program to make available to developers development planning
information such as guidelines on siting and design of BMPs etc.

4. Specify peak discharge rate criteria to control post-development peak discharge
rates.

5. Add performance standards.

Development 1. Accelerate local enforcement
Construction 2. Add performance standards

Monitoring 1. Trash Monitoring: Implement a baseline trash-monitoring program for watersheds
not presently listed for impairment from trash.

2. Cdtical Source Characterization: Implement a program to characterize critical
sources that contribute a CWA 303(d) listed pollutant in watersheds

3. Treatment Control BMP Effectiveness: Develop program to evaluate the
effectiveness of structural and treatment control BMPs at critical sources and as
watershed improvement projects.
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REPORT OF WASTE DISCHARGE

MUNICIPAL STORM WATER AND URBAN RUNOFF DISCHARGES
WITHIN LOS ANGELES COUNTY, AND

THE CITIES OF LOS ANGELES COUNTY
[EXCLUDING THE CITY OF LONG BEACH]

REVIEW AND COMMENT

I. Program for Public Information and Participation

Background

An informed and knowledgeable community is crucial to the success of a storm water quality
management program. Changing public patterns of behavior that contribute to storm water
pollution through education is a significant challenge. In addition, communities can play an
important role in successful implementation of the storm water program when given the
opportunity to participate.

The objective of a Public Information and Participation Program (PIPP) is to: (i) increase
awareness among the public to build broad support for the program; (ii) increase compliance as
the public become aware of the personal responsibilities expected of them for program success;
and (iii) reinforce successful public education and participation strategies.

The objective of the storm water PIPP may be achieved by: (i) distributing brochures or fact
sheets for general public and specific audiences such as business and industry; (ii) propagating
alternative information sources through websites, public fairs, bus-stop posters, refrigerator
magnets, bumper stickers, and placemats; (iii) stocking a library of educational materials for
community and school groups; (iv) promoting volunteer citizen educators to educate the public
and schools; (v) implementing a program for K-12 school-age children; (vi) stenciling storm
drains with appropriate messages; (vii) installing a storm water hotline for information and
citizen reporting; (viii) providing economic incentives to citizens and businesses; (ix) conducting
public meetings/citizen panels to receive input and disseminate information; (x) supporting
volunteer water quality monitoring groups; (xi) supporting community clean-ups; (xii) supporting
citizen watch groups; (xiii) encouraging vicinity adoption programs to keep areas free of storm
water pollutants; (xiv) and establishing measurable goals to evaluate successful program
implementation.

Perrnittees propose to continue the following PIPP components,

¯ Advertising - traditional and non-traditional
¯ Media Relations
¯ Corporate Partnerships
¯ Special Events
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¯ Business Outreach
¯ School Education K-12
¯ 1-888-CLEAN-LA hotline and website
¯ Project Pollution Prevention identifying signature
¯ Research to target audiences and allocate budget resources accordingly.
¯ Coordination with other pollution prevention programs such as solid wastes recycling and

used oil recycling.

Deficiencies

The PIPP implemented by Permittees under the current permit term was well formulated and
objectively implemented. However, the PIPP program for the next permit term appears deficient
as indicated below:

¯ Targeted Outreach: PIPP program for the next permit term is not upgraded to implement
targeted public education programs that draw on the results of the integrated monitoring
program.

¯ Site Visit Program: The commercial/industrial educational site visits program is not
upgraded to an inspection and enforcement program [see comment under IV. Program for
Industrial/Commercial Inspection], and the education/participation-component of the
program separated.

¯ Performance: A performance standard for each Permittee, in addition to a countywide
performance standard, has not been provided.

Possible Advancements

¯ Targeted Outreach: Use the results from the completed 5-year PIPP and monitoring
program in the current permit term to identify target audiences for special outreach (such as
zinc, copper, and TSS generating facilities in the Ballona Creek watershed). Materials and
information specific to known problem areas should be developed to target specific
audiences. The results of research conducted during the current permit term should be
used to augment the PIPP through the next permit term.

¯ Business education/participation: Revise the business/industrial outreach component to
continue business sponsorships, providing easy-to-understand brochures, consulting
assistance [e.g. City of Los Angeles Environmental Affairs HTM program] etc.

¯ Cost-sharing: The County of Los Angeles should retain its existing PIPP partnerships and
continue to forge new ones. The budget for the program the last five years was
approximately U.S. $5.2 million. The County indicates that an estimated 3 - 5 times that
amount may be needed to support an adequate PIPP, partially due to the increase in
advertising costs. The proposed PIPP budget for the new permit term is $7.5 million.
Permittee contributions on pro-rate basis may be considered to fill the funding gap.
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II. Program to Eliminate IlliCit Connections and Illicit Discharges (IC/ID)

Background

During dry weather, much of the discharge to storm drain systems consists of wastes and
wastewaters from non-storm water sources. A significant amount of such discharges may be
from illicit discharges or connections, or both. Illicit discharges may occur either through direct
connections (deliberate or mistaken piping) or indirect connections (infiltration, spills,
washdowns, or dumping). The objective of the Permittees’ proposed IC/ID program should be
to detect illicit connections and illicit discharges (including unpermitted non-storm water
discharges) to the storm drain system, and to promptly eliminate such discharges and
connections.

The IC/ID elimination program objective may be achieved by: (i) mapping locations of outfalls of
the MS4 and the names and locations of all waters of the U.S. that receive discharges from the
outfalls; (ii) adopting a storm water/urban runoff ordinance to prohibit unauthorized non-storm
water discharges into the MS4, and implementing appropriate enforcement procedures and
actions; (iii) implementing a program to detect and eliminate non-storm water discharges to the
MS4, including illegal dumping; (iv) educating public employees, businesses, and the general
public about the dangers associated with illegal discharges and improper disposal; (v)
establishing a public reporting hotline or other mechanism to report illicit discharges and illegal
dumping; and (v) establishing measurable goals to evaluate successful program
implementation.

In the ROWD, the Permittees propose to continue implementation of IC/ID program elements,
listed below, at a level of effort similar to that undertaken for the previous five years:

¯ Illicit Discharge Elimination
¯ Illicit Connection Elimination
¯ Public Reporting of Illicit Discharges, including Hazardous Substances

Deficiencies

The proposed IC/ID program does not specify important performance standards to detect and
eliminate illicit connections and discharges. For example:

¯ Progress in surveying the storm drain system: Under the IC/ID program in
existing permit, Perrnittees have been screening the storm drain system for illicit
connections and discharge dudng regularly scheduled maintenance activity. But
the proposed program does not discuss how much of the storm drain system has
been surveyed to date, what methods have been used, and how much remains
to be surveyed. Performance standards are needed measure progress on this
program element.
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¯ Responsibility for surveys: It is not clear who has lead responsibility in various
segments of the County’s and municipalities’ storm drain system. Additional
information is needed to clarify responsibilities.

¯ Non-storm water discharge exemptions: The Los Angeles County MS4 permit
allows several categories of exemptions to the general prohibition on un-permitted
non-storm water discharges. The Permittees have proposed adding several new
exemption categories; e.g. unspecified discharges from emergency floor drains, and
blood and human tissue from accident sites. However, no rationale and analyses of
possible impacts to water quality are submitted to justify the addition of new
categories to the prohibition exemption. In addition, several of the exemptions in the
existing permit are subject to conditions; these conditions need to be clarified, and
are subject to approval by the Regional Board Executive Officer.

¯ Training: Permittees propose to train employees in targeted positions to identify
and report illicit discharges one year from the permit adoption date (page 28 of the
ROWD, Part 4, E.2). However, because Permittees were required to possess
training materials by March 1997, and the IC/ID model program was to be
implemented no later than July 1999, the one-year time period appears unwarranted.
All that may be required is refresher training. Pending clarification from the
Permittees, Board staff intend to propose that the refresher training be conducted no
later than 90 days from permit adoption date.

Possible Advancements

¯ Overview of IC/ID problems: Based on Annual Reports and the ROWD, it is not clear
what types of discharges have been most problematic, and what type of response
and/or corrective action has been required. It would be helpful for Permittees to
provide additional information. This will facilitate the Regional Board and Permittees’
efforts to enhance the IC/ID program, by focusing our efforts in the most problematic
areas.

¯ Public reporting (includir~g hazardous materials): Permittees may enhance the Public
Reporting component of the program, including Hazardous Wastes Reporting, by
posting records of illicit discharges and connections (i.e. those not subject to criminal
investigation) on Permittee’s websites.

¯ GIS database: The County of Los Angeles and several cities already have storm
drain data mapped on a Geographic Information System. Consider digitizing the
information for the entire MS4 permitted area and consolidation to one
comprehensive GIS database.
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II!. program for Public Agency Activities

Background

Municipal operations can be a potential source of pollutants tothe MS4. These include
pollutants: (i) that collect on streets, parking lots, open spaces, storage and vehicle
maintenance areas, park and recreation lands, and (ii) that are generated from land
development practices, flood management practices, storm sewer maintenance, pesticide
application, and facilities maintenance.

The objective of a program for public agency activities is to ensure that public agencies: (i)
minimize storm water pollution impacts from public agency activities; and (ii) hold their level of
performance to an equivalent or better standard than private business/industry.

Permittees propose to continue their implementation under the current permit term in the
following subject areas:

¯ Sewage Systems Operations
¯ Public Construction Activities Management
¯ Vehicle Maintenance/Material Storage Facilities Management
¯ Landscape and Recreational Facilities Management
¯ Storm Drain Operation and Management
¯ Streets and Roads Maintenance
¯ Parking Facilities Management
¯ Public Industrial Activities (optional)
¯ Emergency Procedures

Oeficienqie~

The program proposed does not contain the following components:

¯ Public construction projects: Does not require public construction projects to implement
construction and post-construction storm water controls similar to that required of private
construction projects, including numerical mitigation criteria for post-construction BMPs.

¯ Pesticide application: Does not provide a standardized protocol for the routine and non-
routine application of pesticides, herbicides (including preemergents), and fertilizers, and a
prohibition on application during rain events (e.g. within one day of rain event forecasted to
be greater than 0.25 inches except for application of preemergent herbicides; and after rain
event where water is leaching or running or when water is running off-site).

¯ Phase 1 facilities: Does not demonstrate that it applies the stricter compliance standard
based on technology or water quality criteria for Phase 1 facilities. Eliminate the current
provision that allows publicly owned Phase 1 facilities to be covered under the MS4 permit.
This provision has largely been unused during the current permit term and may cause some
confusion because of the different compliance standard than for other MS4 programs.
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¯ Performance: An appropriate performance standard to measure successful implementation
is not included.

Possible Advancements

¯ Trash collection: Collect trash and debris from open channels twice a year (Aug-Oct; March-
May) before and after the storm season, and create a vqluntary program for collection of
trash in natural stream channels.

¯ Priority catch-basin threshold: Permittees may lower the priority catch-basin classification
threshold to be 25 percent full from 40 percent full for clean out. Permittees may submit
mapping (preferably as a GIS layer) of all catch basins in a municipality and identify which
are city-owned/county-owned, and which are priority for frequent cleaning.

¯ Priority Projects below 1 acre: For construction projects between 5,000 square feet and less
than 1 acre, Permittees may develop a checklist to identify projects that will need to
implement construction and post-construction BMP controls.

¯ Contractor Self-Inspections: Permittees may require that contractors perform self-
inspections before and after every rainfall event with 0.25 inch or more predicted or actual
precipitation.

IV. ProFram for Industrial/Commercial Ins_oection

Back_~round

The purpose of the industrial/commercial inspection program is to conduct site visits to priori~
businesses (Phase 1, automotive service, gas stations, restaurants) and to evaluate on-site
business practices toensure compliance with local storm water regulations. Inspections of
industrial/commercial facilities and enforcement of storm water requirements are crucial to the
success of the program and maintaining support among the public.

The objective of the industrial/commercial program can be achieved by: (i) establishing a
single electronic database of all facilities to be inspected and a schedule for inspection; (ii)
distributing to industry and business owners specific brochures on appropriate BMPs to
minimize storm water pollution; (iii) conducting site visits to evaluate compliance with local storm
water ordinances; (iv) implementing appropriate enforcement procedures and actions; and (v)
establishing measurable goals to evaluate successful program implementation.

Permittees propose to continue implementation of the following components of the program for
industrial/commercial business inspection:

¯ Conduct educational site visits and distribute brochures
¯ Maintain a database on industrial/commercial facilities visited
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Deficiencies

The ROWD does not include:

¯ Inspection Program: The industrial/commercial educational site visit program should be
upgraded to an inspection and enforcement program, since Permittees have had five years
to gain experience. The U.S. EPA requires this change [see letter from Alexis Strauss,
Director, Water Division, USEPA, Region IX to Dennis A. Dickerson, Regional Board
Executive Officer, dated December 19, 2000, which is attached and was also distributed at
the January 2001 EAC Meeting].

¯ Performance: An appropriate performance standard to measure successful
implementation.

Possible Advancements

¯ Tracking database: Consider using the educational site-visits database to create a tracking
database for the inspection and enforcement program. The database should be streamlined
and a single standard format used for ease of updating and coordination. Consider a web-
based database. See suggestions for modifying and augmenting the database that are
contained in the CSWMP Report of Effectiveness [July 31, 2000].

¯ Inspection program: Submit an industrial/commercial facilities inspection and enforcement
program for consideration. Key components may include: (i) a proposed schedule of
inspections with frequencies; (ii) a proposed performance standard to evaluate successful
implementation; (iii) inspection schedule tie-in with the critical sources findings,
characteristics of the watershed, and known impacts on the receiving waters; and (iv)
specifics on the use of a comprehensive database for tracking and appropriate modifications
and augmentations.

V, Pro_aram for Develooment Plannina
Backa_round

Post-construction mitigation of storm water runoff in areas undergoing new-development or
redevelopment is necessary because storm water from these areas significantly affects
receiving water bodies. Studies indicate that pdor planning and design for the minimization of
pollutants in post-construction storm water is the most cost-effective approach to storm water
quality management.

The objective of a program for new development planning is to ensure that new developments
and redevelopment are designed to minimize or prevent adverse impacts on water quality from
storm water discharges. Municipalities are required to develop, implement, and enforce the
program to comply with storm water regulations. Federal regulations do not limit the categories
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of development that may be subject to storm water mitigation requirements nor does it limit
them to the nature of the approval action as defined under the California Environmental Quality
Act (CEQA) or the National Environmental Protection Act (NEPA) [i.e. discretionary or
ministerial].

The development planning program objective may be achieved by, (i) requiring the
implementation of combinations of structural BMPs, treatment control BMPs, and source control
BMPs, (ii) adopting an ordinance requiring the implementation of post-construction BMPs, (iii)
providing a mechanism to ensure long-term maintenance and operation of treatment control and
structural BMPs; (iv) revising General Plans and CEQA procedures to ensure that
developments mitigate post-construction storm water runoff; and (iv) establishing measurable
goals to evaluate successful program implementation.

Permittees have proposed to continue the following components,

¯ SUSMP requirements for development categories authorized by the State Water Resources
Control Board Order No. 2000-11 and projects in environmentally sensitive areas;

¯ checklist to identify non-SUSMP projects that may require post-construction BMP controls
and an urban storm water mitigation plan; and

¯ developer and contractor information program.

Deficiencies

The program is deficient because the SQMP does not:

¯ CEQA Guideline Revisions: Require completion of CEQA guidelines and checklist
revision, if not already done so, for consideration and mitigation of the potential water quality
impacts of new development and redevelopment no later than the date of permit adoption.
This revision should have been done under the current permit term.

¯ General Plans: Require completion of revision to General Plans, if they have not already
been done, to include watershed and storm water management considerations no later than
date of permit adoption. This revision should have been done under the current permit term.

¯ Developer Information: The SQMP does not contain a program for Permittee to provide or
make available to developers Development Planning Information that includes: (i)
guidelines on BMP selection; (ii) guidelines on the siting and design of BMPs; (iii) Standard
Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plans (SUSMPs); and (iv) guidance on post-construction
storm water mitigation for non-SUSMP categories, no later than 90 days from the date of
permit adoption.

¯ Peak storm water discharge rate criteria: Permittees need to establish numerical criteria
to control post-development peak storm water runoff discharge rates to not exceed pre-
development peak discharge rates where the discharge will result in potential downstream
erosion and/or impair protect stream habitat. Permittees should work with the County of
Ventura to develop cdteda,
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¯ Performance: An appropriate performance standard to measure successful
implementation is not included

Possible Advancements

¯ Possible categories to add to the SUSMP: Extend SUSMP standards and post-construction
storm water mitigation to ministerial (non-discretionary) projects. Also extend SUSMP
standards to: (i) locations within or directly adjacent to or discharging directly to an
environmentally sensitive areas; and (ii) heavy industrial development on one acre of more.

¯ Commercial/Industrial category: Lower the threshold for application of SUSMP
requirements for commercial and industrial developments from 100,000 square feet to 1
acres, beginning March 8, 2003, to be consistent with USEPA Phase II regulations for small
construction projects [See USEPA Fact Sheets - Small Construction; Construction Site
Runoff; Post-Construction Runoff, which are attached]

¯ Retail gasoline outlets: Make the numerical BMP design criteria applicable to proposed
medium and high-output retail gasoline outlet developments.

¯ Non-SUSMP listed projects: Use project characteristics and a checklist to identify additional
development types for post-construction storm water runoff. The characteristics may
include (i) vehicle or equipment fueling areas; (ii) vehicle or equipment maintenance areas;
(iii) outdoor storage or handling of hazardous materials or waste; (iv) commercial or
industrial waste handling or storage; (v) hillside location; (vi) outdoor manufacturing work
areas; (vii) exposed animal confinement areas; and (viii) any other pollutant generating
areas with the potential to be exposed to storm water runoff.

¯ Mitigation funding: Propose a funding mechanism for regional or watershed-based BMP
solutions such as a storm water mitigation fund or "bank". Developers who obtain waivers
from the numerical BMP design standards will in part fund the mitigation bank.

Vl!, Pro_~ram for Develo.Dment Construction
Back_~round

Polluted storm water from construction sites often flow to MS4s and are discharged to receiving
water bodies. Sediment is usually the main pollutant of concern although other pollutants that
are generated from poor on site waste management practices can be a problem. These
pollutants can impact natural waters by destroying habitats and causing siltation.

The objective of a program for development construction is to ensure that construction projects
are (I) managed to minimize the potential for soil erosion and sediment transport, and (ii) to
reduce pollutants generated dudng construction and post-construction.
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Th.e objective of the program may be achieved by, (I) adopting an ordinance requiring the
implementation of proper erosion and sediment controls, and controls for other wastes; (ii)
implementing procedures for site plan review of construction plans that consider potential for
water quality impacts; (iii) implementing procedures for constructio[~ site inspection and
enforcement of control measures; (iv) utilizing sanctions and penalties to ensure compliance; (v)
establishing procedures for the receipt and consideration of information and non-compliance
reports submitted by the public; (vi) identifying appropriate BMPs for implementation on
construction sites; (vii) establishing measurable goals to evaluate successful program
implementation.

Permittees propose to continue the following Development Construction program components:

¯ local storm water pollution prevention plans for projects less than five acres
¯ minimum control measures at all construction sites
¯ State storm water pollution prevention plan and notice of intent filing for construction

projects five or more acres
¯ Brochures and information material for developers, construction affiliates, and the public
¯ Employee training

Deficiencies

The program is deficient because it does not include:

¯ SWPPP Enforcement: Permittees need to enforce SWPPP requirements at all sites under
their municipal and MS4 permit authority, including sites under the State General
Construction Activity Storm Water Permit, independent of the Regional Board’s inspection
program.

¯ Performance: An appropriate performance standard to measure successful
implementation.

Possible Advancements

¯ Training: Tier employee training schedules to allow a completion time of six months for
cities with a population less than 1 million and one year for cities with a population of 1
million or more.

¯ Regulation of Additional Construction Sites: Lower the threshold for storm water pollution
prevention plans from 5 acres to "1 acre or more," to be consistent with USEPA Phase II
regulations. [See USEPA Phase II Small Construction Projects Fact Sheet]. Also consider
requiring such plans for high-risk projects that are within or discharging directly to or directly
adjacent to an environmental sensitive area, are located in a hillside area; and/or are less
than an acre - but need to be regulated as deemed necessary by priority criteria to be
proposed by Permittees.
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¯ Tracking database: Develop a construction inspection and enforcement tracking system,
similar to the one for the industrial program. A standardized database may be created to
identify projects subject to the construction program requirements and inspection and
enforcement fields attached. The database will also enable measuring the performance and
progress.

¯ Program detail: Provide detail on compliance inspection, follow-up procedures, fate of self-
inspection forms, use of building code violation forms for storm water violations, and
guidelines on sanctions.

¯ Preference: Emphasize the use of erosion control BMPs first and only then sediment control
BMPs. Guidance materials about BMPs that may be considered for implementation should
be made readily available through diverse media such as websites and public counters.

VIII. Program for Storm Water Monitoring in Los Angeles County

Background

Permittees implemented a successful comprehensive monitoring and assessment program
during the current permit at two watersheds to better understand receiving water impacts. In
addition they measured mass emissions at four rivers, conducted land-use pollutant load
studies, and evaluated a couple of critical sources.

The objective of a monitoring program for Los Angeles County is to: (i) identify sources of storm
water pollutants; (ii) assess impacts of storm water discharges on receiving waters; (iii) measure
pollutant loads to waters of the U.S. and establish long-term trends; and (iv) evaluate the
effectiveness of BMPs.

The objective of the storm water program may be achieved by: (i) monitoring critical sources
and priority land-uses; (ii) profiling storm water discharge plumes and evaluating the causes of
toxicity; (iii) conducting bioassessments of resident flora and fauna to assess the health of the
ecosystem; (iv) measuring mass-emissions of pollutants to the coastline at river and stream
mouths; and (v) evaluating the effectiveness of structural and treatment control BMPs.

Permittees propose to implement a monitoring program for Los Angeles County that includes:

¯ Landuse monitoring for selected pollutant parameters
¯ Mass emission monitoring at Ballona Creek, Malibu Creek, Los Angeles River, Dominguez

Channel and San Gabriel River for selected parameters
¯ Plume profile, bioassessment, sediment fate and transport, and storm water toxicity at San

Pedro Bay and Santa Monica Bay
¯ Wet and dry weather flow toxicity in the Los Angeles River, Coyote Creek, and Dominguez

Channel
¯ Impact of aedal deposition on inland watersheds
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¯ Co-participation with the Southern California Coastal Water Research Project pathogen
modeling study; and with the Coastal Commission and the U.S. Army Corp to manage
contaminated sediments

Deficiencies

The proposed monitoring program is deficient as follows:

¯ Trash monitoring: Does not implement a baseline trash-monitoring program for
watersheds not presently listed for impairment from trash.

¯ Treatment Control BMP Effectiveness: Does not evaluate the effectiveness of structural
and treatment control BMPs at critical sources and as watershed improvement projects.

Possible Advancements

¯ Source Identification Strategy: Submit strategies for source identification and reduction of
zinc and copper in the Ballona Creek watershed and nutrients in the Malibu watershed, and
for pollutants scheduled in respective watersheds within the next 5 years for Total Maximum
Daily Load (TMDL) development..

¯ New Development Controls: Conduct a study to measure the effectiveness of new
development and redevelopment standards in improving the quality of storm water
discharges.

¯ Coordination: Coordinate the monitoring program with the California Department of
Transportation (Caltrans), the Santa Monica Bay Restoration Program, and the Southern
California Coastal Water Research Project (SCCWRP) Regional Monitoring Program.

IX. Miscellaneous

Small Municipality Temporary Delay: Municipalities with a population of less than 100,000
(1990 census), who availed themselves of the Intermodal Surface Transportation Efficiency Act
(ISTEA) of 1991 temporary delay provisions for publicly operated Phase 1 industrial facilities
and construction projects, will be required to obtain coverage for storm water discharges no
later than March 10, 2003.

Administrative Review Procedure: The Administrative Review procedure followed in the current
permit term is likely to be revised significantly, with ’Notice of Intent to Meet and Confer’ and
other administrative review provisions eliminated. The USEPA has commented that MS4
permits should not include such administrative steps that restrain the ability of the permitting
authority to enforce the federal Clean Water Act.
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WMAPs: The requirement to develop detailed Watershed Management Area Plans (WMAPs) is
likely to be eliminated, because WMAPs submitted with the ROWD did not demonstrate that
municipalities intend to tailor implementation to accommodate watershed characteristics.
Permittees are invited to submit a separate list of watershed specific programs that are different
than the countywide baseline for consideration [or reference the WMAP page]. Such sub-
programs may de-emphasize some countywide program components, strengthen others, or
offer a wholly new augmentation.

TMDL Provisions: The tentative permit is likely to include provisions that will require Permittees
to: (i) modify the SQMP within 180 days of approval of a TMDL, pursuant to the procedures
established under state and federal law and regulations, and (ii) implement a program to
achieve pollutant load reductions as specified in the TMDL.

R0001350



Dan Radulescu - S~uggested Revisions_!_o_the~_Dra~ Re~po_~_0.f__W_ast_e__D.!s_c_har~g._eo for the Reissuan_ce of the M~ni~ipal-~orrn ~P~,

From: "Young, Jr., Rufus C." <ryoung@BWSLAW.COM>
To: "’Dickerson, Dennis’" <DDICKERS@rb4.swrcb.ca.gov>
Date: 3/6/01-3:03PM
Subject: Suggested Revisions to the Draft Report of Waste Discharge for the Reissuance of the
Municipal Storm Water Permit for Los Angeles County and Cities in Los Angeles County Required for
Conformity with the Clean Water Act and Implementing Regulations

Dennis: On behalf of the cities of Alhambra and Santa Clarita, I compiled a
list of proposed revisions to the Draft WDP-JNPDES Storm Water permit. In my
opinion, these revisions are required for consistency with the Clean Water
Act and the EPA’s implementing regulations at 40 C.F.R. 122.26. They are
based on my review of what I understand is the version submitted to you on
January 31,2001, for consideration. I believe these views are also shared
by a number of other cities and their respective city attorneys.

Comments on Report of Waste Discharge (ROWD) for Reissuance of the Los
Angeles County Municipal Storm Water Permit

1.     A glaring example of the inconsistency in the terminology used in
the Draft Permit with the EPA’s terminology is the use of the term
"stormwater" [one word] in the Draft Permit rather than the EPA’s term,
"storm water" [two words]. To reduce the inconsistencies between the Draft
Permit and both the Clean Water Act and the US EPA storm water regulations,
the EPA term, "storm water" [two words] not "stormwater" [one word] should
be used throughout the document.

2.     The Draft Permit’s FINDINGS, under "Nature of Discharges and Sources
of Pollutants" does not comply with the requirements of 40 CFR §
122.27(d)(iii) and (iv) regarding source identification and general
discharge characterization of the pollutants addressed by this Draft Permit.

3.     Under "Permit Background" this section should be further defined to
meet the requirements in 40 CFR § 122.26 (d)(iii).

4.     In the first paragraph under "Coverage" the population figures (1990
census) are very stale. Current figures can be obtained from the State of
California website.

5.     In the Draft Permit’s FINDINGS section, the section heading
"Coverage" should be replaced with a new title, "Coverage and Exemptions" as
there are findings regarding exemptions to the coverage of this Draft
Permit.

6.     In the same section, the Draft Permit lacks findings regarding
pollutants over which the Permittees have no control. The second paragraph
enumerates pollutants from activities which the Permittees cannot control,
but then goes on to state that Permittees "can implement measures to attempt
to reduce entry of these pollutants into storm water. This is inconsistent
and illogical. Permittees cannot prevent these pollutants from getting into
the storm water (which is what runs off streets when it rains). They may be
able to attempt to reduce the discharge into waters of the United States and
the States.

7.     In the first paragraph under "Federal, State and Regional
Regulations" (and throughout the document) the citation to the "Federal
Clean Water Act should be changed to make the "F" in federal lower case, and
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adding "33 U.S.C. Sections 1251-1387." Also, the cite to the Code of
Federal Regulations is incomplete. It should be changed to "40 CFR Part
122" and the redundant "Code of Federal Regulations" should be deleted.

8.     In the same paragraph, the cites to the Federal Register should
include volume and page number, as in 56 Fed.Reg. 12345.
9.     Also in the first paragraph under "Federal, State and Re~jieneF
Regulations" it appears that the drafter was not aware that the U.S. EPA has
defined the Municipal Separate Storm Sewer Systems (MS4) into three
different categories: large, medium and small. These terms should be
incorporated for clarity and consistency purposes.

10.    In the second paragraph under "Federal, State and Regional
Regulations" there is a singular-plural disconnect. I suggest revising it
to read "...states with approved regulatory programs."

11. In the third paragraph under "Federal, State and Regional
Regulations" the cite to CZARA is incomplete, as it fails to indicate just
what CZARA amended. Consider changing the period after CZARA to a comma and
adding "to the Coastal Zone Management Act of 1972, 16 U.S.C. Sections
1451-1465."

12.    In the sixth paragraph under "Federal, State and Regional
Regulations" the term "Watershed Management Approach" [first-letter caps in
original] is used, apparently as a defined term, but the term is not
defined. I recommend changing the first letter caps to lower case in the
term "watershed management approach" throughout the document.

13.    The eleventh paragraph under "Federal, State and Regional
Regulations" paraphrases the California Water Code (CWC) § 13263(a). This
paraphrase of the Code fails to include the cross-reference to CWC § 13241.
This should be corrected by adding the missing language: "and the provisions
of CWC § 13241 ."

14.    In the second paragraph under "Other Findings" I must point out that
"facilities" do not perform fueling. Consider revising "or facilities which
perform vehicle repair, maintenance or fueling...." to read "or facilities
at which vehicle repair, maintenance, or fueling is performed...."

15.    In the fourth paragraph under "Other Findings" consider adding "the"
before "Los Angeles Flood Control District."

16.    In the fifth paragraph under "Other Findings" please revise the
second line to state "through Municipal Separate Storm Sewer Systems. These
difficulties include, but are not limited to, the intermittent and variable
nature of discharges...."

17.    In Part 1, DISCHARGE PROHIBITION, in the list "not identified as a
significant source of pollutants," for the sake of clarity, change
"individual residential car washing" to "Individual, non-commercial, car
washing in residential areas."

18.    In Part 2, RECEIVING WATER LIMITATIONS, in the first paragraph
"water quality objectives" appears to be used as a defined term, although
Part 5, DEFINITIONS, does not define this term.
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19.    In Part 2, RECEIVING WATER LIMITATIONS, the second paragraph states
that "Discharges from the MS4 of storm water, or non-storm water, for which
a Discharger is responsible, shall not cause .... "This statement is
circular, as it is the inability of the discharges (permittees) to control
things which are beyond their control (e.g. PAHs, lead from fuels, etc.)
which is precisely what allegedly contributes to the impairment of the
receiving waters. If this finding is true, then there is no need for this
Draft Permit.

20.    In Part 2, RECEIVING WATER LIMITATIONS, in the third paragraph,
second sentence, the term "receiving water limitations" is used as a defined
term, but it is not defined, and is therefore dangerously elastic,
potentially exposing permittees to CWA citizen suit liability.

21.    Under "Responsibilities of the Permittees" the item regarding
implementation of the SQMP should be revised to read "Implement the SQMP
upon approval by the Executive Officer and adoption by its governing body."

22.    Further, in the same paragraph, the eight prohibited discharges
listed should be further defined in terms of classifications of facilities
or appropriate SIC code sections defining the various types of gas stations,
auto repair garages, or other types of automotive service facilities. These
eight prohibitions appear to address the cleaning of these facilities or
items at these facilities and should be restated in a more clear fashion.
Note that these go well beyond what the EPA regulations require.

23.    In Part 3, STORM WATER QUALITY, Section B, first paragraph, "[a]
Permittee is required only to comply with the requirements of this Order
applicable to discharges which originate from places within its boundaries
over which it had authority to enforce the requirements of this order."
This statement does not account for the possibility of pollutants which may
be found in storm water which "originates" outside a given city, but which
flows into a Permittee’s boundaries.. Nor does this address whether or not a
Permittee is required to and/or has the authority to enforce the
requirements of this Order against discharges which do not originate in its
boundaries.

24.    In Part 3, "STORM WATER QUALITY...," Section B4, the term
"technically knowledgeable representative" is unclear and should be further
defined and should not be construed to preclude participation by attorneys
knowledgeable with the CWA and the EPA storm water regulations.

25. In PART 3, in the third "responsibility" of the "Principal
Permittee" delete the second sentence and replace it with "Any permittee has
the right to negotiate directly with the Regional Board." Reason: The EAC
has no authority under California Law to act on behalf of, and in place of,
any City which is a permittee. Provide for a JPA if necessary, but the
approach in the WDR Draft, to substitute the EAC for the permitee, by Permit
fiat, is questionable at best.

26.    In Part 3, Section E, "General Requirements" the third paragraph
requires that the SQMP comply with the applicable requirements of 40 CFR §
122.26(d)(2) which has a lengthy and a comprehensive list of applicable
requirements that should be defined and included under "General
Requirements."
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27.    In Part 3, section H "Legal Authority" is a paraphrased, but
over-broad and inaccurate restatement of 40 CFR § 122.26(d)(2)(i). That
section should be quoted and should be cited to for legal authority.

28.    Under Part 3, "Legal Authority" a statement regarding 40 CFR §
122.26(d)(2)(i)(A) should be included to discuss the legal authority for
permittees to control, through ordinance, permit, contract or other similar
means, a contribution of pollutants to the MS4 by storm water discharges
associated with industrial activities and from discharges from the sites of
industrial activities. Moreover, under the heading "Legal Authority" the
first sentence is garbled.

"Permittees shall possess the necessary
legal authority to prohibit discharges, to the maximum extent practicable,
the contribution of pollutants to the storm drain system from storm water
discharges, including, but not limited to:"

"Prohibit Discharges?" Does this mean that permittees are to have
the authority to prohibit discharges? Or instead to prohibit the
contribution of pollutants, to the maximum extent practicable? In this
regard, please note that the governing US EPA implementing regulation, 40
CFR 122.26(d)(2)(i)(A) requires not prohibition of discharges, but "control
... [of] the contribution of pollutants" Note also that the EPA
requirements are limited to "discharges associated with industrial activity
and the quality of storm water discharges discharged from sites of
industrial activity. The EPA regulations say nothing about "other types of
automotive service facilities are cleaned."

In any event, if the Draft Permit is to go beyond the US EPA storm
water permit requirements, and address "gas stations, auto repair garages,
or other types of automotive service facilities" I strongly recommend
revising the somewhat vague "gas stations, auto repair garages, or other
types of automotive service facilities" category to the more specific
"Discharge of wash waters resulting from the hosing or cleaning of gas
stations, automotive repair shops or other similar automotive service
facilities in any one of the following Standard Industrial Classification
("SIC") codes: 5013, 5014, 5541,7532-7534 or 7536-7539."
29.    In Part 3, "Legal Authority" the defined terms "illicit discharges"
and "illicit connections" are used. They are defined terms and should have
the first-letters capitalized to indicate use of a defined term.
Additionally, the authority for the prohibition of Illicit Discharges and
Illicit Connections is 40 CFR § 122.26(d)(2)(i)(B) which should be cited in
this paragraph.
30.    Also in the "Legal Authority," the terms should be further defined.
For example, the "state or federally banned pesticide, fungicide or
herbicide" should refer to or incorporate an EPA list which defines or lists
these banned substances. Further, the term "food wastes" is a vague term.
It might be better defined as: "food and food-related trash including but
not limited to restaurant kitchen waste and polluted waters from such
sites".

31.    In the interests of clarity, consider changing the "Food wastes"
prohibition to "Discharges of food and food-related wastes, including, but
not limited to grease, restaurant kitchen mat wash and rinse water and trash
container wash and rinse water."
32. The "Legal Authority" subsection re compliance with contracts,
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ordinances, etc. restates 40 CFR § 122.26(d)(2)(i)(E) and therefore, should
cite that section.
33.    The "Legal Authority", subsection re inspections restates 40 CFR §
122.26(d)(2)(i)(F) and therefore, should cite that section.
34.    The "Legal Authority" section fails to include the authority
required by 40 CFR § 122.26(d)(2)(i)(D).

35.    In Part 4, SPECIAL PROVISIONS, the section "Programs for
Industrial/Commercial Businesses" fails to provide any definition for
"Automotive Services" and "Food Service Facilities". Failure to define
these terms is makes them dangerously elastic, potentially exposing
permittees to CWA citizen suit liability.

36.    In Part 4, SPECIAL PROVISIONS, under the heading "Programs for
Development Construction" the third paragraph requiring that Permittees
shall "ensure the following minimum requirements are met" does not provide
what authority the Permittees have to impose these requirements. I
recommend including a statement of the Permittees authority.

37.    Under "Programs for Industrial/Commercial Businesses" the provision
that "Each Permittee shall visit a maximum of 125 such businesses during the
term of the permit" would seem to prohibit a permittee from visiting more
than that number. Limiting a municipal permitee’s exercise of its police
powers, through the issuance of a permit by a state agency, poses
constitutional issues, and this limitation should be deleted. Could it be
that what is intended is to require permittees to visit 125 such businesses,
but to permit them to visit more, if desired.

38.    Under the heading "Municipal Agency Activities" the use of the term
"new fueling areas" implies that this condition is to be limited to recently
constructed fueling locations rather than the more inclusive term "fueling
areas." Just how "new" is "new?"

39.    Part 5, DEFINITIONS. Many of the definitions in Part 5 appear to be
identical to the definitions section found in the LOS ANGELES COUNTY
MUNICIPAL STORM WATER PERMIT ORDER NO. 96-054, NPDES NO. CAS614001. A
comparison of the two definition sections reveals that while a majority of
the definitions are identical, some definitions such as Countywide Storm
Water Management Plan (CSWMP), Effective Prohibition, Storm Water Management
Program have been excluded in the instant NPDES Draft Permit.

40.    Many of the definitions in Part 5, DEFINITIONS, are to be overly
broad and lack the precision of the U.S. EPA regulations. This obviously
has the potential to create confusion and subjects the Draft Permit to
varying interpretation regarding the conduct required and conduct
prohibited. For example, the definition of "Construction Activity" fails to
provide a limitation regarding the size of the construction activity which
is to be subjected to the requirements of the Draft Permit. The Principal
Permittee and the EAC should provide justification for imposing more
stringent requirements, or should use the EPA terms.

41.    PART 5, DEFINITIONS. Many of the definitions (for example "Illicit
Discharge") are inconsistent with the US EPA’s storm water program
definitions. Moreover, in at least one instance, in the definition of
"Illicit Discharge" a defined term, "storm drain system" is used, without
the first-letter capitalization which indicates that the meaning ascribed to
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a defined term is intended, thereby creating the possibility that some other
mea[~ing is intended.

42.    Many of the definitions in PART 5, DEFINITIONS, appear overly broad
and lack the precision necessary for those subject to the Draft Permit to be
able to determine what conduct is permitted and what is prohibited. For
example, the definition of "Illicit Disposal: Any disposal, either
intentionally or unintentionally, of a material(s) or waste(s) that can
pollute stormwater or urban runoff." This goes far beyond the reach of the
Clean Water Act. The Congress, in drafting the Clean Water Act prohibited
the discharge of "Pollutants" a term which it defined. Oddly, the term
"Pollutant" is defined in PART 5, DEFINITIONS, but that definition is not
used in the definition of "Illicit Disposal" which uses the vague "can
pollute" and therefore might be construed as meaning something other than a
"Pollutant." This lack of precision invites disagreement and, potentially,
litigation. The definition of "Illicit Disposal" should be changed to "the
unpermitted disposal of a Pollutant into a Municipal Separate Storm Sewer."
The EAC and principal Permittee should explain to the permittees why the EPA
definition is not being used.

43. In Part 5, DEFINITIONS, the definition of "Illicit Discharge" fails
to include "discharge resulting from fire fighting activities" as one of the
exceptions to non-storm water discharges that are exempted, pursuant to 40
CFR § 122.26(b)(2).

44.    In Part 5, DEFINITIONS, the definition "Pollutants of Concern:
constituents identified in the annual monitoring report as being
’constituents of concern’ or ’pollutants of concern’" is circular and vague.

45.    In Part 5, DEFINITIONGI the definition of "Receiving Water
Objectives" defines the objectives of the receiving waters by referring to
the California Ocean Plan, the Los Angeles Basin Plan and the California
Toxic Rule. These plans should be cited in a clearer fashion to indicate
which plans are actually setting the receiving water objectives.

46.    In Part 5, DEFINITIONS, the definition of "Storm Drain System" is
overly broad and lacks precision found in U.S. EPA standards. Further, 40
CFR § 122.26(b)(8) provides a more comprehensive definition of "Storm Drain
System" and I recommend that the EPA definition be used.

47.    In Part 5, DEFINITIONS, the definition of "Storm Drain System" is
far broader than the definition of "Municipal Separate Storm Sewer" in the
US EPA storm water program definitions. Unlike the EPA definition, which is
limited to "man-made channels, or storm drains" the PART 5, DEFINITION of
"Storm Drain System" includes all "natural or artificial drains, channels
and watercourses." The EPA definition should be used, or it should be
explained to the permittees on whose behalf this document is prepared, why
the EPA definition is not being used.

48.    Oddly, the definition of "Stormwater" in PART 5, DEFINITIONS, varies
from that in the EPA storm water program definitions, and seems to leave out
the essential element of "runoff" although that term is used in the
definition of "Stormwater Runoff." [After all, that is what this program
is all about, the runoff, not the falling to Earth. I recommend that the
EPA definition be used.
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Dan Radulescu - Suggested Revisions te the Draft Report of Waste Discharge for the Reissuance of the Municipal Storm W::t~jeF~

49.    Part 6, STANDARD PROVISIONS, fails to include a description or
requirement for monitoring and record keeping as required by 40 CFR §
122.41(J).

50.    Additionally, in Part 6, STANDARD PROVISIONS, the undefined, but
very important term "wastes" is used. Failure to define this term makes it
dangerously elastic, potentially exposing permittees to CWA citizen suit, _
liability. I recommend using the defined term "Pollutants".

51.    Additionally, in Part 6, STANDARD PROVISIONS, under the heading
"Duty to Mitigate" the first paragraph goes beyond the U.S. EPA standards
and requires a "Discharger" to take steps to minimize or prevent any
discharge that has a reasonable likelihood of adversely affecting human
health or the environment. This requirement goes far beyond the U.S. EPA
standards limiting the duty to mitigate to only those discharges in
violation of the subject matter of the Draft Permit. I recommend the term
"in violation of this permit" be inserted prior to "has a reasonable" to
parallel the requirements of the U.S. EPA or justification for the more
stringent requirements should be provided.

52.    Part 6, STANDARD PROVISIONS. In the section "Inspection and Injury"
the four obligations in which the Permittees must allow authorized
representatives to inspect, the Draft Permit fails to include a provision
requiring that such access is to be conducted at a reasonable time. 40 CFR
§ 122.41(i) requires that access to all documents as may be required by law
shall be conducted at "reasonable times." I recommend that a "reasonable
time" condition be included in all four subsections.

Let me know if you have any questions. I’ll be happy to try to
answer them and to work with you and your staff.

Rufus Calhoun Young, Jr., Esq.
Burke, Williams & Sorensen, LLP
611 West 6th Street, Suite 2500
Los Angeles, California 90017-3102
(213) 236-2821
FAX (213) 236-2700
email: ryoung@bwslaw.com
http://www.bwslaw.com
Secretary: Rosalia Contreras (213)236-0600

CC:           "Dolley, Leland" <Idolley@BWSLAW.COM>, "Montes, Joseph"
<jmontes@BWSLAW.COM>, "Newton, Cad" <cnewton@BWSLAW.COM>,
"’WPHILLIP@rb4.swrcb.ca.gov’" <WPHILLIP@rb4.swrcb.ca.gov>, "’Leon, Jorge’"
<JLeon@exec.swrcb.ca.gov>, "Ed Schroder (E-mail)" <eschroder@ci.signal-hill.ca.us>, "Mustafa Ariki
(E-mail)" <MARIKl@dpw.co.la.ca.us>
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONI~ENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
¯ ,’: REGION IZ
"" ~’~’~"~ 75 Hawthome Street

San Francisco, CA 94105-3901

i~C 1 9 ~                                             In Reply
Refer to:

Dennis A. Dickerson
Executive Officer
California Regional Water Quality Control Board,

Los Angeles Region
320 West 4t~ Street, Suite 200
Los Angeles, CA 90013

Dear Mr. Dickerson:

The letter is in follow up to our meeting on October 5, 2000 concerning the NRDC
Petition to Withdraw the NPDES storm water permit program administered by the Los Angeles
Regional Board. One of the NRDC’s principal concerns with the Regional Board’s program is
the alleged absence of an effective program for controlling pollutants in storm water discharges
from industrial facilities. NRDC also recognizes, however, that the root of the problem is the tack
of adequate staffing at the Regional Board to implement the program. At the October 5 meeting,
we suggested that the upcoming MS4 permit reissuance for Los Angeles County require that the
MS4 permittees provide more assistance to the Regional Board in this regard. We also indicated
that we would provide this letter of support to the Regional Board for such requirements.

EPA’s storm water permit application regulations of November 16, 1990 (55 Fed. Reg.
47990) set forth the permit application requirements for industries and municipalities and also
provide guidance concerning the implementation of the program over the longer term. The storm
water regulations envision a cooperative effort on the part of the NPDES permitting authority and
permitted MS4s in the implementation of the industrial storm water program (55 Fed. Reg.
47997). The regulations at 40 CFR 122.26(d)(2)(iv)(C) also specifically require that MS4
permittees develop and implement controls on industrial sources which discharge into the storm
sewer system, including:

"a description of a program to monitor and control pollutants in storm water discharges
to municipal systems from municipal landfills, hazardous waste treatment, disposal and
recovery facilities, industrial facilities that are subject to Section 313 of Title III of the
Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act of 1986 (SARA), and industrial
facilities that the municipal permit applicant determines are contributing a substantial
pollutant loading to the municipal storm sewer system."

The current MS4 permit for Los Angeles County requires "educational visits" by MS4
personnel to assist industrial/commercial facilities in complying with local ordinances and
prohibitions. We understand that the intent of this particular requirement was to provide time for
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the permittees to gain experience in controlling pollutants in storm waier discharges from these
facilities. Now that the permittees have had five years to gain such experience, we recommend
that the next permit explicitly require that the permittees require compliance with local ordinances
and implement an effective enforcement program to ensure con~pliance. For industrial facilities,
such a requirement would be fully consistent with EPA regulations at 40 CFR
122.26(d)(2)(iv)(C). We also believe that the Regional Board’s extension of the program to
commercial facilities is consistent with EPA regulations at 40 CFR 122.26(d)(2)(iv)(A); however,
NRDC’s concerns are primarily related to industrial facilities.

Since the intent and requirements of local MS4 ordinances are usually similar (but perhaps
less detailed) to the requirements of the State’s general NPDES permit for industries, the above
recommendation should significantly assist the Regional Board in more effectively controlling
pollutants in storm water discharges from industrial (and commercial) facilities. As noted above,
NRDC’s concerns with the Regional Board’s program are fundamentally resource-related, and by
utilizing the resources of the MS4 permittees more effectively, this should help to address
NRDC’s concerns.

It should also be noted that the above recommendation would be nothing new for
California MS4 permits. For example, the MS4 permits issued in 1996 for Orange and Riverside
Counties already include explicit requirements for enforcement of local ordinances for storm
water pollution control. Detailed enforcement requirements for local ordinances have also been
proposed by the San Diego Regional Board for the upcoming reissuance of the San Diego County
MS4 permit.

Should you have any questions regarding this matter, please call me at (415) 744-1860, or
refer your staff.to Eugene Bromley of the CWA Standards and Permits Office at (415) 744-1906.

Sincerely,

Alexis Strauss
Director, Water Division

cc: Xavier Swamikarmu, Los Angeles RWQCB
David Beckman, NRDC
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United States Office of Water EPA 833-F-00-003Envi[onmental Protection (4203) January 2000Agency
Fact Sheet 2.6

 EPA Storm Water Phase II
.... Final Rule

Construction Site Runoff Control
Minimum Control Measure

Storm Water Phase II
Final Rule This fact skeel profiles the Consiruciion Sile Runoff Control minimum conlrol measure.
Fact Sheet Series ..of six measures lhal lhe operator of a Phase II regulaled small municipal separaic qorm

sewer system (MS4) is required to include in its storm water mana_oemcnt program Io meet the

Overview conditions of its National Pollulant Discharge Elimination Syslem’~NPDES) permil This
sheel outlines the Phase II Final Rule requirements and offers some general guidance ~,n ha,.,.

1 0 - Storm Water Phase 11 Final satisfy them. 1! is important to keep in mind that the small MS4 operator has a erea[ deal ~tRule: An Overview
llexibilitv in choosing exactl.,, how to ~,atisfy the minimum conlrol men.~ure requm:mcnt,,

Small MS4 Program

2.0 - Small M54 $1orm Waler \Vhy Is The Control of Construction Site Runoff Necessary?
Program Overv,ew -

2.1 - Who’s Covered? Designation polluled storm water runoff from construction sites often Table 1and Waivers ol Regulated Small ~. llo,,vs Io MS4s and uhimatelv is discharged into local
MS4s -r~vers and streams. Of the pollutants lisled in Table l. Pollutants
2.2 - U~banized Areas: Definition sediment is usually the main pollutant of concern. Sediment Commonly Discharged
and Description runoff rates from construction sites are typically I0 to 20 From Construction Sites

limes greater than those of agricultural lands, and },000 to
llCimmum ConttolMeasures 2.000 times greater than those of forest lands. During a Sediment

2.3 - Public Education and short period of time, construction sites can contribute Solid and sanitary wastes
Outreach more sediment to streams than can be deposited naturally Phosphorous (fertilizer)
2.4 - Public Part<ipalionJ during several decades. The resd’lfing sillation, and the Nitrogen (ferlilizer)
Involvement contribution of other pollutants from construction sites,

Pesticidescan cause physical, che,."nical, and biological harm to our2.5 - llIicil Discharge Detection nation’s waters. For example, excess sediment can quickly Oil and greaseand Elimination
fill rivers and lakes, requiring dredging and destroying Concrete truck washout

2.6 - Construction Site Runoff aquatic habitats. Construction chemicalsControl
Construction debris2.7 - Post-Construction Runoff What Is Required?Contlol

2.8 - Pollution Prevention/Ooed
rrhe Phase II Final Rule requires an operator of a regulated small MS4 to develop, implement,Housekeeping .~and enforce a program to reduce pollutants in storm water runoff to their MS4 from
construction activities that result in a land disturbance of greater than or equal Io one acre.

2.9 - Permitting and Reporting: The small MS4 operator is required to:]he Pm~ess and Requirements

210 - Federal and Stale-Operated ~ Have an ordinance or other re£ulalory mechanism rgquirine the implen~ntanon olMS4s: Program Implementation ~
proper erosion and sediment controls, and controls for other wastes, on applicable

Construction Program construction sites:

3.0 - Construction Program -
Overview ~ Have procedures for site plan’rcview ol construction plans that COllSidcr ]1otc 11

water quality impacts:
3 1 - ConstnJchon Rainfall
Eroswily Waiver

Have procedures for site inspection and enforcement of control measures:
~ndustrial "No Exposure"
4.0 - Cond~lional No Expost~e C]I Have sanctions to ensure cnmpliance (established in’the ordinance or other regulatory
Exclusio~ fo~ Induslnal Aclivity mechanism):
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Fact Sheet 2.6 - Construction Sile Runoff Control Minimum Control Measure

r-I Establish procedures for lhc receipt and considcrati(m -
the ct~p~uclion act~ty~ to~raphv,-and~ chara~tcrisl~sof information submitted by the public: and ....
~oils and rcccivi~w~cr quality, lnspccn(~n~ g~vc the
opcralor an oppo~unity to provide additional ~uidancc and~

Dctcr~ne the appropriate best management practices
education, issuewarnings~ or assess penahlcx To conscrv~(BMPs) and measurable goals ~or this minimum
~taff resources, one possible option for small MS4 o~ra/orscontrol measure. Suggested BMPs {i.c, the program
In have these inspections performed by the same’inspector thatactions/activmesi and m~axurablc goals arc presented
visits the sites to check compliance with hcahh and safetybelow.
building codes.

What Are Some Guidelines for Developing and
Information Submitted by the Yubli~Implementing This Measure? A final rcquir~nl o~ the small MS4 program I~r
construction acliv ly i~ the dcv~lopmem o~ pr~ccdurc~ l~,r the~urthcr explanalion and guidance for each component of a
receipt and considcratmn of public inqumcx c~mccrn~, and

~rcgu atcd small MS4"s construction program is provided
information submitted regarding local conMrucllon activitiesbelow. This provision is intended to further reinforce the public
participation component of the regulated ~maI[ NIE4 starm

Regulator~ .llechanism water program (see Fact Sheet 2.4) and to recognize the
Through the development of an ordinance or other regulatoD, crucial role that the public can play in idcntffxin~ instances
mechanism, the small MS4 operator must establish a

~’f noncompliance.
c(~nslruct~on program that controls polluted runoff from
cnnqmclion sJles ~ilh Ll land disturbance of greater than The small NIS4 operator is rcq~rcd ~,nl> u, ,,;~,’Jcr
,,r equal h) one acre Because there may be limitations on

infom~alion submitted, and ma> nol need It) t~)lM~-up arid
rc~ulato~ Icgalauthority, thesmaliM~4operatorisrequircd

rcspondloeverycomplaintorconccrn Ahhou,ah~mcfi~rmh) s:msfv this mmmmm control measure only to Ihc maximum ol enforcement action or reply is nOl required. [~c small NIS4
extent practicable and alln~ able under State, Tribal. or Iocal

operator is required to demonstrate ackno~lcd~mcnt and
]a W

consideration of the iflformalion submitted. A simple tracking
process in which submitted public information, both

Site Plan Review and verbal, is recorded and then given to the construcu~m s~te
The small MS4 operator must include in its construction inspector for possible follow-up will suffice
program requirements for the implementation of appropriate
BMPs on construction sites - erosion and sediment What Are Appropriate Measurable Goals?to control
and other waste at the site. To deter~ne if a construction site
is in compliance with such provisions, the small MS4 operator

~easurable goals, which are re uired for ~acb m~ni ~t mshould review the site plans sub~tted by lhe construction site
~ * xcontrol measure are intende~to gau-c permit

operator before ground is broken,
compliance and program effectiveness. The measurable
goals, as well as the BMPs, should reflect the needs andSite plan review aids in compliance and enforcement efforts
characteristics of the o~ralor and the area served by its ~mallsince it alerts the small MS4 o~rator early in the process to
MS4. Furthermore, they should be chosen using an integratedthe planned use or non-use of proper BMPs and provides a
approach that fully addresses the requirements and intent ofway to track new construction activities. ~e tracking of sites
the minimum control ~asure. An integrated approach

is useful not only for the small MS4 o~ralor’s recordkeeping
this minimum measure could include th~ followin- measurable

and reporting pu~oses, which ~e required under their
goals:NPDES sto~ water peril (see Fact Sheet 2.9), but also for

members of the public interested in ensu~ng that the sites are
Tar~t Date Aclivi~in compliance.
1 year ....... Ordinance or.other regulatory mechanism

place; procedures for infonnalion submllted(~spection~ and Penalties
by the public in place.Once const~ction co~nces, BMPs should ~ in place and

2 )’ears .......... Procedures for she inspect ons implemented;the small MS4 o~rator’s enforce~nt activities should ~gin.
a certain ~rcenlage rate of complianceTo ensure that the BMPs are pro~rly installed, the small MS4
achieved by c~nslruction opcralor~operator ~s reqmred to develop procedures for site inspection ~ years ....... Maximum compliance ~ ilhand enforcement of control ~asures Io deter infractions,
improved clhrilv and reducedarocedurcs could include steps to identify priority sites for
ol hmal watcrbodics.:qS~Cl~On and enforce~nl based on the nalure and CXlenl ol 4 )’c: rs ....... Increased num~rs of sensitive aquatic
organisms in I~al walcrhodics.
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United Slates Office of Water
Fnv~ronmoptnl prr-tect~r,r~ ~ ~202)

- Storm   ater Phase
Final Rule

Small Construction Program
Overview

Storm Water Phase II
Final Rule The 1972 amendments to the Federal Water Pollution Control Act. later rclcrn.d h~ as 1L’
Fact Sheet Series ~Clean Water Act (CWA), prohibit the ~Jischargc of any pollutant u~ na;=~ablc waters ~I

United States from a point source unless the discharge is authorized by a Nat>hal P~qlulant

Overview Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit. Efforts to improve ~ater quahlv under ~he
NPDES program Iradidonally have focused on reducing pollutants in industrial process

1 0 - S~orm Water Phase II ~aste~aler and municipal sewage Irealment plant d scharg~s. Ovcr Im~c. ~t ha~ became c’x ~dcnt
Proposed Pule: An Ove~ew

Iha[ nlorc diffuse sources of water po utJ ~n such as storm water rumqf irnm ~n%lr~1cti~n
Small MS4 Program arc also significant contributors to ~ atcr qualhy problems.

2 0 - Small MS4 Storm Water Sediment runolf rates Irom construction ~Jlcs are t~picallx, 1(~ to 20 timc~ 2rc:~tcr thanProgram Ovew~ew .Irom agncuhural lands, and 1.000 to 2.000 times greater than those of h~rc~t k’,nd~ [)~:rin~
21 -’,’,’ho’s Covered~ Designation short period of time. construction acl~vth can contribute more sediment to qrc.~m~ than can heand Wawers ol Regulated Small
MS4s deposited over several decades, causin~ physical and biologica! harm h~ ,,ur N:~hon’~ ’,’,atcrs

2.2 - Urbamzed A~eas Definition In 1990, EPA promulgated rules eqabli<hin~ Phase I of the NPDES q~,rm ~at~tr procramnd Description ~
Phase ] addresses, amon~ olher dischar~,es discharoes from larg~ conslrucl~on

~immum ControlMe~sure~ disturbing 5 acres or more of land. Phase lI of the NPDES storm water program covers ~maJl
construction activities disturbing belween I and 5 acres. Phase II became tinal on December

2.g - Pubhc Education and 1~99 ~ith small const~ction pem~it applications due by March I0. 2003 (specific compliance
Outreach dates will be set by the NPDES permitting authority in each State). ~is fact sheet outlines the
2 4 - Publ=c Pamcoat~on/ construction activities covered by Phase I and Phase II, including poss~Ne ~aiver opt=ons from
Involvement Phase II coverage, and the Phase II construction pros?am requ remems
2 S - Illiot Discharge Detection
and Ehm~natlon ~’ho Is Covered Under the Phase I R~ie?
2.6 - Const~cl~on Site Runoff
Control Sites Five Acres and Greater
2.7 - Post-Const~ction Runo/I ~e Phase I NPDES storm water role identifies eleven categories of industrial activity in the
Control definition of "storm water discharges associated with industrial activity" tt~at must obtain an
28 - Po!luuon Preventio~Good NPDES ~t. Category (x) of this definilion is construction activih,, commonh’ referred
Housekeeping as "large" construction activity. Under category (x), the Phase I rule requires all operators ot

construction activity disturbinR 5 acres or greater of land to apply for an NPDES storm water
2.9 - Perm=ltmg and Reporting: petit. Operators of sites disturbing less than 5 acres are also required to obtain a perm=t
;he P~ess and Requirements

if their activity is part of a "’larger common plan of develop~nt or sale’" with a planned
2.10 ~ Federal and State-Operated disturbance of 5 acres or greater. "Disturbance" refers to exposed soil resullin~ from activities
MS4s: Program Implementation such as clearing, grading, and excavating. Construction activities can include road building,

Construction Program construction of residenlial houses, office buildings, industrial sites, or demolition.

3.0 - Construction ~rogra~ What Is Meant by a "Larger Common Plan of Development or Sale"?Ove~ew

3.1 - C0nslr~l~on Rainfall
~ s defined in EPA’s NPDES slorm X~alcr gcnKral pcrmll for large constructionrosw~ty Waiver _
~ ~"lar~r common plan of d~vclopmcnl or sale’" n~ans a contiguous area where mull~pl~

lustrial "No Exposure" separate and dislinCl construction aclivilies are ~cumng under one plan (e.g., tl~c operator
4.0 - Conditional No Ex~su~e building on three half-acre lois m a 6-acre dcvelop~nl). ~e "’plan’" in a comnltm plall of
Exclusion lot I~uslrialActivlly dcvclopnmnl 0r sale is brt~adh, dclincd as any unnounccn~nt or piece of documcnlution
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(including a ’-. gn public n~ticc or hearing, sales pitch,
\Vho Is Covered Under the Phase IIadvertisement, dra’,ving, permit application, zoning request.
Construction Rule?computer design, etc.) or physical demarcation (including "

boundary signs, lot stakes, surveyor markings, etc.) indicating
that construclion activities may occur on a specific plot. Sites Between One and Five Acres

The Storm Water Phase II Rule aulc.maticallv designa.tes, as
What Is the Definition of an "Operator" of a small construction activity under Ihc NPDEff storm water
Construction Site? permitting program, all operators of construction site

activilies that result in a land disturbance of equal to or

t~/~s defined in EP,,\’s ~-,torm water general permit for lar_.q_e

greater titan 1 and less than 5 acres.
construction activity, an "operalor’" is the party or par~ies

~al has: Sites Less Titan One Acre
Site activities disturbing less lhan I acre are also regulated as
small constructicrn activity if they are part of a larger common~ ()pcrational conlrol of conslruction project plan(,
plan of development or sale with a planned disturbance ofand specifications, including the ability to make
equal to or greater than 1 acre and less than 5 acres, or if the_,,,modifications to those plans and specifications: or
are designated by the NPDES perm~uing authorilv The

NPDES permitting authority or EPA Re~on may designateDay-~o-da.,, ~pcrational control of those activities                                 -           ~cc, nsIruction activities disturhin,, Its,,; than I acre based onthat are necessary to ensure compliance with a ~
~Iorm walcr p~ ulion prevcnlion plan (S\VPPp) fi~rlhe potential for conlribution t~ a ~ icqaI~m ~,t a water quality

lhc ~tc or ~thc’r permit conditiom; (e.~.. Ihcv are qandard or for significant conlr~buI~m ,,1 ?~l~ulants Io ~ aters
~ - ~1 the United States.;~ulh,~rized h~ direct workers at a site It-, carry out

activities required hv the SWPpp or comply ’.,.ith
o~her permit ctmditi~ms). Are Waivers Available for Operators of

Regulated Construction Activity?
There may be more Ihan ~,ne party at a site performing the
ta~ks related to "operational control" as defined above,

yes, but only for small, not large, construction activiLv.
Depending on the site and the relationship between the I Under the Phase II Rule, NPDES pcrm~ttin~ authorities
parties (e.g.. owner, dcveloper, contractor’,, there can either have the option of providing a ~awcr Irom Ihe requirements
be a single party acting as site operator and consequently be Io operators of small construction act~x itv ~,ho certify to
responsible t-or obtaining pcrrrut coverage, or there can be ’ either one of t~vo conditions:
tv.’o or more operators, all obligated to seek. permit coverage.
It is important to note that NPDES-authorized States may use O Low predicted rainfall potential (i.e.. activity occursa different definition ~1 "’operator" than the one above,

during a negligible rainfall pcriodl, v, here the
rainfall erosivity factor (’R- in the Revised

ttow Is the Phase II Construction Rule Related Universal Soil Loss Equation [RUSLE]) is less than
to the Phase I Construction Rule? 5 during the period of construction activity: or

I n 1992, the Ninth Circuit court remanded for further @ A determination that storm water controls are not
proceedings portions of EPA’s exist ~" " necessary based on either:lag t’nase I storm water

regulation related to the category (x) discharges from large
construction activity (NRDC v. EPA, 966 F.2d at 1292). (A) A "’total maximum daily load’" (TMDL) that
EPA responded to the court’s decision by designating under address the pollutant(s) of concern for
Phase II storm water discharges from construction activity construction aclivities: O R
disturbing less than 5 acres as sources that should be
regulated to protect water quality. The Phase II Rule (B) An equivalent analysis that determines
designates these sources as "storm water discharges allocations are not needed ~o protect water
associated with small construction aclivity." rather than quality based on considcralion of instream
as another category under "storm waler associated wilh concentralions, expected growth in pollutant
~ndustrtal activity "’ concentrations from all sot rces ,rod a mar_o~n

Ot safety.
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.& TMDL assessment determines the source
Pollutants of concern include sediment or a pollutant of concern, considers the maximum ;fllowabl~ level
parameter Ihat addresses scdi~nt (such as total ol that pollutant for the waterbody, then allocates to each
suspended solids, turbidity, or siltation) and any ~ource or catego~ of sources a set level of the pollutant that
other pollutant that has ~en identified as a cause of it is allowed.to disch~argc into the waterbody. Allocatu~ns

~ point sources are called wastcload allocations.

~e intent of the waiver provision is to waive only those sites fto~ Would an Operator ~ualifyfor, and Certify
that are highly unlikely to have a negative effect on water to, Waiver ~2
quality. ~erefore, before applying for a waiver, operators
~1 small const~ction activity are encouraged to consider the

~P& ,expects that ~hen TMDLx. ~r equivalent anal)qc~potential water quality impacts that may result from their a;c completed, there may be a determination that cert:~m
project and to carefully examine such factors as proximity to classes of sources, such as smal! construction activity. ’,v~uld
~atcr resources and sensitivity of receiving waters, not have to conlrol their contribution of pollutants

c~ncern to the waterbody in order for the waterbody t~ bc in
a. What is the Rainfall Erosivity Factor itl auamment with water quality standards (i.e., thc~c

Waiver O? ’,~cre not assigned wasteload alh~ca onsL In ~uch
qua/if), f~)r wai~er ~, the operator ~q the c,:~n~ttuction

W ai~er O uses the Rainfall Erosi~it~, Factor to determine~uld need to ce~ifv thai its construction acIi~[y

~hetherthe pocntialfor ollut " o ?lace. and theqorm~aterdischar~cswill,~ccur.~thinthe" ~ " p ed discharge is low
~nou~h to justify a ~aiver from the requirements. It is one

,cnilicat~on lorm ’.~ould likely be provided by~I ~x ~ariables used by the Revised Universal Soil Loss
pcrm~uing authority for this purpose.Equahon ~RUSLE)~a predictive tool originally used 1o

ln~Llguro g(~l[ loss from agricu]lura[ lands at various limes

~I the year ~n a regional basis~[o predict soil loss from What Does the Phase II Construction Program
~onstmction sites. ~e Rainfall Erosivity Factor waiver is Require?
t~me-sensit~ve and is dependent on when during the year a
construction activity takes place, how long it lasts, and Phase lI Final Rule requires operators
the expected rainfall and intensity durm~ that time. For ~small construct on sites nat onally tooba nanNPDES
mfo~ation about the rainfal! erosivity waiver, see Fact Sheet petit and implement practices to minimize pollutant runolI.
~ 1. Charts detailing the value of the Rainfall Erosivilv It is important 1o note that, locally, these same s~tes also maxFactor by particular regions can be found in Chapter 2"of

be covered by State, Tribal, or local construction runoff
the RUSLE user’s guide, which can be downloaded at: control programs (see Fact Sheets 2.6 and 2.7 for information
http ,/~ ~ epa.gov/ow~sw/phase2, on the Phase [I small MS4’s construction program). For

the Phase II small construction program, EPA has taken an
b.    What is a "TMDL" in Waiver ~? approach similar to Phase I where the program requirements

are not fully defined in the rule but rather in the NPDES

For impaired waters where technology-based controls permit issued by the NPDES pe~itting authority.
required bv NPDES -=~its are not ....- ~ acmevmg ~tate water

EPA recommends that the NPDES permittin~ authorities usequality standards, the CWA requires imple~ntafion of the
TMDL process. ~e ~DL process establishes the their existing Phase I large construction general ~its as

maximum amount of polluters a water~y can assimilate guide to developing their Phase I1 sma!l construction ~rmits.
before water quality is impaired, then requires that this In doing so, the Phase II requiret~nts would be similar to the

¯ maximum level not ~ exceeded, three general Phase I require~nts summarized below.

A ~DL is done for each pollutant that is found to ~ ~ ~ubmission of a Notice oflntent (NOI) that
contributing to the m~pa~r~nt of a waterbody or a seg~nt includes general information and a certification
of a waterbody. To allow a waiver for construction activities, d~at the activity will nol impact endangered or
a ~IDL would need to address sediment, or a para~ter ~hrcatened species. ~is certificatmn
that addresses sedimem such as total sus~nded solids, EPA’s NOI and is not a rcquiremem
turbidity, or siltation. Additional TMDLs addressing NPDES-dclcgated Sta~c’s
common pollutants from construction sites such as nitrogen,

[~ The develop~nt and in]plcmcntation ol a Stormphosphorus, and oil and grease also may ~ necessa~ to
Water P~fflution Preventi~m Pla. (gWPPP) withensure water quality prolect~n and allow a waiver from the
approprialc BMPs to mimmizc the dischargeNPDES storm water program,
pollutants from the site; and
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~
k~]~ ~" ~ ~r~O~i~ of T~r~i~iO" (NOT) What are Some Recommended BMPs for Smallwhen final stabilization of the sile has been

Construction Sites?achieved as dcfined in lhe permit or when another
operator h~s assumed control of the site.

T he approach and BMPs used for controlling poilu ants in
storm water discharges from small construction sites mayCan the Permitting Authority Reference a vary from those used for large sites since their characteristics

Qualifying Erosion and Sediment Control can differ in many ways. For example, operalors of small
Program in NPDES Construction Permits? sites may have more limited access to qualified design

personnel and technical information. A so small sites may

y es. The Phase II Rule allows the NPDES permitting have less space for installing and maintaining certain BMt~s.
authority tn include in ils NPDES perrmts for large and ~~.fi~r small con’,truclion activity conditions that incorporate by As is the case with all construction sites, erosion and

rcfcreno: quald.ving State. Tribal, or local erosion and sediment control at small construction sites is best
’<cdirnent conlrol program requirements. A qualifying accomplished with proper planning, installa ,~n, and
program must mclude the following requirements: maintenance of controls. The following practmes have

shown to be efficient, cost effective, and versatile for smal!
construction site operators to i~plcment The practices ~re.7...]Rcqum.’menls tor construction site operators to
di,,ided intot’gt’ro categories: non-,.tructural and qructural~rnplcmcnt appropriate erosion and sediment conlrol

bcq management practices:
’~] Non-Structural BM Ps

-] Rcqu]r,.’mcnts fi,r construction site operators to ¯ Minimizing Disturbance~~mlr~,l v, :,sic such as discarded building materials. ¯ Preserving Natural ",’egetatw, n,,,r~cr~_’te lruck ~.ashout. chemicals, litter, and
" Good HousekeeDng,anll;~r,. ,.: asIc [hal may cause adverse impacts to

x,.~ter quality:                                           ~1 Structural BMPs

!-..] Requirements for construction site operators to
Erosion Controls

devch~p and implement a storm v,.’ater pollulion ¯ Mulch
prc\enm~n plan: and Grass

¯ Stockpile Covers
_71 Reqmrements to subrmt a site plan for review that

Sediment Con troisincorporates consideration of potential water quality
~mpacts " ¯ Silt Fence

¯ Inlet Protection
In addition to the four elements above, a qualifying program ¯ Check Dams
for large construction activmes must also include any ¯ Stabilized Construction Entrances
additional reqmrements necessary to achieve the applicable ¯ Sediment Traps
technology-based standards of "Best Available Technology"

Most erosion and sediment controls require regulart BAT) and "’Best Conventional Technology" (BET) based
on the best professional judgment of the permit writer, maintenance to operate correctly. Accumulated sediments

should be removed frequently and materials should be
checked periodically for wear. Regular inspections by,Should a State, Tribal, or local program include one or more,
qualified personnel, which can allow problem areas Io bebut not all. of the elements listed above, the permitting
addressed, should be performed after maior rain events.authority can reference the program in the permit, provided it

also lists the rmssmg elen~nt(s) as a condition in the permit.
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For Additional Information

Contact
c-~ U.S. EPA Office of Wastewa~cr Management

Phone: 202 260-5816
E-mail: SW2@epa.gov
Interncl www epa.gov/owm/sw/phase2

~ Your local soil conser-,,ation district office. They can
provide assistance with RUSLE and other conservation
rotated issues.
¯ .-\ list of conservation district contacts is a,,ailable

at: ’.vv,w nacdnet.org/rcsourccs/cdsonweb him[

Reference Docutnents
Slorm Water Phase II Final Rule Fact Sheet Series

lnternet: ~ ww epa.gov/m~mls~/phase2

Storm Water Phase II Final RuDe 164 FR 687.=)
Internet: wv, w epa.gov/ov,,rrgsw/phase2
Contact the U S. EPA Water Resource Center
- Phone: 202 260-7786
- E-mail: center water-resource@epa ~’ov

Agricuhural Handbook ,Vu’nber 703, Predicting Soil
Erosion by Water: A Guid~ to Conservation Planning
With the Revised Universal Soif Loss Equation
tRUSLE), Chapte;- 2, pp. 21-64, January 1997.
¯ Internet: www epagov/owm/sw/phase2

~ Guidance for Water Quality Based Decisions: The
TMDL Process. April 1991. U.S. EPA Office of
Water. EPA 440/4-91-001.

lnternel: www.epago,,’!OWOW/t mdl

NPDES General Permit for Storm Water Discharges
from Construction Activities (63 FR 7857).
¯ Internet: www.epa.gov/owm/sw
¯ Contact the U.S. EPA Water Resource Center

- Phone: 202 260-7786
- E-mail: center.v,’ater-resource @epa.gov
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Uniled Slates _ Office of Waler EPA 833-F-00-009..¯ ~Env rorlmen~al Prolect on (4203T" ~ " "Agency January 2000
Fact Sheet 2.7

 ,EPA Storm Water Phase II
Final
Post-Construction Runoff Control
Minimum Control Measure

Storm Water Phase II
Final Rule This fact sheet profiles the Pmq-Conqruclmn Runoff Control minimum con r( I men,up
Fact Sheet Series of s~x m~asure~ that the ()p~ralor of a Phase tl r~ulatedsmall municipal separal~ £lorm

sewer system (MS4) ~s reqmr~d to include m Ils storm water management program
Overview meet Ihe condit~on~ of il~ Nalional Pollutant Discharge Elimination Syqem ~NPDES~ pcrm

This facl sheet outlines the Phase 11 F~nal Rule requ~remenls for post-construct=on runc, f~
lO-StormWaterPhasellFinal control and o~ers some ~neral ~u~danceon how to saHsfythose requirements h ~ m~portanlRule: An Ove~iew

tokeepm mind that the ~mallMS4 operator hasa~reald~alof f]ex~b~lH~ ~nchc,(,s~n#
Small MS4 Program how to ~al~sf~ (he m~mum control m~aq~re requ~remems.

2.0 - Small MS4 SIo~ Water
Program Ove~ew Why Is The Control of Post-Construction Runoff Necessary?

2 1 - Whos Covered? Designation
and Waivers of Regulated Small

p osl-construct~on qorm ’a a[~r management ~n areas undergoing n~w development orMS4s redevelopment~s neces~ar~ because runoff from these areas has been shown to
22 - Urban,zedAreas: Definition effect receiving wa~erbodiev Man~ s~ud~es ~nd~cate that prmr planning and design for ~he
qd Description minimization of pollutants ~n posl-co~}slrucl~on storm water discharges ~s the mo~t

approach to storm waterquaht) managemem.

23-Publ~cEducalionand There are generally two formsol substanhal~mpactsot post-construclmn runoff The firq
Outreach caused by an increase in the type and quanuty of pollutants in storm ’,~ ater runoff. As runoff
2.4 - Public PanicipatioW flows over areas altered by development. ~t picks up h~mful sediment and chemicals such as
Involvement oil and grease, pesticides, hea~ melals, and numents {e.£., n~tro~en and phosphoru:~) These

25- Illicit Discharge Detection pollutants often become suspended ~n runoff and are carried to rece~vm~ ~ aters, such as lakes.
and Elimination ponds, and streams. Once deposited, these pollutants can enter the food chain through small

aquatic life. eventually enterin~ the tissues of fish and humans. The second kind of post-2.6 - Construclion Site Runoff "
Conlrot construction runoff impact occurs by increasing the quantity of water delivered to the

waterbody during storms. Increased ~mpervious surfaces mlerrupt the natural cycle of gradual
2.7-Post-Consl~tionRunoff percolation of water through vegetation and soil. l~slead, water is collected from surfaces suchControl

as asphalt and concrete and routed to drainage systems where large volumes of runoff quickly
2.8 - Pollulion Preventio~G~ flow to the nearest receiving water The effects of this process include streambank scouring
Housekeeping and downstream flooding, which often lead to a loss of aquatic life and damage [o property

2.9 - Pefmilling and Re~.i~: W~at Is Required2fhe R~ess and R~ui~emenls

2.10 - F~e~al and Stale-O~at~
T he Phase I1 Final Rule requires an operator of a reeulated small M $4 to develop, implement.MS4s: P~ram Imple~nlatio~
~a~d enforce a program to reduce pollulanls in post-construction runoff to Iheir MS4 from

Conslrutlion Program new development and redevelopment projects thai result m lhe land disturbance of greater Ihan

3.0-Constr~honProgram orequallo I acre The smalIMS4 operator ~s required
Ove~,ew

~l-Constr~honRainfall ~ Develop and tmplementslrategies~htch mcludeacombinahon of structural and/or non-
os~v,ty Waiver structural best management prachces (BM P~):

~strial "No [xposure" ~ Have an ordinance or other regulatory mechanism requiring the ~mplementauon ol poq-

~
40-ConditionaIRo Ex~e               con~truchon runoff controls ~o the e~lent allowable under State. Tribal or Ioca~ law,
[xclusi~ f~ I~ttial ACl~ily
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FattSheet 2.7- Post-Construction Runoff Control Minimum ConlrolMeasure

~ En,,ure adequate long-term operatmn and ma~nlenance Infiltration Practices Ini~llr:~t~>n t’;M[’, ,~rc
~f c )n r~l~

t~ ~round water, and~ thereby rcxuJt ~n rcduccd ~t(~rm ... ~.~ Determine the appropr~aleb~sl managemenlpract~ces wat~rquant~ty andreduccd mob~hzat~ou of
(BMP~) and measurable goals for this minimum control Examples include infihratma ba~m~!Ircn~h~, dr~
measur~ and porous pavement. "

What Is Considered a "Redevelopment" Project?          Vegelalive Practices. Vcg~tat~v~ ~ NI F’g ar~

landscaping features that, w~th opt~m:~ldcs~gn and

T he term "redevelopment’" refers to allerat~ons of a property good soil conditions, enhanc~ poliutaat
that change th¢ "footprmt" of a s~t¢ or building in such a mamtamhmprovenatural~lchydrohg~.

way that ther¢ is a disturbance of equal t~ or greater than I acr~ h~alth~erhabltatg, and mcrcas¢:~e~th~t~

remodeling. B¢causeredevelopmentpro;¢cts mavhav~ ~tc ~¢tland~.and raingard~n~
constraints not lound on new development s~tes, the rule
provides flexibility for implementing post-construction controlsWhat Are Appropriate Measurable (;oals?
~n r~developm~nt gll~s that cong~der [h~R~ constraints

~ ~agurable ~oals. wh[ch ar~ required f,,rc~ch
What Are Some Guidelines for.Developing and control measur~ arc intended to oau~,� permit
Implementing This ~leasure? ~d program effectiveness. The mcasurab~ ~:~[~. ~ ~

,~ the BMPs. should reflect needs and char:~clcrt~t~,:~ ~f

T h~s sectu)n ~ncJudes ~ome ~ample ~n-structural ~[~crator and the area served by ~[~ ~mall Mg4
and structural BMPs that could be u~ed to sati~fv~he the mea~urabie~oals shoutdbecho~en u~c :~

requirements of the post-construction runoff control m~nm~um approach that fully addresses the requ~rem~nts ]~d ,~t~t
measure It ~s ~mportant to recognize thai many BMPs are th~ m~-n~mum control measure. An ~ntegrat~d approach
cl~mate-spccd~c, and not all BMPs are appropriate m every th~s m~n~mum measure could include the fc, l[,~’,~ ~
~eo~raph~c area Becau~ethe requirements of this measurc
are closely tJed to the requ~remenls of the construction ~te Target Date Activity
runoffcontro]mm~mum measure (see Fact Sheet 26),EPA I ~ear .... Strate~iesdevelopedthatlnclude
recommends that ~mall MS.~ operators de’. ~!op and implement, and/or non-structural BM P~
these two measure~ ~n tandem. Sample BMPs follow 2 xear~ ..... Strategies codified bx use- ~ ord~ncc ,~r

other regulator_,, mechanism
~ Non-Structural BMPs 3 y~ars .......... Reduced percent of nex~ ~mp~rx ~ous ~urfaces

.associated wilh ne~ development
¯ Planning and Procedures. Runoff problems can be 4 years ........ Improved clarity and reduced ~edimentat~on

addressed efficiently with sound planning procedures, of local waterbodles
Master Plans, Comprehensive Plans. and zoning
ordinances can promote improved water quality

For Additional Informationby guiding the growth of a community away from
sensitive areas and by restricting certain types of

Contac~growth (industrial, for example) to areas that can
supportit without compromising water quality. ~ US. EPA Office of Wastewater Management

¯ Phone: 202 260-5816
Site-Based Local Conlrols. These controls can E-maiL SW2@epa.gov
include buffer strip and riparian zone preservation. Internel: www.epa.gov!owm/sw/pha~2
min~m~zauon of disturbance and ~mperv~ousness. ~nd
max~m~zal~on of open space. Reference Documents

~ Storm Water Phase II Final Rule Fact Sheet Serie~
~ S[ructural BMPs ¯ Internet: wwwepa.gov/owm/swiphase2

¯ Storage Practices Storage or detention BMP~ control ¢~ "Storm Water Phase II Final Rule ~64 ~R
storm water by gathering runoff ~n Wel ponds, dry lnternet: www epa ~ov/ow x ’.    .~ m/s
basins, or muhichamber catch basins and slowly Contact the U.S. EPA Water Rcsotlrc-c Center

releasmg u to rece~vmg waters or drainage systems - Phone:    202 260-77~6
These practices both control storm water volume and - E-mail: center.water-resource@epa gov
settle oul particulates for pollutanl removal.
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LA County MS4 Public Information and Participation Program Meeting
March 12, 2001 at 10:00 - noon (Libra.)

1. Summary. of the 1st 5 years of the Program and which components will be
continued through the next 5 years (LA County)

2. Introduce potential improvements and target audiences (Regional Board)

¯ Upgrading industrial/commercial educational site visit program to an inspection
and enforcement program (Dan)

¯ Address target areas and sources that were identified as results of the completed
5-year PIPP and monitoring programs (such as zinc, copper and TSS generating
facilities in the Ballona watershed; PAHs in Malibu: high coliform counts in all
watersheds)

3. How effective have outreach efforts been and how will they be modified to
effectively address target areas? (LA County,)

4. Performance Standards
¯ Number of impressions/year
¯ Amount of educational material to schools
* ,Amount of educational material to businesses
* ,&mount of educational material to employees
¯ Other

5. Discussion (All)
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Notes from PIPP Meeting, March 12, 2001

Melinda Barrett began overview of the public education program
Cities feel their contributions to the regional program are understated
A coordination problem exists between the County and co-permittees. There is a
need for coordinated meetings.
The extent of the programs is difficult to determine without thorough review of all
city’s annual reports. There is a need for the County to review the City programs.
It was agreed that city programs should draw on the regional program and not
duplicate efforts, but that’s not always happening, due to lack of coordination
Gary pointed out that it’s possible to supplement funding for the storm water program
by using funding from related programs, such as used oil recycling
The County has not conducted the final study of the program yet to determine what
elements are the most effective. This will take place in June, as a phone survey.
Radio is the most effective of the media campaigns
The City of LA contributed $400,000 last year for advertising
County newsletter was not effective
Gary proposed that mass media advertising be eliminated or decreased and the funds
be used to target Rubish Rebels, specifically for trash
There was a consensus that mass media should be continued, but that it could
possibly have a region-wide target such as trash.
Need to develop Regional and local performance standards. The issue was not
discussed in detail because general decisions about program targets had not been
made.

- The idea of county consultants being available to cities was discussed
- The County needs to revise the SQMP to include education needs and priorities
- Local efforts need to be focused, people were open to the Regional Board selecting

target pollutants
The City of LAs program targeting businesses was mentioned as an example of a way
to retain part of the Program for Businesses
Services and materials should remain available to businesses

Conclusion:
Mustafa will send letter describing how the SQMP will be revised to include needs
and priorities, and the basis behind the $5 million budget
Quarterly coordination meetings should be required
Watershed-wide pollutants should be specified
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Los Angeles County’s
School Environmental Education Program

~Total Number of Schools (public and private) - 1,503 elementary schools
850 secondary schools

~Air Waves Campaign - All students attending secondary schools in Los Angeles County are reached through out air waves
campaign through more than 1,000,000 impressions annually.

~Schools Visited -1,353 (400-500 per year) Elementary
600 (120 per year) SEcondary

~Events - Over 100 reaching 250,000 participants

~Annual Contract Amount - $800,000 annually Elementary
$1,000,000 annually Secondary



P R ~ J ~ C T

PREV NTION

Storm Water/Urban Runoff
Public Education Progr rn

Los Angeles County.
Department of Public Works
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Key Research Findings

¯ Evaluation of the first three years of the public education
program reveals that public awareness, attitudes and
concern regarding storm water pollution and water quality
have all shown significant and sustained increases

- In 1997, LA county residents ranked water pollution as
the #3 social issue causing them great concern - - after
crime and quality of public schools

- By 1998 - after only six months of the campaign -- water
pollution showed a huge shift on the social issue meter and
moved up to #2, indicating significantly more interest



Getting Results:
What it Takes to Make Social Marketing Programs Work cont.

COMPARATIVE LOS ANGEI~ES COUNTY PROGRAM BUDGETS
STORM WATER VS. TOBACCO CONTROL PROGRAM

Annual Program Budgets "; ~0t’m Water/Urban Runoff Los Angeles County
Program Tobacco (’o!!l_~ro!

Advertising Budget $400,000 ~ $390,000 ~

()fl~cr Source Contributions $450,000 (City of Los Angeles and $5,500,000 ~

Pe~flee contributions) ~

Subtotal $850,000 ~per year $5~890,000 per year
Public P, elations Budget ~800,000 $500,0003

~, hhcr Source Contributions NA ’ $750,000 ’~

Subtotal $800,000 per year $1,250,000 per year

Total Annual
p~r_ogram Funds: $1~650~000 per year $7,140,000 p_e~r year .



Advertising Cost/value and Impact

- It takes more than twice as much money to reach 1,000 people
with an ad in a regional paper (e. G. San Gabriel Valley Tribune)
than with one radio spot on a Top-10 rated station

¯ Average radio cost per-spot is $250, which will reach more
than 43,000 listeners - cost-per-thousand is $5.78

¯ Average newspaper cost-per-ad (5"x7") is $1,500, which will
reach at most 120,000 readers of the San Gabriel Valley
Tribune - cost-per-thousand is $12.47

- $5,000 will purchase approximately 12,000 2-color newsletters,
reaching one city’s residents cost-per-thousand is $416; the same
$5,000 will buy 20 Top-10 radio spots, reaching approximately
865,000 people countywide.



2001 Los Angeles Countywide Stormwater Advertising Campaign
Media Plan Flowchart - Radio & Newspaper

Rev I
March April May June July Aug.

1~_k~_~_~j_#116123130 7114121128 4111118125 21e116123130 6113 uo,ts: cost:
Spot Radio:

General Market & Spanish (]RPs) ~5 ’~1~11~l’~ 17511’51’751’75 1,745 $966,730.00
Stalions hsted on schedule summa~

TrafficRepodAnnounoements~ ~01~01~01~0 ~1~1~1~ ~*~,$71,760.00
Networks TBD

Garden Talk, KF, AM (640) I! ~ I! I~ I~ 1~ 1 I~ I1 I~ 1 I 1 I1 I~ 14 $2,800.00
Sal, 500am - 6:00am

Back to the Garden. KFWB-AM(980)~ ~ ~ I ~1 ~t ~ I ~ ~ 1~ I ~ I ~ ~ 1 ~ I ~ 1 ~ 70 $14,00000Sa 8:53a, 12:53p, 2:28p & Su 7:28a, 4:53p
$1,055,290.00 88%

Newspaper: (# of inse~ons)*

Los Angeles Times ~ 1 $13,095 00

Daily News ~ ~ ~ ~ 12 $28,36500
~

Long Beach Press Telegram ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 8 $17,17500
..,,~e~ I~,~ ~1~1 ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ lO Sl~,~ooo
LA Weekly, Los Angeles Edition ~ J 1 ’ "~ ......~ I~ ~~ 9 s~4,s38.o~
~o~,,~.~own,own.ew~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ S~,7~.00

76 $139,93801 12%

Notes: I I I $1,195,228 01 i00%
- Preferred radio stahons April 29 May 28 July 4

Neat Neighbors (A25 54) 1)KOSI-FM,2)KTWV FM,3) KIIS-FM FiestaBroaway MemonalDay Independence Day
Rubbish Rebels(Mlk~ 24} 11KPWR-FM 2) KROQ FM, 3) KKBT-FM

Spanish(A25 54) 1) KSCA FM 2) KLVE FM 3) KBUE FM

- Newspaper costs based on 5 column x 7" ad size

¯ Based on an ad size of 5 eOlklllll/ x ,7’
’" San Gabriel Valk.~y ] nbune PasadeHa Sht! News Whlthe~ News



2000 Los Angeles Countywide Stormwater Campaign
Actual #1

Media Schedule Flowchart

March           April           May          June           July        August

2816113120 2713110117124 11811512~ ~91511~119 ~613110117!24 3117114 u.,,s:     cos,: !%1:
Political Ad Period:

Presidential Primary - Mar. 7
- media window: 1/21 - 3/7
State Primary - Mar. 7
- media window 1/21 ~3/7

Local Spot Radio: |
Gen, Mkt. & .ispan,c (. TRPs) [~I~ ~ 1,4911491149 1.352 S639,372.00- refer to buy summary for slalions
Tra.,c.epo. Sposrs.~,.Spot~ II1011t0111°~ ~ ~~- Metro and Shadow nelworks

$725,179.00 83%
Newspaper: (# of insertions)*

,os~n~elesTi~es ~ ~ ~]23 5

L.A Watts Times I-~ ~ [~ ~ I~ E I~ 7 $4,48S.00

~os~,,~e.os Oow,,,owo.ews~ ~ ~ ~ V~ 5 $4,~.oo
Wave Newspaper, Zone C I~ ~ [~ ~ I~ -~ _6 $3,888.00

87 $145,987.00 17%

Est Radio Audience Delivery (A25-54): Gen Markel - Reach 62%, Freq. 15.7x; Hispanic - Reach 65%, Freq. 7 lx $871,166.00 100%

¯ Ad size = 5 column x 7"
"" San Gabnel Valley Tnbune, Pasadena Star News, Whittier News INDUSTRIAL STRENGTH ADVERTISING



1999-2000 STORMWATER MEDIA CAMPAIGN
RADIO STATIONS APRIL 2000 !~ ...... ~,... JUNE 2000
NUMBER OF 60 SECOND SPOTS ,PER WEEK 3 10 17 24 !~!=i¯ " I~ 1".1.5 ’22 ;~29 5 12 19 26 3
KFI 640 AM (Talk) ~ ",~ ",~ o.~,~;; ~ 24 24 24
KABC 790 AM (Talk) , ",, .~ 26 26 26 26 26 26
KKHJ 930 AM (Spanish Talk) ’ ~~.~!..~,

.- .~.:.
~ :     ~:., : 23 23 23 29 29 29 23 23 23

KFWB 980 AM (News) ~ :;~ ’~.’~ : ~ .... ~’~:: 30 30 30
KTNQ 1020 AM (Spanish Talk) ~ "- ;:;~:’ =-" % ’; ., ~;~" 20 20 20 21 21 21 22 22 22
KRLA 1100 AM (Talk) ~.’:" "’ ¯ ;~:., 29 29 29 29 29 29
KZLA 93.9 FM (Country} ;":;" ........ ~’ 27 27 27 27 27 27
KBUAJKBUE 94.31105.5 FM (Spanish} ,:o, " ~ 23 23 23 29 29 29 23 23 23
KTWV 94.7 FM (New Age) ;’" ¯ : 24 24 24
KLSX 97.1 FM (Talk) ~. ’ ’ - .-,, 33 33 33 33 33 33
KRTH 101.t FM (Oldies) 33 33 33
KSCA 101.9 FM (Spanish) ,, 23 23 23 24 24 24 24 24 24
KIIS 102.7 FM (Adult Contempor~) . " 22 22 22 22 22 22
KACDIKBCD 103.1 FM (Alternative Rock) 32 32 32 32 32 32 32 32 32
KOST 103.5 FM (Adult Contempory) ’ 24 24 24
KPWR 105.9 FM (Urban Adult Contempory) 23 23 23
KLVE t07.5 FM ISpanish Adult Conter~p0r~) .,::-,- 20 20 21 21 21 21 22 22 22 TOTALS
TOTAL 60 SECOND SPOTS PER WEEK ..... ’ ~, "~t~.’,.!,. 273 273 274 334 334 334 268 268 268 2626
TOTAL I0 SECOND TRAFFIC SPONSORSHIPS* PER WEEK 110 110 110 110 110 110 110 110 110 110 1100

T̄raffic Sponsorships via Metro Traffic and Shadow Broadcasting networks

NEWSPAPERS                        ~;                  ~        APRIL 2000                                   ~ JUNE 2000
NUMBER OF INSERTS PER WEEK ...... .... ~     3    10 17 24                                   5    12 19 26    3

Daily News                                    , ~ 1 2 1 1 2 1 2 1 1 1
La Opinion ’ , . ":’,~ 1 2 2 1 2 2 1 2 1 2 1 2
Long Bea,ch Press-Telegram ....~, ~,:~. i, 1 2 1 2 1 1 1 1 2
Daily Breeze :, :’ 1 1 1 1 1 1 2 1
San Gabriel Valley Tribune** ~ ’-~: 2 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Pasadena Star News** ~" 2 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Whittier News** ..... -~ ~: 2 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

o L.A. Watts Times ~    ~ 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

...... , ~.,~,~ ........ ,, .. 1 1 1 1 1 1 TOTALS
co~ TOTAL INSERfiONS PER WEEK.~;~ ~,,,,~’,~;,~t]~,~.~ 2 13 12 10 10 12 9 12 8 10 6 4 1 109

**San Gabriel Valley Newspaper Group



Year One (1996- 1997) Highlights

Research and Development of Five-Year Plan

¯ Developed Public Education AdvisoO, Committee, an ad hoc commmee of various Pe.’-mittee
and County’ representatives, assembled to provide constructive input into the development of
the Five-Year Public Education Plait and elicit buy-in from Permittee cities. Facilitated
meetings throughout the fiscal year.

¯ Developed lnitial Five-Year Public Education Plan - Part One, detailing situation analysis.
goals and objectives for the four primary, target audiences: general publicJ’residential:
commercial/industrial and new development./construction; K-12 school children: and public
agencies.

¯ Developed Research Report on Issues, Pollutants and Materials. The repor~ served as a
resource for reviewing and assessing the individual and collective efforts of Los Angeles
Count,,’. 85 Permittees and some of the nation’s leading storm water urban runoff
prevention programs. Focus areas in the report included: complex issues surrounding storm
water urban runoff prevention efforts: the prioritization of pollutants of concern, land uses
and associated target audiences; specific materials and programs being implemented
throughout the countw: and overall recommendations on how to proceed in developing the
Five- Year Public Education Plan.

¯ Developed Initial Five-Year Public Education Plait - Part Two. detailing overall strategies
and public education tactics.

¯ Developed Residents attd Industry Storm l~’ater Awareness, Practices and
Communications Report. Report detailed focus group findings on current levels of
awareness, knowledge and concern about storm water pollution; current usage of BMPs;
reactions to potential program messages, creative materials and outreach strategies.

¯ Developed two-volume Public Etnployee Trainers’ Manual (Volume One: Municipal
Activities; Volume Two: Construction). Manuals were developed to provide Permittees with
training materials for educating appropriate Permittee employees regarding compliance with
applicable storm xvater permits. Conducted three training sessions for public agency
employees.

¯ Conducted Los Angeles County Segmentation Stud.v to define target audiences, quantify
polluting behaviors and provide a strategic foundation for the Five-t’ear Public Education
Plait’s goals, objectives, messages, strategies and outreach tactics. Study identified three
primary. target audience segments around which to strategically and cost-effectively focus
public education efforts. Segments. characterized as "Neat Neighbors." "’Fix-h Foul-ups,"
and "’Concerned Non-Contributors,’" were defined as the largest contributors to storm water
pollution and those most likely to change behaviors, and represent approximately’ 83% of LA
Countys 10 million residents.

16
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Year One (1996- 1997) Highlights- cont.

Research and Development of Five-Year Plan

¯ Conducted presentations on Segmentation Study results, creattve concepts and scenarios
within the Five-Year Public Education Plan to the Public Education Advisory Commit.tee

and WMA Committees.

¯ Developed first three BMP posters for Site Visit Program and began distribution.

Special Events

¯ Attended the Los Angeles County Fair and other communitv events.
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Year Two (1997- 1998) Highlights

Research and Development of Five-Year Plan

Developed final Five-l’ear Public Education Plan for review and approval bv the Pubhc
Educatton ,4dviso~q’ Committee, I~’MA Committees, and ultimately, the R It"QCB

Conducted h~terim "Touchbase" Tracking Stud), following six-month implementation of
the advertising campaign. Study indicated that the media campaign proved ,,o be: (1)
communicating accurately; (2) perceived by LA County residents to be delivering important
messages; (3) successful in changing attitudes; and (4) starting to impact behaviors.

Graphic Desi~/Advertising

¯ Developed and produced letterhead package, including the Channel Bulletin and media
release letterhead, and The Report covers.

¯ Developed Project Pollution Prevention logo and made available to Perrnittees via the
Internet (www. freethmoroz.com).

¯ Developed and planned Countywide media buv in accordance with the Segmentation Study.

¯ Tested media messages through mall intercept studies done in partnership with the Citv of
Los Angeles.

¯ Conceptualized and produced Now You Know media campaign in accordance with the
Segmentation Study and mall intercept results. Creative materials utilizing the Now You
Know theme, included radio spots, print ads. and bus shelter poster designs.

¯ Paid media campaign leveraged $1,085.000 in pro bono outdoor and radio placements.

Media Relations

¯ Secured print and electronic media stones garnering upwards of 22,766,000 impressions at
a value of $162,439.

¯ Developed Guide to Stortn Water Media Relations. a comprehensive resource manual to
assist Permittees in executing local media relations campai~mas; conducted workshop tbr
Permittees in conjunction xvith the distribution olthe media guide.

¯ Developed and distributed Spanish and English radio PSAs.

R0001383
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Year Two (1997- 1998) Highlights- cont.

Corporate Partnerships

¯ Confirmed partnerships with Metro Display Advertising, Eller Media, Vista Metropolitan
Outdoor Media, W;orldwide Pet Supply Association, LA County Police Camne Assoc~auon.
PETCO, CrazyDog, Doggie Walk Bags at an estimated value of $2.7 million.

¯ Implemented training partnership with County of Los Angeles Health Services Department
for restaurant worker storm water BMP training.Upwards of 50.000 businesses were
identified for training over the next fiscal year.

Business Outreach

¯ Developed Businesses and htdustriesfor a Clean Environment overview brochure.

¯ Finalized copy and design of 18 BMP fact sheets, technically specific and researched among
target audience.

¯ Conducted an auto repair workshop with the California Dept. of Toxic Substances Controi
and the LA Urban League Toyota Training Center.

¯ Developed Southeastern Targeted Opportunities to Prevent Pollution (STOPP) Business
Outreach Pilot Program, detailing site visit reports, recommendations for business outreach
(to auto repair shops and restaurants) and preparations for public workshops.

¯ Conducted Auto Mechanics Clean Business Fair, an entertainment-oriented education event
t’or automotive repair shop managers and employees hosted by County inspector David
Dolphin and KTNQ/KLVE Spanish-language radio celebrity, Humberto Luna.

¯ Developed Project Pollution Prevention (PPP) Automotive Repair Workshop Report,
detailing the Auto Mechanics Clean Business Fair.

¯ Conducted Clean Business Expo for restaurants in conjunction with California Department
orToxic Substances Control, California Restaurant Association, and Bell Gardens Merchants
and Commerce Association.

¯ Developed and distributed a series of topical small space ads for Permittee use (available on
disk and via the Internetl.
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Year Two (1997- 1998) Highlights- cont.

Special Events

Attended County special events {including Each Fest "9S. and Los Angeies (<~,tlI]tv Fairl.
Estimated attendance: 258,000.

Bulletins

Developed seven Channel Bulletins and distributed to Permittees. Public Education
Advisory Committee and special interest mailing list.

R0001385
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Year Three ( 1998 - 1999) Highlights

Research

¯ Compiled results of Interim "’Touchbase" Tracking Stud)’: produced and distributed
research report to R\VQCB. Public Education Advisor~’ Committee. SCAG. SMBRP, Count\
and Permittees.

Graphic Desi~/Advertising

¯ Conceptualized and produced nexv radio, pnnt and outdoor media campaign reflecting 1998
interim evaluation results. Creative materials using the Warning Sign theme, included radio
commercials, pnnt ads, bus shelter poster designs and movie theatre slides.

¯ Paid advertising campaign teveraged $900,000 in pro bono outdoor and radio placements.

¯ Distributed ad launch materials to Permittees. Board of Supervisors and R\VQCB.

¯ Secured advertising space on the screens of four high-traffic movie theaters coinciding with
summer blockbuster season (860,000 impressions) and highlighted in the .,MMC Magazine’s
July issue (circulation 100.000).

¯ Secured advertising space on the back of grocer3," receipts in four high-traffic County stores
for eight weeks, garnering 325,000 impressions.

Tips Cards and Other General Public Collateral Materials

¯ Produced pesticide and fertilizer tips cards with PPP branding; produced used oil tips cards in
conjunction with Chevron; produced recycling tips cards in conjunction with COSTCO.

¯ Produced interactive storm water pollution prevention game to increase participation at
special events.

Corporate Partnerships

¯ Confirmed partnerships with Chevron, COSTCO. Petco. LA County Arboretum. Southern
California Vetennarv Medicine Association. and Doggie Walk Bags, garnering an estimated
2.775.000 impressions at a value of $136.066.

R0001386
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Year Three (1998 - 1999) Highlights- cont.

Media Relations

¯ Secured pnnt and electronic media stories garnering 8.530,000 estimated impressions at a
value of $157,030.

¯ Secured media coverage regarding County storm water diversion svstems in the Los Angeles
Times (front page), Beach Reporter, Daily Breeze and Long Beach Press-Telegram.
Estimated impressions: 1,500,000.

¯ Secured ad launch coverage in Adweek, Daih, Breeze, News-Pilot, KFWB-AM and KCSN-
FM. Estimated impressions: over 500,000.

¯ Secured County panelists and coordinated storm water program on Century Cable’s Bill
Rosendahl Show. Estimated impressions: 404,000.

¯ Developed and distributed five template media releases to all Permittees.

¯ Produced two audio nex~:s releases (general stoma water pollution prevention and lawn and
gardening care). Estimated impressions: 1,075,000.

Special Events

¯ Attended ten County. special events (including Earth Faire, Los ?mgeles County Fair,
America’s Family Pet Expo, Long Beach Home and Garden Show). Estimated attendance:
over 250,000.

Business Outreach

¯ Conducted meetings with the Building Industry. Association regarding the new State
Construction Permit.

¯ Conducted educational site visits.

Bulletins

¯ Developed four Channel Bulletins and distributed to Pem~ittees, Public Education Advisory.
Committee and special interest mailing list.
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Year Four ( 1999 - 2000) Highlights

Graphic Desi~/Advertising

¯ Secured and coordinated four-xveek radio promotion ’aith KIIS FM. 2000 Superbowl Storm
Water Sweep, including: partnerships with Universal Studios, Pepsi and Popeyes Chicken:
four weeks of on-air spots and announcements, \Vebsite postings, interactive phone messages
and promotions at live remotes; and a station-sponsored beach clean-up and picnic, wherein
more than 2,200 pounds of trash was collected along Santa Monica Beach. Estimated
impressions: 22,567,000.

¯ Secured advertising space on the screens of five high-traffic movie theaters coinciding with
holiday blockbuster season (1,106,700 impressions) and highlighted in the AMC Magazine’s
November issue (circulation 100,000).

¯ Secured advertising space on the back of grocery.’ receipts in four high-traffic County stores
for 12 weeks. Estimated impressions: 97~,000.

¯ Produced two additional radio ads, "’Encounter Group" and "’Salute."

¯ ,--Manual Countvv,ide media campaign aired flom April into July 200(~ and has not been
evaluated to date.

¯ Distributed media campaign materials to Permittees, Board of Supera’isors and RWQCB.

Media Relations

¯ Secured print and electronic media stones garnering 53,892,100 estimated impressions at a
value of $310,604.

¯ Secured media coverage on less toxic/alternative products, used oil recycling centers and
HHW Roundups, including four live feature segments on the KTLA Morning News and two
s%mnents on KTLA Pacesetters. Estimated impressions: upwards of 2,120,000 at a value
of $80,000.

¯ Secured media coverage on launch of five new under~ound storm water diversion svstems,
in conjunction with Heal the Bay. the City of Long Beach and the American Lung
Association. Estimated impressions: upwards of 3,000,000 at a value of $22,000.

R0001388
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Year Four (1999- 2000) Highlights- cont.

Tips Cards and Other General Public Collateral Materials

¯ Produced 05.000 customized coffee jackets ~mpnnted \vith PPP messages, and secured
distribution at 31 County coffeehouses. Estimated impressions: 1,296,000.

¯ Produced 10.000 customized magnets - focused on used automotive t]uid recycling --
impnnted with PPP and CStC/Kragen logos. Initial distribution took place at the
Toyota~iLong Beach Grand Prix.

¯ Produced 7,500 general !5ollution prevention tips cards impnnted with PPP and Bnta logos.
Initial distribution took place at Earth Faire 2000.

¯ Produced 20,000 customized shop towels (10.000 English, 10,000 Spanish) - focused on
used automotive fluid recycling - impnnted with PPP messages and logo. and developed in
conjunction with the City of Los .~Mageles and CIWMB. Initial distribution took place at
Eagle One Nationals.

Corporate Partnerships

¯ Confirmed partnerships with CSKiKragen. Bnta, ?maencan Lung Association. City of Los
Angeles and CIWMB garnering an estimated value of $66.000. Note: partnership with
high-profile corporate and nonprofit entities such as Kragen, Brita and American Lung
contributed considerable added value to the Program, though one that is not quantifiable in
traditional advertising/marketing dollars. The Program benefited significantly from these
affiliations via their significant "brand equity," increased credibility among target audience
se_m’nents and greatly expanded program visibility and reach.

Special Events

¯ Attended six County special events (including the Los Angeles County Fair, Latin Business
Association Expo, Toyota!Long Beach Grand Pnx, Earth Faire, Cinco de Mavo at Whittier
Narrows and Eagle One Nationals); estimated attendance: over 500,000.

Business Outreach

¯ Developed and distributed specialized automotive repair BMP workbooks and videos to 319
automotive instructors at targeted high schools. ROP programs, adult,\ocauonal schools,
community colleges {potentially reaching up~ards of 19,000 studentsl.

Bulletins                                              R0001389
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2000 Los Angeles Countywide Stormwater Advertising Campaign
Billing Summary - Contributions from Co-Permittees

7/lli00

Invoice

City: Amount: Inv. #: Date: Status: Check #: Notes:

I. Beverl\ Hills $14,968.80 003-00 1/16/00 Recv’d 315782

2. Carson $1.041.01 004-00 1/16/00 Recv’d 018156

3. La Mirada $2,500.47 005-00 1/16/00 Recvd 234918

4. Huntington Park $2,500.00 006-00 1/16/00 Recvd 5301 - Est. budget $3,592.13

5. Maywood $1,420.15 007-00 1 / 16/00 Recv’d 5302

6. San Dimas $2.560.01 008-00 1/16/00 Recv’d 081442

7. La Canada Flintridge $3,307.50 009-00 1/16/00 Recv’d 13136

8. West Covina $3,988.85 010-00 1/16/00 Recv’d 191124

9. Alhambra $2,923.83 012-00 2/8/00 Recv’d 192917

10. Glendale $2,016.00 013-00 2/8/00 Recv’d G8221159 Pymt. recv’d from County

11. Santa Monica $2,500.00 014-00 2/8/00 Recv’d 20788

12. Rosemead $1,430.82 015-00 2/18/00 Recv’d 029961

I3. Downey $2,500.00 016-00 2/24/00 Recv’d 0006934 - Est. budget $9.523.33

!4. Baldwin Park $500.00 024-00 3/27/00 Recv’d 116730 Est. budget $1,839.63

15. Signal Hill $500.00 025-00 3/29/00 Recv’d 0058801 Est. budget $3,141.03

16. South El Monte $500.00 027-00 4/7/00 Recv’d O11863 Est. budget $1,430.82

17. Redondo Beach $500.00 028-00 4/7/00 Recv’d 196253 Est. budget $1,636.20

18. Bell $1,000.00 037-00 5/10/00 Recv’d 18236 Est. budget $1,420.15

19. Hidden Hills $500.00 038-00 5/15/00 Recv’d 8616 Est. budget $943.80

20. Cerritos $2,217.20 039-00 5/15/00 Recv’d 015522

21. Gardena $2,079.00 042-00 6/7/00 Recv’d 034662

22. Calabasas $1,000.00 047-00 7/11/00 Recv’d 29409

23. South Gate $500.00 048-00 7/11/00 Due - Est. budget $2,673.22

24. Azusa $841.43 049-00 7/11/00 Due

25. West Holl~,vood ~ 050-00 7/11/00 Due o Est. budget $6.924.00

TOTAL. Invoiced: $54,795.07

TOTAL. Recvd: $52,453.64

bwrmwazer . 2000 City Con~’lbs INDUSTRIAL STRENGTH ADVERTISING
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www.888CleanLA.com Hits
Month Hits
Nov-99 808
Dec-99 674
Jan-O0 657    5000
Feb-O0 1470
Mar-00 2922
Apr-00 1865 4000May-00 4014
Jun-00 1768
Jul-00 2044

Aug-00 2171 3000
Sep-00 2458
Oct-00 3158
Nov-00 3112
Dec-00 2347 2000
Jan-01 3192
Feb-01 3159

1000

Aug-99 Mar-00 Oct-00 Apr-01



i..~-~l~,~t~(~\ LOUN lk OF LOS ANC_iELEb

~ DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC\VORKS
900 SOUTIt FREMON~ AVENUE

ALHAMBRA. <’ALIFORNIA 91 ~03-133 I
Tel~hone: (626) 458-51 ~

IIARRY W. STONE, Director -~DI)RESS ALL CORRESPONDEN(’[:
PC BOX

~ LI i ~MI]RA. (’ALIFORNIA 9

March ~2,200~

RE,ER TO FILl EP-5

Mr. Dennis Dickerson, Executive O~cer
California Regional Water Quality Control Board
Los Angeles Region ~;-
320 West 4~ Street, Suite 200 ~: --    -~ ~ --Los Angeles, CA 90013-1105

~
~

Dear Mr. Dickerson: ~=~ _

2001 STORMWATER POLLUTION PREVENTION MEDIA CAMPAIGN ~=~ ~

The Los Angeles County Depa~ment of Public Works, in pa~nership wit~e ~ity of
Los Angeles, will launch the fou~h annual Media Campaign during the week o~March 26,
2001. The Media Campaign will teach Los Angeles County residents about simple,
eve~day actions they can take to help prevent stormwater pollution. This 18-week radio
and newspaper media campaign, outlined in the enclosed Media Plan Flowcha~, is one
component of our overall public education program designed to meet the requirements of
the Municipal Stormwater National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System Permit.

Through a united effo~ with 84 cities, the County’s highly targeted public education
program is designed to help motivate County residents to take simple measures that will
help restore our stormwater quality and improve the quality of life in Southern California.
In all radio and newspaper adve~isements, the County and cities will be identified by the
Project Pollution Prevention tag line or logo, as displayed below.

If you have any questions, please contact me at (626) 458~014 or your staff may contact
Melinda Barre~ at (626) 458-5975.

Very truly yours,

HARRY W. STONE P R O J E C T
Director of Public Works

pC! ! Ufi~/~,

DONALD L. WOLFE,/
Assistant Director

TJS
P :\Secfina 1~2001 rncn~qcb.wpd

Enc.

R0001393



2001 Los Angeles Countywide Stormwater Advertising Campaign
Media Plan Flowchart - Radio & Newspaper

Rev. 1
March April May June July Aug.

12119126 219116123130 7114121128 4111118125 219116123130 6113 Units: Cost: %:
Spot Radio:

General Market & Spanish (TRPs) ]-~-5 175j 17511751175 175J 17511751175 1,745 $966,730.00
Stalions listed on schedule summary

Traffic Report Announcements: ~ 90J90190190 95195J95195 920 $71,760.00
Networks TBD

Garden Talk, KFI-AM (640) E 111111111 1111111 1111111 14 $2,800.00
Sat., 5:00am - 6:00am

Back to theGarden, KFWB-AM (980) E 81 ~1 ~1 s l s ~1 s l ~1 ~ ~1 51 ~1 ~ 70 214.000.00
Sa. 8:53a, 12:53p, 2:28p & Su. 7:28a, 4:53p $1,055,290.00 88%

Newspaper: (# of insertions)*

I,os Angeles Times D 1 $13,095.00

Daily News ~ r~ ~ [~ ~- 2-~ 12 $28,365.00

La OpiniOn E II II I I 21’I" I 1 11 I ’ ~I 1 1 1 I ’---l--i-] 15 $18,525.00
San Gabriel Valley Group" E 11 I I1~"1’:1’ 11111 1111111 11 $2o,975.oo
Long Beach Press-Telegram ~ FT’] ~ D ~ [] [] D 8 $17,175.00

Daily Breeze ~’- ~ 1"~-’~ ~ ~ ~ r~ ~ 10, $18,850.00

C.A. Weekly, Cos Ange~es Edition I-i-I 1111111 I11111~I g, $14,538.01

LOS Angeles Downtown News ~ 1"~ ~ D ~ 5 $4,765.00

L.’. Watts Times ~ ~ D 1.~ [] 5 ~
76 $139,938.01 !2%

Notes: I I I $1,195,228.01 100%
- Preferred radio stations: April 29 May 28 July 4

Neat Neighbors (A25-54): 1) KOST-FM, 2) KTWV-FM. 3) KIISoFM Fiesta Broaway Memorial Day Independence Day

Rubbish Rebels (M18-24): 1) KPWR-FM, 2), KBOQ-FM, 3) KKBT-FM
Spanish (A25-54): ’1) KSCA-FM, 2) KLVE-FM, 3) KBUE-FM

- Newspaper costs based on 5 column x 7" ad size

¯ Based on an ad size el 5 column x T’
"" San Gabriel Valley Tribune, Pasadena Star News. Wh~llier News



Los Angeles County
Municipal NPDES Permit

Executive Advisory Committee
Wednesday, March 14, 2001 - 1:30 P.M.

Los Angeles County Department of Public Works
900 South Fremont Avenue, Alhambra

12th Floor Conference Room

1. Call to Order

2. Approval of February 14, 2001, Minutes
3. Regional Board Update

4. Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL)

¯ Monitoring Plan

¯ Task Force Report

5. Public Comments

6. Closed Session Discussion

7. Next Meeting - April 11,2001

8. Adjournment

A ~,EAC-AGENDA-MAR2001 .WPD
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LA Count).’ MS4
Proposed Renewal ScheduleI

January. 31st Regional Board received ROWD from Permittees
February 14th Regional Board- EAC Meeting
February 28tl~ Working Group meeting on IC/ID
Thursday, March 1st Working Group Meeting on Monitoring
Friday, March 2nd Regional Board issued ROWD comment letter
Wed, March 14th 1:30: Regional Board - EAC meeting

3:00: Working group meeting on the Construction Program

Thursday, March 15th Regional Board to provide "preliminary" draft permit for permittee
review - for discussion purposes only.

Thursday, March 22"d Warking group meeting with subcommittee of permittees to review
preliminary draft

TBA Working group meeting on Commercial/Industrial Inspection Program
TBA Working group meeting on Public Agency Program
TBA Working group meeting on Development Planning
TBA Working group meeting on Santa Clarita issues

Mon, April 2"d Issue first draft of permit/staff report (containing technical basis)

Wed, April 11~h 1:30: Regional Board- EAC meeting

Wed, April 18~h Conduct workshop (Regional Board office, 1~t floor auditorium)

Thurs, April 26’h Brief Board on renewal process at Board meeting (pasadena)

Tues, May 8~h Comments on first draft due

Wed, May 9’h 1:30 Regional Board - EAC meeting

Fri, June 1~t Issue final draft of permit and staff report, including responses to
initial comments

Wed, June 13t~ 1:30 Regional Board - EAC meeting

Fri, July 6t~ Final written comments due

Wed, July 11th 1:30 Regional Board - EAC meeting

Wed, July 18th Issue "Response to Comments" to public and to Board

Thurs, July 26th Propose adoption at Board meeting (location TBA)

I Additional working group meetings - to discuss technical details of the SQMP - will probably
need to be scheduled, depending on progress made at the first set of working group meetings.

Revised on March 14, 2001
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CONTROLLING URBAN RUNOFF
NEW SUSMP REGULATIONS

A WORKSHOP FOR MUNICIPAL BUILDING & SAFETY AND
PLANNING DEPARTMENTS

South Bay Cities Council of Governments and the City of Torrance invite you to
participate in a free workshop designed for the Municipal Building & Safety and
Planning Departments. This workshop will increase your understanding of:

¯ Urban runoff issues and problems, solutions and regulations
¯ Current and new Standard Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plan (SUSMP)

requirements for development
¯ The technical aspects of Best Management Practices (BMPs)

The workshop activities include:

¯ A regulatory update by Xavier Swamikannu of the California Regional Water
Quality Board.

,, Speakers including representatives of the City of Los Angeles and Santa
Monica explaining the requirements for controlling runoff from development.

¯ A creative, hands-on BMP design activity.

WHEN: March 27, 2001 10:00 AM - 4:00 PM
(Check-In and Registration - 9:00 AM)

WHERE: Torrance Cultural Arts Center
3330 Civic Center Drive
Torrance, California 90503

Space is Limited. Please RSVP by March 20, 2001 to:
Jacki Bacharach, Executive Director, SBCCOG

(ph) 310-377-8987; (fax) 310-377-5790
iackibacharach@compuserve.com

For information, please call: Wendell Johnson, City of Torrance Engineering
Department @ (310) 618-2820

NAME:

COMPANY:

PHONE: FAX:

EMAIL: # ATTENDING:
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Reporting on solid w~te managemen:,
from product d=ign to disposal and recovc~

Volume 6, ~sue 39                  Feb~y 26, 2001
$2 per copy

Maine smokers
Deposits aim at cJ are e waste

~y ghe~l ~ M¢~lle~ deposi~ and ~demption~.
Brooks and others discussed

No butts about i: ~ the state the proposal in a hea~ng withof Maine has a problem,
the state ~slature’~ Business

Smokers toss their cigaretteand Economic Committee las~
butts alm~g sidewalks, outside week.
of businesses and in scenic ~he goal, of course, is ~ get
Maine parks. Bunches of but~[the 5ut~s] up o~ the street,"
~ile up ou~ide ~ bar~ and pub-

Brooks said.
lic buildings where sta~e laws Smokers make up an esti.
prohibit smoking, ma~ed 20 percen~ of Maine’s

So what’s a s~ate tha~ annu-population, he said.
aiiy generates 2.3 billion ciga-

"However, we estimate only
retie but~ ~o do? I0 percent throw their ciga-

State Rep. Joseph Brooks, areties out willg-nillx," Brooks
Democrat is ~ponsoring a bill said.
many have mcknamed the "Re-

It is not an anti-smoking
turnable Butts Bill" the: calls campaigm, said Bro~k~, who e7

feted cigare~s, ing in Maine ~s~uran~.
The bill would add a sur. Cigarette makers would

charge of 5 cents per cigarettelabel each fi]te~d cigaret~
or $i per pack that could be re-feted for sale in Maine with the
deemed by smokers who re~urnrefund value and the sta~e
cigarette butts to redemption name. Each package would dis-
centers. It aiso creates the play" the r~fund value of ~e an-

~P£RSI~ ~8~: I~a M~ln~ sl~[e ~is~l~r has MsReturnab~,: Tobacco Products tire pack of cigarettes, becca Ray o~ Boot~bay Harbor, Maine, will pay a 5-cent depozlt on eachFund, dedicated for paymem of
See Butts, Page 23 cigare~e they purchase, relundable only if they turn in their buffs.

~,,~TE NERO, Februa~ 26. 2007 []

~indow think nothing of throw-    The M~ne Me~han~ ~so~a-
arctics in Maine because they Singleton, a spokesman for R.J.mg out a d~t~ butt," he said. finn is against the proposal for would get the money back when Reynolds. The company panici.economic and health reasons, they return the but~ ~ redemp- pa~s in ~ver cleanups and other

Continued from Page I said Jim McGregor, the associa- tion centers in sealed plastic en~ronmen~l pm~s, he said.finn’s executive ~ president.

remain ~th the state ~ p~y ad-
store clerks ~vould ~ responsible

~t~$ one more issue to ~rompt~eo~MminisLrat~ve costs and fund
for handling the but~ and ~f~eysmoking cessation or other Maine’s proposed
,~ou]d be ex~sed m nicotine nnd to go to New Hampshire to shop.health and en~ronmenta] laws. =’Retg~bJe Bg~s Bill" other problems, M~gor said.the Maine Innkeepers ~socia-

WOgJd fO~8 $mok~ to Some have compared the law "tion in Portland said. No s~res Jim M~ - -
or supe~arkets would b~ re- P~ ~B ~ddJfJ0B~]:

to Maine’s bottle bill, which se~ " : ’"Maine M~han~ As$~a~on ’ .up a redemption system for re-                         ..~.. /, . .-                 ~..:quired m accept ~tumable alga-
turned used d~nk containem, " -~ .... "rette but~.

5 ~e~ts per g~Qare~e McGregor said. "But you don’t bags with 20 butts in each bag. Single,n, who hadn’t ~ad the
The innkeepers association

pick up a bottle by the mouth," Each bagwould ~ wo~ $I. Maine bill, said the company
helped research and create the $I per pack he said. But a resident brought a bag suppo~ enforcement of cu~ent
proposed bill and suppo~s it as

The law also ~uld fil~r mon- ofcigaret~ butm to ~ m~ng, litter laws over an increase
an anti-liter campai~. $I0 per ~a~0~ ey in~ borde~ng New Hemp-

~d the foul smell ~mea~d ~e the p~ce of ~g~t~s that co~dThe association ~ which rep-
shire, where no sal~s ~x exist, commit~e ~m, McG~gor said. force smokers over state lines.

~sen~ inns, bed-and-b~a~,
M~regor said. "It was offensive," he ~id. That exodus would hit r~ilers

ho~Is and mo~Is in ~e sta~ ~
The bill would add $1 ~r Tobacco companies are stool- in the pocke~ when smokers,

estima~s businesses spend rail-
~e ten,lemon ~ not a ~ and package ~nd $10 per cain, de~ng on ~e issue. Unce~in of who t~i~lly buy o~er pmduc~

lions of dollars in payroll cos~ wo~d not ~a~ ad~onal ms~ which could spark a black mar- the details of the law and how when bu~ng ~garettes, go else-
per year to pick up cigarette for ~moke~ if they properly dis- ket for out+f-s~te ciga~ttes, the s~ would expect them to

when, he ~&
but~. ~se of ~ bu~, he said. ~e ~ Smokem wo~d pay ~ ~ $5 ~r

s~mp only ~ose ~g~t~ ~ing The B~iness and E~nomic
~e Pm~d bill wo~d redu~ demption ~n~ al~ady are in pack w. $3 ~ ~. ~ Maine, companies ~uch ~ ~.

~mmit~ ~l address ~e ~sue"It’s one mo~ i~ue ~ prompt
Re~olds Tobacco Co., ba~ed in a~n Ma~h 8 ~ a work~s~ation ~ke~an s~d. it makes ~en~e ~ red~em them people to go to New Hampshire Noah Carolina, are taking $ and could s~nd it ~ th~

"People who wo~d never con- ~ere, he ~d. ~ shop," M~r ~id. waib~d-~ approach. Hou$~ of Rep~sen~tives forsider ~m~ng a ~p~r from a Other b~ine~s ~oup~ aren’t But Brooks said he.believes ~$ am ~ mu& in fair of a ~ide~on. ~
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March 14, 2001 - Major Issues from meeting with the:

Building Industry Association (BIA) of Southem Califomia
1330 South Valley Vista Drive
Diamond Bar, CA 91765
(909) 396-9993
hrt-p: ,iwww.biasc.or~

I. Permit - Construction General Permit

A. Issues

1. No SWPPPs on site

2. No implementation

B. Ways to improve

1. Cooperation between inspectors and developers

2. Enforcement tools used to change the mentality and attitude

3. Workshops

4. Phase II and monitoring

C. Issue on transfer of parcels from a big development site - the new owner must

apply for own NOI

D. Catch basins - addressing the SUSMP and trash

E. SEP money from the ACL penalties

II. Municipal Issues

A. SUSMPs - alternative methods (especially for residential)

B. Immigration controllers (runoff, native plants)

C. Homeowner’s Guide

D. Rain events

E. Categories v. existing data

Attendance:

1. Tim Piasky
2. Richard Laubros, BIA
3. Laura Gentile, US EPA
4. Dan Radulescu
5. Wendy Phillips
6. Xavier Swamikannu
7. Dennis Dickerson, RWQCB
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~ 1330 South Valley Vista Dri’ve
Diamond Bar, California 91765
909.396.9993
fax: 909.396.1571
http://www.biase.org
e-maih rlambros@biasc.org
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Proposed Agenda
Working Group to Address Construction Program Issues

On
March 14, 2001, 3:00 to 5:00

At the
Los Angeles County Department of Public Works

900 South Fremont Avenue
Alhambra, CA 91803

1. Introductions, review agenda, etc.

2. Scope of Construction Program - Overview
* current inspection program and record keeping
* project thresholds [any exclusions, pfiofifization]
¯ evidence necessary for issuing grading permits to projects covered under the state storm water

permit

3. Local Enforcement Issues
¯ legal authority
¯ enforcing department
¯ enforcement procedures

~’~’~’. ¯ follow-up etc.

.... 2~’ ¯ record keeping
4. Performance Standards

¯ priority categories of projects
¯ priority periods etc.

5. Proposed improvements to the Tracking system
¯ database [web-based?]
¯ GIS
¯ Other

6. Coordination between Regional Board and Permittees Inspection Programs
7. Next Steps
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FOR RECORD OF PARTICIPATION I~Itt ~’~ .~

Location: ~ ~ ~
~ERO-SE~ B~D~G
320 W. FORTH ST~ET, S~TE 2~, LOS ~GELES, CA 90013

Date: ~ [ I ~/0 ~

NAME AGENCY/COMPANY/
RESIDENT MAILING/E-MAIL ADDRESS TEL. NO. FAX NO.



AGENCYICOMPANYI
NAME RESIDENT ADDRESS TEL. NO. FAX NO.

11.

12.

13.

14, ¯

15.

17.,

19.

20.
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Dan Radulescu - Prelim Draft Page I

From: Xavier Swamikannu
To: internet:mariki@dpw.co.la.ca.us
Date: 3/15/01 5:05PM
Subject: Prelim Draft

Hi Mustapha:

Please find attached the prelim draft for discussion purposes at our meeting on March 22. It includes Part
1, Part 2, and Part 3 Special Provisions. At this time Findings, Standard Provisions, Monitoring,
Definitions, and Attachments are not included [They are being worked on].

Recall that the contents are a starting point for discussion only and do not necessarily represent
conclusive determinations.

Please limit circulation to those who are members of your sub-committee.

Thanks

Xavier

***The energy challenge facing California is real. Every Californian needs to take immediate action to
reduce energy consumption***
**’For a list of simple ways to reduce demand and cut your energy costs, see the tips at:
http://www.swrcb.ca.gov/news/echallenge.html ***

Dr. Xavier Swamikannu
Storm Water Program
CalEPA - RWQCB - Los Angeles
320 W. 4th Street
Los Angeles, CA 90013

e-mail: xswami@rb4.swrcb.ca.gov
phone: (213)576-6654

CC: Dan Radulescu; Wendy Phillips
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Part 1. DISCHARGE PROHIBITIONS

A. The Permit’tee shall effectively prohibit non-storm water discharges into
the MS4 and watercourses except where such discharges are presumed
to be free of pollutants and are either:

1.    Are covered by a separate individual or general NPDES permit; or

2. Are in one of the categories below, and meet all conditions
specified by the Executive Officer:

a) Categories of natural flow:

(1) Springs and rising ground water;

(2) Flows from riparian zones or wetlands;

(3) Stream diversions, permitted by the State Board; and

(4) Storm water infiltrating into the ground and then into
storm drains.

b) Categories of emergency flows:

(1) Emergency fire fighting runoff.

c) Categories of flows incidental to urban activities, all of which
are subject to conditions that shall be approved by the
Executive Officer:

(1) Landscape irrigation runoff from potable or Title 22
recycled waters;

(2) Water line flushing of potable water distribution
systems;

(3) Incidental runoff from potable water sources;
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(4) Passive drains for foundations, footings, and crawl
spaces;

(5) Air conditioning condensate;

(6) Dechlorinated swimming pool discharges;

(7) Non-commercial car washing by residents or by non-
profit organizations; and

(8) Sidewalk washing.

In the event that any of the above categories of non-storm water
discharges are determined to be a source of pollutants by the
Executive Officer, the discharge will no longer be exempt from this
prohibition unless the Permittee implements conditions approved by
the Executive Officer to ensure that the discharge is not a source of
pollutants. Notwithstanding the above, the Regional Board
Executive Officer may impose additional prohibitions of non-storm
water discharges in consideration of anti-degradation policies.

Part 2. RECEIVING WATER LIMITATIONS

B. Discharges from the MS4 that cause or contribute to the violation of water
quality standards or water quality objectives are prohibited.

C. Discharges from the MS4 of storm water, or non-storm water, for which a
Permittee is responsible shall not cause or contribute to a condition of
nuisance.

D. The Permittee shall comply with the permit through timely implementation
of control measures and other actions to reduce pollutants in the
discharges in accordance with the SQMP and its components and other
requirements of this permit including any modifications. The SQMP and its
components shall be designed to achieve compliance with receiving water
limitations. If exceedances of water quality objectives or water quality
standards (collectively, water quality standards) persist, notwithstanding
implementation of the SQMP and its components and other requirements
of this permit, the Permittee shall assure compliance with discharge
prohibitions and receiving water limitations by complying with the following
procedure:
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1. Upon a determination by either the Permittee or the Regional Board
that discharges are causing or contributing to an exceedance of an
applicable water quality standard, the Permittee shall promptly
notify and thereafter submit a report to the Regional Board that
describes BMPs that are currently being implemented and
additional BMPs that will be implemented to prevent or reduce any
pollutants that are causing or contributing to the exceedances of
water quality standards. This report may be incorporated in the
annual update of the SQMP and its components unless the
Regional Board directs an earlier submittal. The report shall include
an implementation schedule. The Regional Board may require
modifications to the Report.

2. Submit any modifications to the report required by the Regional
Board within 30 days of notification

3. Within 30 days following the approval of the report, the Permittees
shall revise the SQMP and its components and monitoring program
to incorporate the approved modified BMPs that have been and will
be implemented, implementation schedule, and any additional
monitoring required

4. Implement the revised SQMP and its components and monitoring
program according to the approved schedule

E. So long as the Permittee has complied with the procedures set forth
above and is implementing the revised SQMP and its components, the
Permittee does not have to repeat the same procedure for continuing or
recurring exceedances of the same receiving water limitations unless
directed by the Regional Board to develop additional BMPs.

Part 3. STORM WATER QUALITY MANAGEMENT PLAN
IMPLEMENTATION, MONITORING, AND REPORTING

F. Responsibilities of the Principal Permittee

The Principal Perrnittee will coordinate and facilitate activities necessary to
comply with the requirements of this Order, but is not responsible for
ensuring compliance of any individual Permittee. The County of Los
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Angeles is hereby designated as the Principal Permittee, and as such
shall:

1. Coordinates permit activities among Permittees and negotiate
NPDES requirements with the Regional Board.

All Permittees will be given the opportunity to have an active role in,
provide input and participate in the development of permit
requirements. However, the Principal Permittee and the watershed
Executive Advisory Committee (EAC) representative(s) will conduct
formal discussions with the Regional Board on behalf of Permittees.

2. Provide personnel and fiscal resources for the necessary update of
the SQMP and its components;

3. Convene the Watershed Management Committees (WMCs)
constituted pursuant to Part H., below, upon designation of
representatives;

4. Provide technical and administrative support for committees that
will be- organized to implement the SQMP and its components;

5. Implement the Countywide Monitoring Program required in this
Order;

6. Provide personnel and fiscal resources for the preparation and
submittal to the Regional Board of annual reports and summaries of
other reports required under the SQMP; and

7. Comply with the "Responsibilities of the Permittees" in Part G.,
below;

G. Responsibilities of the Permittees

Each Perrnittee is only responsible for the implementation of the
appropriate storm water management program developed pursuant to the
requirements of this Order, and not for the implementation of the
provisions applicable to the Principal Perrnittee or other Permittees. A
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Permittee is required to comply only with the requirements of this Order
applicable to discharges, which originate from places within its boundaries
over which it has authority to enforce the requirements of this Order. Each
Permittee shall, within its geographic jurisdiction:

1. Comply with the requirements of the SQMP and its amendments;

2. Coordinate among its internal departments and agencies, as
appropriate, to facilitate the implementation of the requirements of
the SQMP and its components applicable to such Permittee in an
efficient and cost-effective manner;

3. Participate in the update of the SQMP and its components;

4. Designate a technically knowledgeable representative to the
appropriate WMC;

5. Implement the SQMP upon approval by the Executive Officer; and,

6. Work with other public agencies (e.g. Fire Department, Building and
Safety, Code Enforcement, etc.) toward the successful
implementation of the provisions of this Order and SQMP
components. As such, these organizations are expected to actively
participate in implementing the area wide storm water program.

H. Watershed Management Committees (WMCs)

1. Each WMC shall be comprised of a voting representative from each
Permittee in the Watershed Management Area (WMA).

2. The WMC’s chair and secretary shall be chosen by the WMC upon
permit adoption and on an annual basis, thereafter. In the absence
of volunteer Permittee(s) for the positions, the Principal Permittee
shall assume those roles until the WMC chooses members of the
committee for the positions.
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3. Each WMC shall:

a) Facilitate cooperation and exchange of information among
Permittees;

b) Establish additional goals and objectives and associated
deadlines for the WMA, as the program implementation
progresses;

c)    Prioritize pollution control efforts based on beneficial use
’impairment(s), watershed characteristics and analysis of
results from studies and the monitoring program;

d) Develop and/or update and monitor the adequate
implementation, on an annual basis, of the tasks identified
for the WMA;

e) Assess the effectiveness of, prepare revisions for, and
recommend appropriate changes to the SQMP and its
components;

f) Continue the Industrial/Commercial Source Identification
program. Additional industrial/commercial or other types of
activities will be investigated and those identified as priority
shall be included in the IIEP;

g) Conduct joint WMC meetings at least four times per year
and, as necessary.

Executive Advisory Committee (EAC)

1. The EAC is constituted by one representative from the Malibu
Creek WMA and by two representatives from each of the other
WMAs, along with representatives from the City of Los Angeles,
and the Los Angeles County.
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J. General Requirements

1. The Permittees shall, at a minimum, adopt and implement the
elements of the SQMP and its components that are consistent with
the terms of this permit.

Additionally, modifications to the SQMP made during the term of
the permit including those made in accordance with part 3.B.(?) of
this permit shall be implemented.

2. The SQMP shall, at a minimum, comply with applicable
requirements of 40 CFR 122.26(d)(2). The SQMP and its
components shall be implemented so as to reduce the discharges
of pollutants in storm water to the maximum extent practicable. The
SQMP and its components are described in attachments A to X.

3. Each Permittee shall be responsible for implementation of the
relevant portions of the SQMP within its jurisdictional boundaries.
The Principal Permittee shall be responsible for program
coordination as described in Ill.A, as well as, compliance with the
relevant portions of the permit within its jurisdiction.

K. SQMP Modifications

1. The Permittees shall modify the SQMP and its components
adopted with this Order to make it consistent with the requirements
herein. The revised SQMP and its components will be submitted to
the Regional Board Executive Officer for approval no later than (six
months from the adoption of this Order).

2. The Permittee shall modify the SQMP to comply with waste load
allocations developed and approved pursuant to the process for the
designation and implementation of Total Daily Maximum Loads
(TMDLs) for impaired water bodies.

3. The Regional Board Executive Officer may approve changes to the
SQMP and its components, except noted in (above paragraph),
either:
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a) Upon petition by the Permittees or interested parties, and
after providing for and considering public comment, or,

b) As deemed necessary by the Regional Board Executive
Officer following notice to the Permittees, and after providing
for and considering public comments.

4. The Permittees shall modify the SQMP and its components, at the
direction of the Regional Board Executive Officer, to incorporate
regional provisions. Such provisions may include watershed
specific requirements for watersheds shared by Permittees with
other MS4 programs.

L. Legal Authority

1. Permittees shall possess the necessary legal authority to prohibit
non-storm water discharges, to the maximum extent practicable, to
the storm drain system, including, but not limited to:

a) A prohibition on illicit discharges and illicit connections and a
requirement for removal of illicit connections;

(1) Prohibit the discharge of wash waters to the MS4
from the cleaning of gas stations, auto repair garages,
or other types of automotive service facilities;

(2) Prohibit the discharge of runoff to the MS4 from
mobile auto washing, steam cleaning, mobile carpet
cleaning, and other such mobile commercial and
industrial operations;

(3) Prohibit the discharge of runoff to the MS4 from areas
where repair of machinery and equipment which are
visibly leaking oil, fluid or antifreeze, is undertaken;

(4) Prohibit the discharge of runoff to the MS4 from
storage areas of materials containing grease, oil, or
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other hazardous substances, and uncovered
receptacles containing hazardous materials;

(5) Prohibit the discharge of chlorinated swimming pool
water and filter backwash to the MS4;

(6) Prohibit the discharge of untreated runoff from the
washing of toxic materials from paved or unpaved
areas to the MS4;

(7) Prohibit washing impervious surfaces in
industrial/commercial areas that results in a discharge
of untreated runoff to the MS4, unless specifically
required by State or local health and safety codes;
and

(8) Prohibit the discharge from washing out concrete
trucks, pumps, tools, and equipment to the MS4.

b) A prohibition on spills, dumping, or disposal of materials into
the MS4, other than storm water, such as;

(1) Litter, landscape debris and construction debris;

(2) Any state or federally banned pesticide, fungicide or
herbicide;

(3) Food wastes; and

(4) Fuel and chemical wastes, animal wastes, garbage,
batteries, and other materials that have potential
adverse impacts on water quality.
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c) A mechanism to control, through interagency agreement, the
contribution of pollutants from one portion of the MS4 to
another portion of the MS4;

d) A requirement for compliance with conditions in Permittees
ordinances, permits, contracts, or orders (i.e. hold
dischargers to its. MS4 accountable for their contributions of
pollutants and flows);

e) Utilize enforcement mechanisms to require compliance with
Permittees ordinances, permits, contracts, or orders;

f) Control the contribution, or potential contribution, of
pollutants in discharges of storm water runoff associated
with industrial activities (including construction activities) to
its MS4 and controls the quality of storm water runoff from
industrial sites (including construction sites). This
requirement applies both to industrial and construction sites
that have coverage under statewide general industrial or
construction storm water permits, as well as those sites that
do not. Any existing ordinances will be upgraded and
enforced as necessary to comply with this Order as specified
in (next after following paragraph by:); and,

g) The ability to carry out all inspection, surveillance and
monitoring procedures necessary to determine compliance
and non-compliance with permit conditions, including the
prohibition of illicit discharges to the MS4. Permittees must
possess authority to enter, sample, inspect, review and copy
records, and require regular reports from industrial facilities
discharging polluted or potentially polluted storm water runoff
into its MS4 (including construction sites).

h) Require the use of best management practices (BMPs) to
prevent or reduce the discharge of pollutants to MS4s.

2. Each Permittee shall adopt, implement an agency-specific storm
water and urban runoff ordinance or amend an existing one, if
necessary, to be able to enforce all requirements of the permit.
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M. Annual Storm Water Program Report and Assessment

1. The Discharger shall submit, by October 15 of each year beginning.
the Year 2002, an Annual Storm Water Program Report and
Assessment documenting the status of the general program and
individual tasks contained in the SQMP, and in accordance with the
requirements identified in the Monitoring and Reporting Program
Clxxxx of this order. The Discharger will link the evaluation of the
Annual Storm Water Program Report and Assessment with the
results of analyses from the monitoring and reporting program. The
Annual Storm Water Program Report and Assessment shall cover
the previous fiscal year from July 1 through June 30, and shall
include the information necessary to assess the Discharger’s
compliance status relative to this Order, and the effectiveness of
implementation of permit requirements on storm water quality. The
Annual Storm Water Program Report and Assessment shall include
any proposed changes to the SQMP and its components as
approved by the Management Committee(s) (minor changes, major
approved by the EO?).

The Discharger shall submit by October 15, 2002, the Annual
Report for period July 1,2000 through July 28,2001 documenting
the status of the general program up to permit reissuance and the
results of analyses from the monitoring and reporting program.

2. Storm Water Management Program Budget

a) The Discharger shall prepare annually a budget summary on
resources applied to the storm water management program
using the form attached. This budget summary shall include
an annual summary identifying the storm water budget for
the following year, using estimated percentages and written
explanations where necessary, for the specific categories
noted below:

(1) Program management

(2) Illicit connection/illicit discharge

(3) Development planning/development construction
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(4) Industrial inspection activities (including construction
activities)

(5) Public Agency Activities

(i) Operations and maintenance

(ii) Municipal Street Sweeping

(iii) Fleet and Public Agency Facilities

(iv) Landscape and Recreational Facilities

(6) Capital Costs

(7) Public Information and Participation

(8) Monitoring Program

(9) Other

Permittees, in addition to the budget summary, shall report any supplemental
dedicated budgets, if any, for the same categories.

N. Storm Water Monitoring Report

1. The Principal Permittee shall submit a Storm Water Monitoring
Report on July 15, 2002 and annually on July 15 thereafter, in
accordance with the requirements identified in the Monitoring and
Reporting Program CI-XXXX of this order. The report shall include:

a) Status of implementation of the monitoring program as
described in the attached Monitoring and Reporting Program

b) Results of the monitoring program; and

c) A general interpretation of the significance of the results, to
the extent that data allows.
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O. Modification

1. The Regional Board Executive Officer or the Regional Board
consistent with 40 CFR 122.41 may approve changes to the Los
Angeles County Storm Water Quality Monitoring Program, after
providing the opportunity for public comment, either:

a) By petition of the Permittee or by petition of interested
parties, after the submittal of the Annual Monitoring Program
Report. Such petition shall be filed not later than 60 days
after the Annual Monitoring Program Report submittal date;
or

b) As deemed necessary by the Regional Board Executive
Officer following notice to the Permittee.

Part 4. SPECIAL PROVISIONS

The Permittees shall modify the SQMP and its components adopted with this Order to
make it consistent with the requirements herein. The revised SQMP and its components
will be submitted to the Regional Board Executive Officer for approval no later than (six
months from the adoption of this Order)

Public Information and Participation Program
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P. Programs for Residents

1. The Discharger shall implement the Public Education Program as
outlined in the SQMP, including the continuation of the following
activities:

a) Advertising

b) Media Relations

c) Public Service Announcements

d) "How To" Instructional Material Distributed in a Targeted and
Activity-Related Manner

e) Corporate, Community Association, Environmental
Organization and Entertainment Industry Tie-Ins

f) 1-888-CLEAN-LA and 888CleanLA.com

g) Events Targeted to Specific Activities and Population Sub-
groups

2. Countywide Hotline

The 888-CLEAN-LA hotline will serve as the general public
reporting contact for reporting clogged catch basin inlets and illicit
discharges/dumping, and general storm water management
information. Each Permittee may establish its own hotline if
preferred. Permittees shall include this information, updated when
necessary, in public information, and the government pages of the
telephone book as they are developed/published.

3. "No Dumping" Message

Permittees shall mark all storm drain inlets with a legible "no
dumping" message. In addition, signs with prohibitive language
discouraging illegal dumping must be posted at designated public
access points to creeks, other relevant water bodies, and channels
by July 26, 2003. Good signage shall be maintained.

4.    Outreach and Education
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Each Permittee shall conduct educational activities within its
jurisdiction and participate in countywide events.

The Principal Permittee shall organize Public Outreach Strategy
meetings with all Co-permittees on a quarterly basis. The Principal
Permittee shall, provide guidance for_Co-~Dermittees to augment the
regional outreach and education program. Co-permittees shall
coordinate regional and local outreach and education to reduce
duplication of efforts.

Permittees shall coordinate to develop outreach programs that
target the watershed-specific pollutants listed in Table 1 within 6
months of the permit adoption date. It may be appropriate to
address metals in the Industrial/Commercial businesses program.
Region-wide pollutants may be included in the Principal Permittee’s
mass media efforts.

Table 1. Target Pollutants for Outreach
Watershed Target Pollutants for Outreach
Ballona Creek Trash*, Coliform*, Metals*
Malibu Creek Trash*, Nutrients*, Coliform*
Los Angeles River Trash*, Nutrients (Nitrogen)*, Coliform*, Metals*, Pesticides*
San Gabriel River Trash*, Nutrients (Nitrogen)*, Coliform*, Metals*
Dominguez Channel Trash*, Coliform*
* = Pollutants scheduled for TMDLs within 5 years

Each Permittee shall distribute outreach materials to the general
public and target audiences, such as schools, community groups,
contractors and developers, and at appropriate public counters and
events. Outreach material shall include information on pollutants
and sources of concern, as listed in Table 1.

The Discharger shall insure that a minimum of 50 million
impressions per year are made on the general public about storm
water quality via print, local TV access, local radio, or other
appropriate media.

The Discharger shall provide all Unified School Districts within its
jurisdiction with materials, including videos, live presentations,
brochures, and other media necessary to educate a minimum of 50
percent of all school children (K-12) every 2 years on storm water
pollution. All Co-permittees shall cooperate with funding and
implementing this requirement. Cooperative efforts with other
agencies may also be used to accomplish this requirement.
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5. Business Outreach

The industrial/commercial educational site inspection program that
commenced under Order 96-045 shall be upgraded to a site
inspection program pursuant to Section XXX.

Permittees shall retain and make available education material
associated with the industrial/educational site visit program.

Each Permittee shall provide outreach services and materials to
target businesses on a basis that is to be determined. When
outreach services are provided, Permittees shall:

a) Consult with a representative of the facility to explain
applicable storm water regulations;

b) Distribute and discuss applicable BMP and educational
materials; and,

c) Conduct a site walk-through to inspect for, at a minimum,
evidence of illicit discharges and storm water educational
programs for employees.

Permittees shall revisit target facilities where evidence of illicit
discharge is found within six months of the inspection. If
necessary, Co-permittees will begin enforcement action to remove
sources of illicit discharges.

Annually, the Principal Permittee shall submit a summary of the overall strategy
and any updates or modifications to the Public Information and Participation
Program to the Executive Officer for approval.

Q. Programs for Industrial/Commercial/Commercial Businesses

Each Permittee shall implement an Industrial/Commercial Program to:

reduce pollutants in runoff from all Industrial/Commercial sites to
the maximum extent possible.
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At a minimum the Industrial/Commercial program shall address:

¯ Regulatory mechanism requiring the implementation of proper ¯
- Pollution Prevention and control measures at
industrial/commercial sites;

¯ Source Identification;

¯ Threat to Water Quality Prioritization;

¯ Site plan review and BMP Implementation;

¯ Inspection of Industrial/Commercial Sites;

¯ Enforcement of pollution prevention and control measures at
Industrial/Commercial Sites;

¯ Have sanctions to ensure compliance (established in the
regulatory mechanism).

1. Pollution Prevention (Industrial/Commercial)

Each Permittee shall implement pollution prevention methods in its
Industrial/Commercial Program and shall require its use by
industry, where appropriate.

2. Source Identification (Industrial/Commercial)

Each Permittee shall develop and update annually a watershed-
based inventory of all Industrial/Commercial sites within its
jurisdiction regardless of site ownership. This requirement is
applicable to all Industrial/Commercial sites regardless of whether
the Industrial/Commercial site is subject the California statewide
General NPDES Permit for Storm Water Discharges Associated
With Industrial Activities, Except Construction (hereinafter General
Industrial Permit) or other individual NPDES permit. Critical
Sources Study results may be used to satisfy the requirements of
this section. The inventory shall include the following minimum
information for each Industrial/Commercial site:
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a) name;

b) address; and

c) a narrative description including SIC codes that best reflects
the principal products or services provided by each facility.
The use of an automated database system, such as
Geographical Information System (GIS)or web-based is
highly recommended, but not required. Any database
already available may be used to satisfy the requirements of
this section.

3.    Threat to Water Quality Prioritization (Industrial/Commercial)

a) To establish priorities for Industrial/Commercial oversight
activities under this Order, the Permittee shall prioritize each
watershed-based inventory in B.2. above by threat to water
quality and update annually. Each Industrial/Commercial site
shall be classified as high, medium, or low threat to water
quality. In evaluating threat to water quality each Permittee
shall consider (1) type of Industrial/Commercial activity (SIC
Code); (2) materials used in Industrial/Commercial
processes; (3) wastes generated; (4) pollutant discharge
potential; (5) non-storm water discharges; (6) size of facility;
(7) proximity to receiving water bodies; (8) sensitivity of
receiving water bodies; (9) whether the
Industrial/Commercial site is subject to the statewide
General Industrial Permit; and (10)any other relevant
factors.

b) At a minimum the high priority Industrial/Commercial sites
shall include Industrial/Commercial facilities that are subject
to section 313 of Title III of the Superfund Amendments and
Reauthorization Act of 1986 (SARA); Industrial/Commercial
facilities tributary to a Clean Water Act section 303(d)
impaired water body, where a facility generates pollutants for
which the water body is impaired; Industrial/Commercial
facilities within or directly adjacent to or discharging directly
to coastal lagoons or other receiving waters within
environmentally sensitive areas); facilities subject to the
statewide General Industrial Permit; and all other
Industrial/Commercial facilities that the Permittee determines
are contributing significant pollutant loading to its MS4,
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regardless of whether such facilities are covered under the
statewide General Industrial Permit or other NPDES permit.

4. Pollution Prevention, Control Measures and BMP Implementation

a) Each Permittee shall designate a set of minimum BMPs for
high, medium, and low threat to water quality
Industrial/commercial sites (as determined under section
B.3.) and submit to the Regional Board for EO’s approval.
The designated minimum BMPs for high threat to water
quality Industrial sites shall be industry and site specific as
appropriate.

b) Each Permittee shall implement, or require the
implementation of, the designated minimum BMPs (based
upon the site’s threat to water quality rating) at each
industrial site within its jurisdiction. If particular minimum
BMPs are infeasible at any specific site, each Permittee shall
implement, or require implementation of, other equivalent
BMPs. Each Permittee shall also implement or require any
additional site specific BMPs as necessary to comply with
this Order including BMPs which are more stringent than
those required under the statewide General Industrial
Permit.

c) Each Permittee shall implement, or require implementation
of, additional controls for Industrial/Commercial sites
tributary to Clean Water Act section 303(d) impaired water
bodies (where a site generates pollutants for which the water
body is impaired) as necessary to comply with this Order.
Each Permittee shall implement, or require implementation
of, additional controls for Industrial/Commercial sites within
or directly adjacent to or discharging directly to coastal
lagoons or other receiving waters within environmentally
sensitive areas as necessary to comply with this Order.

5. Inspection of Industrial Sites

a) Each Permittee shall conduct Industrial site inspections for
compliance with its ordinances, permits, and this Order.
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Inspections shall include review of BMP implementation
plans.

b) Each Permittee shall establish inspection frequencies and
priorities as determined by the threat to water quality
prioritization described in B.3_above. Each Permittee shall
inspect high priority Industrial sites, at a minimum:

(1) Bi-annually
OR

(2) Bi-annually for any site that the responsible Permittee
certifies in a written statement to the LARWQCB all of
the following (certified statements may be submitted
to the LARWQCB at any time for one or more sites):

(i) Permittee has record of Industrial site’s Waste
Discharge Identification Number (WDID#)
documenting Industrial site’s coverage under
the statewide General Industrial Permit; and

(ii) Permittee has reviewed the Industrial site’s
Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan
(SWPPP); and

(iii) Permittee finds SWPPP to be in compliance
with all local ordinances, permits, and plans;
and

(iv) Permittee finds that the SWPPP is being
properly implemented on site (including
designated minimum BMPs).

Each Permittee shall inspect medium and low threat to water
quality Industrial/Commercial sites based on prioritization
criteria submitted to the Regional Board subject to EO’s
approval.

c) Based upon site inspection findings, each Permittee shall
implement all follow-up actions necessary to comply with
Permittee’s ordinances and this Order.
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d) To the extent that the LARWQCB has conducted an
inspection of a high priority Industrial/Commercial site during
a particular year, the requirement for the responsible
Permittee to inspect this site during the same year will be
satisfied.

6. Inspection of Commercial Sites

Each Permittee shall conduct site inspections at restaurants,
automotive service related businesses, retail gasoline outlets and
other commercial sites (as designated by the Permittees) for
compliance with its ordinances, permits, and this Order.

7. Enforcement of Pollution Prevention and Control Measures at
Industrial/Commercial Sites

a) Each Permittee shall enforce its storm water ordinance at all
Industrial/Commercial sites as necessary to maintain
compliance with this Order. Permittee ordinances or other
regulatory mechanisms shall include sanctions to ensure
compliance.

8. Reporting of Non-compliant Sites (Industrial/Commercial)

a) Each Permittee shall provide oral notification to the
LARWQCB of non-compliant sites that are determined to
pose a threat to human or environmental health within its
jurisdiction within 24 hours of the discovery of
noncompliance.

b) Each Permittee shall develop and submit criteria by which to
evaluate events of non-compliance to determine whether
they pose a threat to human or environmental health. These
criteria shall be submitted in the SQMP and Annual Reports
for LARWQCB review and subject to EO’s approval.

Such oral notification shall be followed up by a wdtten report
to be submitted to the LARWQCB within 5 days of the
incidence of non-compliance. Sites are considered non-
compliant when one or more violations of local ordinances,
permits, plans, or this Order exist on the site.
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PERFORMANCE STANDARDS AND REPORTING

High Priority Sites inspection schedule:
¯ once every 24 months; not less than twice during the five years of the

permit
¯ Additional facilities selected by WMC: once every 36 months
¯ For facilities identified with non-compliance, 100% follow-up
¯ Lower priority sites once in five years

Commercial Sites
¯ Once every 24 months

Reporting and progress

¯ At the start of the permit a baseline will be established (total number of
targeted facilities in each category)

¯ From that baseline number a schedule of inspections will be developed
The Annual Report will reflect the annual baseline and the progress for
that respective year and for each additional year (cumulative progress
also)

¯ In the Annual Report it will be reported the number of enforcement
actions and follow-up inspections of non-compliant sites and a
cumulative progress report kept during subsequent years of the permit

¯ Related training activities will be reported annually

R.    Program for Development Planning

The Permittees shall implement a development-planning program with
immediate effect that will require all planning priority development and
redevelopment projects to,

1. Minimize impacts from storm water and urban runoff on the
biological integrity of natural drainage systems and water bodies in
accordance with requirements under CEQA, Section 404 of the
CWA, local ordinances and other legal authorities;

2. Maximize the percentage of permeable surfaces to allow more
percolation of storm water into the ground;
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3. Minimize the quantity of storm water directed to impermeable
surfaces and the MS4

4. Minimize pollution emanating from parking lots through the use of
appropriate treatment control BMPs and good housekeeping
practices;

5. Establish reasonable limits on the clearing of vegetation from the
project site including, but not limited to, regulation of the length of
time during which soil may be exposed and in certain
environmentally critical situations, the prohibition of bare soil;

6. Provide for appropriate permanent measures to reduce storm water
pollutant loads in storm water from the development site.

Peak Flow Control

The Permittees shall establish and enforce numerical criteria no later than
[90 d from permit adoption] to control the post-development peak storm
runoff discharge rates in natural drainage systems to maintain or reduce
pre-development peak discharge rates to prevent down-stream erosion,
and to protect stream habitat.

Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plans
The Permittee shall require that a Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation
Plan as approved by the Regional Board in Board Resolution No. R 00-02
be implemented for the following categories of developments with
immediate effect:
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a) Single-family hillside residences

b) Ten or more unit homes (includes single family homes,
multifamily homes, condominiums, and apartments)

c) A 100,000 or more square feet commercial development

d) A 100,000 or more square feet industrial development

e) Automotive service facilities (SIC 5013, 5014, 5541,7532-
7534, and 7536-7539)

f) Retail gasoline outlets

g) Restaurants (SIC 5812)

h) Parking lots 5,000 square feet or more or with 25 or more
parking spaces

The Permittee shall require, no later than [180 days from permit adoption]
that a Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plan be implemented for all
projects located in or directly adjacent to or discharging directly to an
environmentally sensitive area, where, the development will

a) create 2,500 square feet or more of impervious area, or

b) alter the area of imperviousness to ten or more percent of
the naturally occurring condition

Numerical Design Criteria

The Permittees shall require that post-construction treatment control
BMPs incorporate, at a minimum, the following design criteria to mitigate
(infiltrate, filter or treat) storm water runoff:

Volumetric Structural or Treatment Control BMP

a. the 85t~ percentile 24-hour runoff event determined as the
maximized capture storm water volume for the area, from the
formula recommended in Urban Runoff Quality Management,
WEF Manual of Practice No. 23/ASCE Manual of Practice No.
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87’, (1998), or

b. the volume of annual runoff based on unit basin storage water
quality volume, to achieve 80 percent or more volume treatment
by the method recommended in California Stormwater Best
Management Practices Handbook - Industrial/ Commercial,
(1993), or

c. the volume of runoff produced from a 0.75 inch storm event,
prior to its discharge to a storm water conveyance system, or

d. the volume of runoff produced from a historical-record based
reference 24-hour rainfall criterion for "treatment" (0.75 inch
average for the Los Angeles County area) that achieves
approximately the same reduction in pollutant loads achieved by
the 85th percentile 24-hour runoff event,

AND/OR

Flow Based Structural or Treatment Control BMP

e. the flow of runoff produced from a rain event equal to at least
0.2 inches per hour intensity, or

f. the flow of runoff produced from a rain event equal to at least
two times the 85th percentile houdy rainfall intensity for Los
Angeles County

g. the flow of runoff produced from a rain event that will result in
treatment of the same portion of runoff as treated using
volumetric standards above,

Applicability of Numerical Design Criteria

The Permittees shall require the following categories of planning priority
projects to design and implement post-construction treatment and
structural controls to mitigate storm water pollution prior to issuing grading
or building permits:
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c) Single-family hillside residences

a) Ten or more unit home development (includes single family
homes, multifamily homes, condominiums, and apartments)

b) A 100,000 or more square feet commercial development

c) A 100,000 or more square feet industrial development

d) Automotive service facilities (SIC 5013, 5014, 5541, 7532-
7534 and 7536-7539)

e) Retail gasoline outlets [ suggested criteria: projected
gasoline output of 25,000 gallons per month or more; or with
four or more fueling islands, or with 24 or more dispensing
meters or projected average daily traffic of 100 cars or more
or 5,000 square feet or more of surface area]

f) Restaurants (SIC 5812) [5,000 square feet or more]

g) Parking lots 5,000 square feet or more or with 25 or more
parking spaces

h) Projects located in, adjacent to, or discharging directly to
environmentally sensitive areas that meet area or impervious
thresholds identified above.

Each Permittee shall require the implementation of SUSMP and post-
construction control requirements for the following categories of
development planning projects no later than March 9, 2003, to conform to
USEPA Phase II requirements:

d) One acre (40,000 square feet) commercial development

e) One acre (40,000 square feet) industrial development

Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plans

The Permittee shall require a site-specific Urban Storm Water Mitigation
Plan for developments not requiring a SUSMP but which may potentially
have adverse impacts on post-development storm water quality storm,
where the following project characteristics exist:
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f) Vehicle or equipment fueling areas;

g) Vehicle or equipment maintenance areas, including washing
and repair

h) Commercial or industrial waste handling or storage

i) Outdoor handling or storage of hazardous materials;

j) Hillside location

k) Outdoor manufacturing areas

Redevelopment Projects

The Permittees shall apply the SUSMP, USMP and post-construction
storm water mitigation requirements to all projects that undergo significant
redevelopment in their respective categories with immediate effect.
Significant redevelopment means the creation or addition or replacement
of 5,000 square feet of impervious surface area on an already developed
site. Where significant redevelopment results in an increase of more than
fifty percent of impervious surfaces of a previously existing development,
and the existing development was not subject to post development storm
water quality control requirements, the entire project must be mitigated.

Maintenance Agreement and Transfer

The Permittee shall require that all developments subject to SUSMP and
USMP requirements provide verification of maintenance provisions for
structural and treatment control BMPs, including but not limited to legal
agreements, covenants, CEQA mitigation requirements, and or conditional
use permits. Verification at a minimum shall include,

I) The developers signed statement accepting responsibility for
maintenance until the responsibility is legally transferred,
and either

m) A signed statement from the public entity assuming
responsibility for structural or treatment control BMP
maintenance and that it meets all local agency design
standards, or
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n) Written conditions in the sales or lease agreement, which
requires the recipient to assume responsibility for
maintenance and conduct a maintenance inspection at least
once a year, or

o) Wdtten text in project conditions, covenants and restrictions
(CCRs) for residential properties assigning maintenance
responsibilities to the HomeOwners Association for
maintenance of the structural and treatment control BMPs;
or

p) Any other firm legally enforceable agreement that assigns
responsibility for the maintenance of post-construction
structural or treatment control BMPs

Mitigation Funding

The Permittees shall identify no later than [120 d from permit adoption] a
funding mechanism[s] and management framework, for endorsement by
the Regional Board Executive Officer, to support regional solutions to
storm water pollution, where the following situations occur:

q) A waiver for impracticability or threat to ground water is
granted

r)    External funds are made available

s) Off-site mitigation is required because of loss of
environmental habitat

CEQA Document Update

Permittees shall make appropriate modifications to their internal planning
procedures for preparing / reviewing CEQA documents, and for linking
storm water quality mitigation conditions to all project approvals, with
immediate effect

General Plan Update

The Perrnittees shall update appropriate elements of Permittee General
Plans to include watershed and storm water quality and quantity
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management considerations with immediate effect [or provide a firm
schedule for update no later than 90 d from permit adoption?].
Appropriate elements include, but are not limited to, water quality
protection., development goals and policies, open space goals and
policies, preservation of and integration with natural features, and water
conservation policies.

Targeted Employee Training

Permittees shall train their employees in targeted positions (whose jobs or
activities are engaged in development planning) regarding the
requirements of the development planning on an annual basis beginning
no later than [90 d from permit adoption], and more frequently if
necessary.

Developer Technical Guidance and Information

The Permittees shall develop and make available to developers no later
than [180 d from permit adoption] development planning guidelines and a
technical manual for the siting and design of BMPs. The technical manual
shall at a minimum include:

t) .Specifications for treatment control BMPs based on flow-
based and volumetric water quality design criteria for the
purposes of countywide consistency,

u) Criteria for control of peak discharge rates and duration,

v) Expected pollutant removal performance ranges

w) Maintenance considerations

Performance Standards [move to Annual Program Report]

Total number and percent of all development projects reviewed and conditioned to meet
SUSMP requirements by category such as residential, commercial, and industrial.

Total square feet of impervious area conditioned for mitigation by development and
redevelopment category.

Significant date rewrite completed of General Plan with storm water considerations

Percent and total number of targeted staff trained annually [100 percent]
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Date CEQA guidelines revision completed to include storm water mitigation conditions

Date BMP design and sizing technical manual completed and made available
electronically

S. Programs for Construction Sites

Each Permittee shall implement a Construction program to:

¯ reduce pollutants in runoff from all construction sites to the maximum
extent practicable

At a minimum the construction program shall address:

¯ Regulatory mechanism requiring the implementation of proper
erosion and sediment controls, and control of other wastes from
all construction sites;

¯ Site plan review and BMP Implementation

¯ Inspection of construction sites

¯ Enforcement of control measures at all construction sites

¯ Have sanctions to ensure compliance (established in the
regulatory mechanism)

1. Permittees shall implement storm water pollution prevention and
control measures for all construction sites (private or public). The
SQMP will be modified by to include activities addressing
the following categories:

a) Large construction sites (greater than five acres)

b) Medium construction sites (between one and five acres)

c) Small construction sites (less than one acre)

2. Permittees shall require the preparation, submittal, and
implementation of a Storm Water Pollution Control Plan (SWPCP)
prior to issuance of a grading permit for construction projects that
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meet one of the following criteria:

a) Will result in soil disturbance of one acre or more in size;

b) Is within or discharging directly to or directly adjacent to an
environmentally sensitive area or,

c) Is located in a hillside area.

3. Permittees shall prepare and implement a SWPCP on Permittee
construction projects, as required above.

4. The SWPCP shall include appropriate construction site BMPs
selected from documents such as the California Storm Water BMP
Handbook, the Caltrans Storm Water Quality Handbook, Ventura
County Stormwater Quality Standard Sheet, EPA database and
American Society of Civil Engineers (ASCE) database. In addition,
Permittees shall ensure the following minimum requirements are
met, to the maximum extent practicable, at construction sites
regardless of size:

a) Sediments generated on the project site shall be retained
using adequate structural drainage controls;

b) No construction-related materials, wastes, spills, or residues
shall be discharged from the project site to streets, drainage
facilities or adjacent properties by wind or runoff;

c) Non-storm water runoff from equipment and vehicle washing
and any other activity shall be contained at the project site;

d) Erosion from slopes and channels will be eliminated, by
implementing BMPs, including, but not limited to, limiting of
grading scheduled during the wet season, inspecting graded
areas during rain events, planting and maintenance of
vegetation on slopes, and covering erosion susceptible
slopes.
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5. The SWPCP must include the rationale used for selecting or
rejecting BMPs. The project architect, or engineer of record, or
authorized qualified designee, must sign a statement on the
SWPCP to the effect:

"As the architect/engineer of record, I have selected appropriate BMPs to
effectively minimize the negative impacts of this project’s construction
activities on storm water quality. The project owner and contractor are
aware that the selected BMPs must be installed, monitored, and
maintained to ensure their effectiveness. The BMPs not selected for
implementation are redundant or deemed not applicable to the proposed
construction activity."

The landowner shall sign a statement to the effect:

"1 certify that this document and all attachments were prepared under my
direction or supervision in accordance with a system designed to assure
that qualified personnel properly gather and evaluate the information
submitted. Based on my inquiry of the person or persons who manage
the system or those persons directly responsible for gathering the
information, to the best of my knowledge and belief, the information
submitted is true, accurate, and complete. I am aware that submitting
false and/or inaccurate information, failing to update the SWPCP to reflect
current conditions, or failing to properly and/or adequately implement the
SWPCP may result in revocation of grading and/or other permits or other
sanctions provided by law."

The SWPCP certification shall be signed by the landowner as
follows:

(1) For a corporation: by a responsible corporate officer
which means (a) a president, secretary, treasurer, or
vice president of the corporation in charge of a
principal business function, or any other person who
performs similar policy or decision-making functions
for the corporation, or (b) the manager of the
construction activity if authority to sign documents has
been assigned or delegated to the manager in
accordance with corporate procedures;

(2) For a partnership or sole proprietorship: by a general
partner or the proprietor; or

(3) For a municipality or other public agency: by an
elected official, a ranking management official (e.g.,
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County Administrative Officer, City Manager, Director
of Public Works, City Engineer, District Manager), or
the manager of the construction activity if authority to
sign SWPCPs has been assigned or delegated to the
manager in accordance with established agency
policy.

6. Permittees shall require proof of filing a Notice of Intent (NOI) for
coverage under the State General Construction Activity Storm
Water Permit and a copy of the SWPPP prior to issuing a grading
permit for all projects requiring coverage under the state general
permit. The prepared SWPPP may satisfy the requirement under
D.2. (in-lieu of SWPCP).

The Permittees shall require proof of NOI and a copy of the
SWPPP at any time a transfer of ownership takes place for the
entire development or portions of the common plan of development
where construction activities are still on-going.

7. Permittees shall inspect medium and large construction sites with
SWPCPs (or SWPPPs) for storm water quality requirements during
routine inspections a minimum of once during the wet season. The
SWPCP (or SWPPP) shall be reviewed for compliance to the
maximum extent possible. For inspected sites that have not
adequately implemented their SWPCP (or SWPPP), a follow-up
inspection to ensure compliance will take place within 2 weeks. If
compliance has not been attained, the Permittee will take additional
administrative (or other mechanisms, as specified in the Municipal
Code) steps to achieve compliance. If compliance has not been
achieved, and the site is covered under the State General
Construction Activity Storm Water Permit, the Permittees will
enforce first their local ordinance requirements and if non-
compliance continues the Regional Board shall be notified for
further joint enforcement actions.

8. For small construction sites, the Permittees shall require the
implementation of a minimum set of BMPs to prevent pollution and
control storm water runoff discharges to the maximum extent
practicable. The Permittees shall priodtize their inspection strategy
and frequencies based on suitable cdteria and submit it with the
Annual Report subject to EO’s approval.

9. Permittees shall continue an educational program to discuss storm
water pollution prevention and controls at construction sites and
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distribute educational materials targeted to the construction
community during meetings, workshops, and as appropriate.

10. Permittees shall train employees in targeted positions (whose jobs
or activities are engaged in construction activities including
construction inspection staff) regarding the requirements of the
storm water management program by (six months from permit
adoption), and annually thereafter.

PERFORMANCE STANDARDS AND REPORTING

¯ Medium and Large construction sites (including sites under General Construction
Permit, adjacent to environmentally sensitive areas, and additional sites as
designated by Permittees) inspected minimum once during each wet season.

¯ Annually, a minimum 20% of the inspected sites shall be subject to a thorough
review of the SWPCP (and/or SWPPP) and BMP implementation status

¯ Small construction sites as proposed by Permittees and subject to EO’s approval

Reporting and progress

¯ At the start of the permit a baseline will be established (total number of
targeted sites in each category based on the Permittees permit
tracking system)

¯ From that baseline number a scheduling will be developed: inspection
to 100% of the baseline per year for Large and Medium sites,
inspection of small sites as proposed by Permittees and approved by
EO

¯ The Annual Report will reflect the baseline and the progress for that
respective year (and for each additional year cumulative progress also)

¯ In the Annual Report it will be reported the number of enforcement
actions and follow-up inspections of non-compliant sites and a
cumulative progress report kept during subsequent years of the permit

¯ ¯ The Annual Report will reflect the number of SWPCP (and/or
SWPPPs) reviewed and findings associated with this task (any
enforcement, correction actions, etc...)

¯ Related training activities performed will be reported annually

Program for Public Agency Activities [RESERVED]
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T. Program to Eliminate Illicit Connections and Discharges

Permittees shall eliminate all illicit connections and illicit discharges to the
storm drain system, and shall document and report all such cases. To
accomplish this, the Permittees shall revise-their Program for Elimination
of Illicit Connection and Illicit Discharge (IC/ID Program) within the SQMP
by            This revision, which is subject to the approval of the
Executive Officer, must contain the following minimum elements, including
performance measures and schedules.

1. General Elements

a) Geographic Information System (GIS): Complete, by
, a comprehensive GIS, that will allow the Lead

Permittee to manage and track all non-storm water
discharges into the storm drain system. Among other
attributes, the comprehensive GIS shall be designed to show
the entire storm drain system, to identify owners and
operators for all segments of the storm drain system, and to
precisely locate all permitted discharges.

b) Training: Complete, by            , refresher training for
all targeted employees who are responsible for identification,
investigation, termination, cleanup, and reporting of illicit
connections and discharges.

c) Documentation and Reporting: Document and report all illicit
connections, illicit discharges, and hazardous substances
that enter the storm drain, within

2. Illicit Connection Elements
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a) Baseline Screening: Permittees shall continue to screen the
storm drain system for illicit connections during scheduled
infrastructure maintenance. On an annual basis, Permittees
shall report, to the Lead Permittee, on the location and
length of open channels or closed storm drains that have
been screened, and on the status of suspected, confirmed,
and terminated illicit connections.

b) Priority Screening: In addition to the baseline screening that
will occur during regularly scheduled maintenance,
Permittees shall design and implement a proactive storm
drain screening of priority areas. Priority areas shall be
determined, by           , by applying various factors,
among which shall include: an analysis of all illicit
connections discovered and reported since June 18, 1990
(under reporting requirements set forth in the two permits
antecedent to this permit), with the purpose of identifying
clusters or areas with illicit connection problems; and a
review of documentation of storm drain connections made [in
the six months following the 1994 Northridge Earthquake, in
the year following the 1992 civil unrest, others?].

c) Investigation: Upon discovery through either baseline or
priority screening, or upon receiving a report of a suspected
illicit connection, Permittees shall initiate an investigation
within     hours, to determine the source of the
connection, the nature and volume of discharge through the
connection, and the responsible party for the connection.

d) Termination: Upon confirmation of the illicit nature of the
discharge, Permittees shall ensure termination of the
discharge and connection within ~ days, using
enforcement authority as needed.

3. Illicit Discharge Elements

a) Abatement and Cleanup: Respond, within ~ hours of
discovery or a report of a suspected illicit discharge, with
activities to abate, contain, and clean up all illicit discharges,
including hazardous substances.
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b) Investigation: As soon as practicable, during or immediately
following containment and cleanup activities, determine the
nature and volume of the discharge, source and cause, and
responsible party, and take enforcement action as
appropriate.
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~egan :fisher - Monitoring ......... Page 1 ’

From: Xavier Swamikannu
To: Megan Fisher
Date: 3/19/01 3:10PM ¯
Subject: Monitoring

>

Hi Megan:

Give a copy of the paper to Dan for official records.

USGS November 27, 2000 policy on use of TSS data raises significant questions about the validity of data
that storm water programs have been collecting. The policy indicates that:

1 .. Use of TSS data to determine concentration of suspended material in samples collected from open
channels is inappropriate.
2.. Use of the TSS analytical method to determine concentrations of suspended material can result in

unacceptably large errors and is fundamentally unreliable.
3.. TSS methods and equipment differ between laboratories
4.. Results of the TSS analytical method tend to produce data that are negatively biased by 25 to 34 %

with respect to suspended sediments concentration analyses (method recommended by USGS) collected
at the same time and can vary widely at different flows at a given site. The biased TSS data can result in
errors in load computations of several orders of magnitude.

5.. There is no reliable, straightforward way to adjust TSS data to estimate suspended sediment without
corresponding SSC data.
The basis for the policy appears to be a report "Comparability of Suspended-Sediment Concentration and
Total Suspended Solids Data" WRIR 00-4191.

This policy and the report were apparently presented at the recent TMDL conference in St Louis.

Information on the USGS work and the report can be found at
http://water.usqs.qov/osw/techniques/sediment.html. This will raise a lot of questions about the work that
has been done in the monitoring of storm water runoff, TMDLs and BMP effectiveness.

I believe that storm water programs should be doing both the TSS and SSC methods and obtaining
particle size distribution data - the latter if we can agree on some good protocols for sample handling and
analytical methods.

R0001442



Comparability of
Suspended- Sediment
Concentration and
l~tal Suspended Solids Data
By John R. Gray, G. Douglas Glysson, Lisa M. Turcios, and Gregory E. Schwarz
Water-Resources Investigations Report 00-4191

U.S. Department of the Interior WRIR 00-4191
U.S. Geological Survey August 2000
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COMPARABILITY OF
.SUSPENDED-SEDIMENT CONCENTRATION
AND TOTAL SUSPENDED SOLIDS DATA
By John R. Gray, G. Douglas Glysson, Lisa M. Turcios, and Gregory E. Schwarz
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Water-Resources Investigations Report 00-4191
Reston, Virginia 2000
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Bruce Babbitt, Secretary
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CONVERSION FACTORS

Multiply SI units By To obtain inch-pound units

Length
millimeter (ram) 0.03937 inch (in)

Volume

liter (L) 33.82 ounce fluid (ft. oz)
liter (L) 2.113 pint (pt)
liter (L) 1.057 quart (qt)
liter (L) 0.2642 gallon (gal)

Flow
cubic meter per second (m3/s) 35.31 cubic foot per second (ft3/s)

Mass

gram (g) 0.03527 ounce, avoirdupois (oz)
gram (g) 0.002205 ounce, avoirdupois (oz)
megagram (Mg) 1.102 ton, short

Temperature

degree Celsius (°C) F = 1.8 x°C + 32 degree Fahrenheit (°F)

Concentration (Mass/Volume)

milligrams per liter (mg/L) 1.0 parts per million (ppml)
milligrams per liter (rag/L) 0.0000334 ounces per quart (oz/qt)

1This conversion is true for concentration values <8,000 mg/L. The equivalent value in mg/L for
concentrations >8,000 ppm can be calculated from table 1, American Society of Testing Material (2000), or by
using the following equation:

C.~= Cp~,./(1-Cp~.(6.22 x 10~)

where:
C,.~.= sediment concentration, mg/L, and
Cp~= sediment concentration, ppm
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Comparability Of Suspended-Sediment
Concentration and Total Suspended Solids Data
By John R. Gray, G. Douglas Glysson, Lisa M.Turcios, and Gregory E. Schwarz

ABSTRACT Reliable, quality-assured sediment and ancillary data
are the underpinnings for assessment and remediation of

Txvo laboratory analytical methods -- suspended-sedi-sediment-impaired waters. The U.S. Geological Survey
ment concentration (SSC) and total suspended solids (TSS)(USGS) has protocols for the collection of sediment data
-- are predominantly used to quantify concentrations of (Edwards and Glysson, 1999) and for laboratory analysis
suspended solid-phase material in surface waters of the of suspended-sediment samples (Guy, 1969; Matthes and
United States. The analytical methods differ. SSC data areothers, 1991; Knott and others, 1992 and 1993; U.S. Geo-
produced by measuring the dry weight of all the sediment logical Survey, 1998 and 1999a). Most of the laboratory
from a known volume of a water-sediment mixture. TSSanalytical methods were adapted or developed by the
data are produced by several methods, most of which entailFederal Interagency Sedimentation Project (1941), ap-
measuring the dry weight of sediment from a known vol- proved by the Technical Committee (Glysson and Gray,
ume ofa subsample of the original. An evaluation of 3,2351997), and used by most Federal agencies that analyze
paired SSC and TSS data, of which 860 SSC values includefluvial-sediment data.
percentages of sand-size material, shows bias in the relation Data collected, processed, and analyzed using con-
between SSC and TSS --SSC values tend to increase at asistent protocols are comparable in time and space. Con-
greater rate than their corresponding paired TSS values. Asversely, data obtained using different protocols may not
sand-size material in samples exceeds about a quarter of thebe comparable. The focus of this study is the compara-
sediment dry. weight, SSC values tend to exceed their corre-bility of suspended-sediment concentration (SSC) and to-
sponding paired TSS values. TSS analyses of three sets oftal suspended solids (TSS) data. The terms SSC and TSS
quality-control samples (35 samples) showed unexpectedlyare often used interchangeably in the literature to de-
small sediment recoveries and relatively large variances inscribe the concentration of solid-phase material sus-
the TSS data. T~vo quality-control data sets (18 samples) pended in a water-sediment mixture, usually expressed in
that were analyzed for SSC showed both slightly deficient milligrams per liter (mg/L) (Gregory Granato, U.S. Geo-
sediment recoveries, and variances that are characteristic oflogical Survey, oral commun., 1999; James, 1999). How-
most other quality-control data compiled as part of the U.S.ever, given that all other factors are held constant (such as
Geological Survey’s National Sediment Laboratory Qualityparticle density and shape), the analytical procedures for
Assurance Program. The method for determining TSS, SSC and TSS differ and may produce considerably differ-
which was originally designed for analyses of wastewater ent results, particularly when sand-size material com-
samples, is shown to be fundamentally unreliable for the poses a substantial percentage of the sediment in the
analysis of natural-water samples. In contrast, the methodsample.
for determining SSC produces relatively reliable results for This report compares the SSC and TSS analytical
samples of natural water, regardless of the amount or per-methods and derivative data, and demonstrates which of
centage of sand-size material in the samples. SSC and TSSthe data types is the more accurate and reliable. The
data collected from natural water are not comparab’,~ alld evaluation is based on historical SSC and TSS data
should not be used interchangeably. The accuracy and collected and analyzed by the USGS and selected coop-
comparability of suspended solid-phase concentrations of erators.
the Nation’s natural waters would be greatly enhanced if all The authors appreciate the assistance of: Stephen S.
these data were produced by the SSC analytical method. Anthony, Donna L. Belval, James G. Brown, Ronald D.

Evaldi, Herbert S. Garn, John D. Gordon, Stephen D.
INTRODUCTION Preston, Daniel J. Sullivan, Richard J. Wagner and Henry

Zajd, Jr. for providing the data used in this report. The
The importance of fluvial sediment to the quality of formal reviews of Herbert S. Gain, Mary Ellen Ley, and

aquatic and riparian systems is well established. The U.S. Henry Zajd, Jr., were most appreciated, as were informal
Environmental Protection Agency (1998) identifies sedi- reviews by Anne Hoos and Harvey Jobson. Kenneth
ment as the single most widespread cause of impairment ofPearsalrs insights and research significantly enhanced
the Nation’s rivers and streams, lakes, reservoirs, ponds, the report. Patricia Greene’s and Roger K. Chang’s sup-
and estuaries, port for developing the tables and figures was invaluable.
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Table 1. State in which natural-water samples were collected, collecting organization, collection methods,
and devices for obtaining subsamples for suspended-sediment concentration (parameter code 80154) and
total suspended solids (parameter code 00530) analyses
[SSC, suspended-sediment concentration; TSS, total suspended solids; USGS, U.S. Geological Survey]

Sample
State Collecting Organization Sample Collection Method Subsampllng Device

SSC TSS SSC           TSS SSC TSS
(80154) (00530) (80154) (00530) (80154) (00530)

Arizona" USGS USGS USGS, 1999~ USGS, 1999i Chum Splitter Chum Splitter

HawaiP USGS USGS Automatic Sampler Automatic Sampler None Churn Splitter

Illinois" USGS USGS USGS,1999i; USGS, 1999~ Churn Splitter Churn Splitter
Open Bottle

Kentucky~ USGS USGS USGS Open Bottle None None

Open Bottle USGS, 1999{; Chum Splitter Churn SplitterMaryland" USGS USGS USGS, 1999~; Automatic SamplerAutomatic Sampler

Virginiaf USGS and USGS and
Cooperator Cooperator USGS, 1999i USGS, 1999~ None Churn Splitter

Washington~ USGS USGS USGS, 19991 USGS, 1999i None Churn Splitter

Wisconsin" USGS Cooperator USGS, 1999~ Open Bottle Cone Splitter Cone Splitter

"James G. Brown, U.S. Geological Survey, written commun. (1999). ~ Donna L. Belval, U.S. Geological Survey, wdtten commun. (1999).
OSlephen S. Anthony, U.S. Geological Survey, written commun. (1999). g Richard J. Wagner, U.S. Geological Survey, written commun. (1999).
c Daniel J. Sullivan, U.S. Geological Survey, written commun. (1999). "Herbert S. Garn, U.S. Geological Survey, written commun. (1999).
~ Ronald D. Evaldi, U.S. Geological Survey, wdtten commun. (1999). ’ See Edwards and Glysson (1999).
° Stephen D. Preston, U.S. Geological Survey, written commun. (1999).

FIELD TECHNIQUES AND LABORATORY METHODS Tests performed by the USGS demonstrate that the
chum splitter and cone splitter can provide unbiased and ac-

The paired SSC and TSS results used in this evaluationceptably precise (generally within 10 percent of the known
were derived from analyses of natural-water samples col-value) SSC values as large as about 1,000 mg/L when the
lected by the USGS and selected cooperators (table 1). mean diameter of sediment particles is less than about 0.25
Analyses of all SSC data from natural water were made bymm. At SSC values of 10,000 mg/L or more, the bias and
USGS sediment laboratories, and analyses of the TSS dataprecision of SSC values in chum splitter subsamples are con-
were made by USGS and cooperating laboratories. Addi-sidered unacceptable (U.S. Geological Survey, 1997; Wilde
tionally, 53 quality-control samples were prepared by the and others, 1999).
USGS and analyzed by a laboratory that provides data to Cone splitters produce subsamples with SSC values that
the USGS. are adequately representative of the original sample at 10,000

Field Techniques mg/L, but not at 100,000 mg/L. The accuracy of the cone
splitter for SSC values between ]0,000 mgiL and ]00,000

The large majority of water samples were collected using mg/L is unknown and is considered unacceptable at concen-
either the equal-width-increment or the equal-discharge-incre-trations larger than 100,000 mgiL (U.S. Geological Survey,
ment method to obtain a composite sample that is representa-1997; Wilde and others, 1999).
tire of the discharge-weighted SSC (Edwards and Glysson, Subsampling will typically increase the variance and (or)
1999). Some samples, including those obtained by at least onecreate bias in the concentration and size distribution of solid-
cooperating agency, were collected by dipping an open bottlephase material in a subsample. Significant differences in the
to obtain samples for subsequent TSS analysis. Some of theamount of solid-phase material in some paired samples may
paired SSC and TSS samples were collected in-stream sequen-have occurred as a result of non-representative splitting of
tially and submitted to laboratories for analysis as whole the original samples, or by collecting consecutive in-stream
samples. The remaining samples were split into subsamplessamples under conditions of rapidly varying SSC. Similarly,
by using a chum splitter or cone splitter (Ward and Haar, 1990;because the data were obtained by field personnel in eight
Capel and Larson, 1996; Capel and others, 1995). States as part of unrelated studies, significant differences
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may have resulted because of differences in data-collection 3. Test Method C - Wet-sieving filtration: The wet-sieve-

techniques. However, the probability of significant bias re- filtration method also yields a SSC value, but the method

suiting from consistently selecting samples with larger con- is not as direct as Methods A and B. Method C is used if

centrations of sediment for analyses by one of the methods the percentage of material larger than sand-size particles is

would be small based on the large number of paired data desired. The method yields a concentration for the total

used in the analysis. There is no evidence indicating that sample, a concentration of the sand-size particles, and a
methods used for collecting, processing, or selecting concentration for the silt- and clay-size particles. A dis-

subsamples for subsequent analysis introduced bias in the re-solved-solids correction may be needed, depending on the
lations between SSC and TSS identified in this evaluation, type of analysis done on the fine fraction of the samples

and the dissolved-solids concentration of the sample. The
Laboratory Methods precision and bias of Method C are shown as follows:

Two standard methods are widely cited in the United [mm, millimeters; mg/L, milligrams per liter]
States for determining the total amount of suspended mate- Standard Standard

Deviation Deviationrial in a water sample. These are:
Sieve Concentration Concentration of Test of Single

1. Method D 3977-97, "Standard Test Method for Determin-Mixture Diameter Added Recovered Method Operator Bias,

ing Sediment Concentration in Water Samples" of the Number (ram) (rn~’k) (mg/k) (mg/k) (mg/t) percent

American Society for Testing and Materials (American t >0.062 1 3.4 2.8 2.4 240
Society for Testing and Materials, 2000), and 1 <0.062 10 8.7 43 2.9 -13

2. Method 2540 D, "Total Suspended Solids Dried at 103°- 2 >0.062 9 5 5.9 19
105° C" (American Public Health Association, American 2 <0.062 91 79 15.2
Water Works Association, and Water Pollution Control 3 >0.062 91 107 12.3 59 18

Federation, 1995). 3 <0.062 909 I]32 87.2 61
The differences in these analytical methods, and some

variations used to produce TSS data are described below.
Suspended-Sediment Concentration Analytical These three methods are virtually the same as those used

Method. ASTM Standard Test Method D 3977-97 lists threeby USGS sediment laboratories and described by Guy
methods that result in a determination of SSC values in water(1969). Only the Whatman grade 934AH, 24-ram-diameter
and wastewater samples: filter is used for purposes of standardization. Each method
I. Test Method A - Evaporation: The evaporation method includes retaining, drying at I03°C +-2°C, and weighing all of

may only be used on sediment that settles within the allot-the sediment in a known mass of a water-sediment mixture
ted storage time, which can range from a few days to sev-(U.S. Geological Survey, 1999a).
eral months. If the dissolved-solids concentration exceeds Total Suspended Solids Analytical Method. According
about 10 percent of the SSC value, an appropriate correc-to the American Public Health Association, American Water
tion factor must be applied to the SSC value. The preci-Works Association, and Water Pollution Control Federation
sion and bias of Method A are shown as follows: (1995), the TSS analytical method uses a predetermined

[ mgiL, milligrams per liter] volume from the original water sample obtained while the

Standard Standard sample is being mixed with a magnetic stirrer. An aliquot of
Concentration Concentration Deviation of Deviation or the sample -- usually 0.1 L, but a smaller volume if more

Added. Recovered, Test Method Single Operator Bias.
(rag/L) (rag/L) (rag/L) (rag/L) percent than 200 mg of residue may collect on the filter -- is with-

30 9.4 2.5 2.3 -6
drawn by pipette. The aliquot is passed through a filter, the
diameter of which usually ranges from 22 to 125 mm. The

3.000       976         36.8        35.9      -2.~ filter may be a Whatman grade 934AH, Gelman type A/E,
~00,000     ~00.294        532        ~60        0.3

Millipore type AP40; E-D Scientific Specialties grade 161, or

2. Test Method B- Filtration: The filtration method is used
another product that gives demonstrably equivalent results.

only on samples with concentrations of sand-size material
After filtering, the filter and contents are removed and dried

(diameters greater than 0.062 mm) less than about at 103° to 105° C, and weighed. No dissolved-solids

10,000 mg/L and concentrations of clay-size material ofcorrection is required. The percentages of sand-size and finer

about 200 m,~,’L. No dissolved-solids correction is needed,
material cannot be determined using the TSS method.

The precision and bias of Method B are shown as follows:
The American Public Health Association, American

Water Works Association, and Water Pollution Control Fed-
[ m~,’L, milligrams per liter] eration (1995) describe the precision for this method as fol-

Standard Standard lOWS: "The standard deviation was 5.2 mg/L (coefficient of
Concentration Concentration Deviation of Deviation of

Added, Recovered. Test Method Single Operator Bias. variation 33 percent) at 15 mg/L, 24 mg/L (l 0 percent) at 242
(mgJL) (mg,’L) (rag/L) (rag/L) percent mgiL, and 13 mgiL (0.76 percent) at 1,707 mg/L in studies

10 s 2.6 2 -20 by two analysts of four sets of 10 determinations each.
10o 9~ 5.3 5.1 -9 Single-laboratory analyses of 50 samples of water and waste-

1.0oo 961 20.4 14,1 -3.9 water were made with a standard deviation of differences of
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2.8 mgiL." The standard provides no indication of the size oftended for use with wastewaters, effluents, and polluted

particles used in the testing for the method, waters," as listed in the American Public Health Association,
In practice, TSS data are produced by a number of varia-American Water Works Association, and Water Pollution

tions to the processing methods described in the American Control Federation (1971). A fundamental change took place
Public Health Association, American Water Works Associa- in 1976, when the Total Suspended Matter Method was
tion, and Water Pollution Control Federation (1995). For ex-deemed suitable for "residue in potable, surface, and saline
ample: waters, as well as domestic and industrial wastewaters in the
¯ For the collection of TSS samples as part of the Chesa-range up to 20,000 mg!L" by the American Public Health As-

peake Bay Program, field staff pump water from a speci-sociation, American Water Works Association, and Water Pol-
fled depth into a plastic gallon container. The container islution Control Federation (1976). The Suspended Solids and
vigorously shaken, and 0.2 - !.0 L of the water-sedimentTotal Suspended Matter Methods described above are prede-
mixture is poured for field filtering and subsequent analy-cessors of the "Total Suspended Solids Dried at I03°-I05°C’’

sis. (Mary Ley, Interstate Commission on the Potomac Method, which first appeared in 1985 by that title in the
River Basin, the State of Maryland and the CommonwealthAmerican Public Health Association, American Water Works
of Virginia, written commun., 2000). Association, and Water Pollution Control Federation (1985).

¯ One State government laboratory produces TSS data by In summary, the evidence indicates that the TSS method
vigorously shaking the sample and pouring it into a cru- was originally designed for wastewater analyses, presumably on

cible for subsequent analysis. All of the sample is pouredsamples collected after a settling step at a wastewater treatment

into the crucible unless "there is a lot of suspended mate-facility (hence the term "suspended" in TSS). The American

rial," in which case only part of the sample is poured (LoriPublic Health Association, American Water Works Association,
Sprague, U.S. Geological Survey, written commun., 1999).and Water Pollution Control Federation (1976) expanded the

¯ Another laboratory analyzed quality-control samples by TSS Method’s applicability in 1976 to include natural water.

using Method 2540D of the American Public Health Asso- Differences Between the SSC and TSS Analytical

ciation, American Water \Vorks Association, and Water Methods. The fundamental difference between the SSC and

Pollution Control Federation (1995), with the following TSS analytical methods stems from preparation of the

variation: The sample is shaken vigorously and a third ofsample for subsequent filtering, drying, and weighing. A

the desired subsample volume is decanted to a secondaryTSS analysis normally entails withdrawal of an aliquot of the

vessel. This process is repeated twice to obtain a single original sample for subsequent analysis, although as previously

subsample for subsequent filtration, drying and weighing,noted, there is evidence of inconsistencies in methods used

The reduction in TSS data comparability is not limited toin the sample preparation phase of the TSS analyses. The

lack of consistency in processing and analytical methods. SSC analytical method measures all sediment and the mass

According to James (1999), there is generally no agreed of the entire water-sediment mixture. Additionally, the per-

upon definition of TSS in regard to storm-water runoff, in centage of sand-size and finer material can be determined as

part because the settleable part of TSS is not reported in part of the SSC method, but not as part of the TSS method.

most storm-water studies. If a sample contains a substantial percentage of sand-
The problem extends to nomenclature. The terms "SSC"size material, then stirring, shaking, or otherwise agitating

and "TSS’, or variations thereof, are sometimes attributed tothe sample before obtaining a subsample will rarely produce

an incorrect data type. For example, a proposed Total Maxi-an aliquot representative of the SSC and particle-size distri-

mum Daily Load for sediment in Stekoa Creek, Georgia bution of the original sample. This is a by-product of the

(U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region 4, writtenrapid settling properties of sand-size material, compared to

commun., 2000) is based on regional TSS data, which arethose for silt- and clay-size material, given virtually uniform

compiled from U.S. Geological Survey records; the TSS datadensities and shapes as described by Stokes’ Law. Aliquots
,-etc~ed to, are actually SSC data. Buchanan and Schoell-obtained by pipette might be withdrawn from the lower part

hamer (1998) refer to "suspended-solids concentration data"of the sample where the sand concentration tends to be en-

for San Francisco Bay. Those data would more appropriatelyriched immediately after agitation, or from a higher part of

be referred to as SSC, because the total water-sediment massthe sample where the sand concentration is rapidly depleted.

and all sediment were measured in the analysis (Alan The physical characteristics of a pipette used to with-

Mlodnosk3’, USGS, oral commun., 1999). draw an aliquot, or subsample, can introduce additional er-
Part of the problem may be attributable to the origin ofrors in subsequent analytical results. The American Public

the TSS method and subsequent changes in the types ofwa-Health Association, American Water Works Association, and

ter for which it is recommended for use. Information avail-Water Pollution Control Federation (1995) specifies use of

able from the American Public Health Association and "wide-bore pipettes" to withdraw aliquots. The tip opening

American Water Works Association (1946) makes it clear of those recommended for use is about 3 mm in diameter

that the Suspended Solids Method was intended for use for(Kimble-Contes Inc., accessed May I, 2000). By definition,

wastewater effluents (Kenneth Pearsall, U.S. Geological Sur-the upper limit of sand-size material, which is expressed as

vey, written commun., 2000). This is more or tess consistentthe median diameter, is 2 mm (Folk, 1980). A natural sedi-

with the Total Suspended Matter Method, which was "in- ment particle’s long axis is almost always larger than its me-
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dian axis and can be substantially larger. Hence, a singlewere collected about monthly or bimonthly using techniques

coarse-grained sand particle or multiple sand-size particles,described by Edwards and Glysson (1999). A chum splitter

particularly when present in large concentrations, may clogwas used to obtain subsamples of the water-sediment mix-

a 3-ram tip pipette under suction, ture. The USGS sediment laboratory in Iowa City, Iowa,
If the aforementioned lack of consistency in the TSS analyzed the subsamples for SSC and TSS (James G.

analytical procedure extends to variability in diameters ofBrown, U.S. Geological Survey, written commun., 1999).

pipette tips used to withdraw TSS aliquots, the size of par- Hawaii. According to Hill (1996), 13 SSC and TSS

ticles being excluded from the subsample could vary withsample pairs were collected at three streamflow-gaging sta-

the type of pipette used. Hence, use of a pipette may causetions in the Kamooalii drainage basin, Oahu, Hawaii, from

concentration bias when subsampling if sand-size material1985-89, as a component of a large-scale highway-construc-

is present in the sample, tion study. The SSC samples were collected by a US PS-69
Based on Stokes’ Law, subsamples obtained by pouringautomatic pumping sampler. The TSS samples were col-

sand-rich water-sediment mixtures should be deficient in lected by a Manning automatic pumping sampler. A chum

sand-size material. Because the fine material concentrationsplitter was used to obtain subsamples for TSS analyses.

will not normally be altered by the removal of an aliquot, The SSC samples were analyzed by the USGS sediment

the differences between the two methods will tend to be laboratory in Oahu. The TSS samples were analyzed by the

more pronounced as the percentage of sand-size materialUSGS National Water Quality Laboratory in Denver, Colo-

in the sample increases, rado (Stephen S. Anthony, U.S. Geological Survey, written

Samples collected sequentially in-stream may have dif-commun., 1999).

t’erent concentrations and size characteristics of solid-phase Illinois. A total of 223 SSC and TSS sample pairs were

material. This may be due to natural variations in the collected at 8 USGS streamflow-gaging stations in the upper

amounts and composition of solid-phase material in trans-Illinois River Basin from 1988-90 (Sullivan and Blanchard,

port, and to variance and (or) bias that is introduced by 1994). Samples were collected according to techniques de-

sampling procedures. Likewise, a subsample may containscribed by Edwards and Glysson (1999). A chum splitter

an amount and size distribution of sediment atypical to thatwas used to obtain subsamptes for SSC and TSS analyses.

of the original. However, any differences in SSC and size-SSC samples were analyzed at the USGS sediment labora-

distribution data from paired samples resulting from in- tory in Iowa City, Iowa, using the evaporation method. TSS

stream variations or sampling procedures would likely occursamples were analyzed by an Illinois State laboratory using

randomly among the 3,235 paired analyses used in this the nonfilterable residue, gravimetric method (Daniel

evaluation. Sullivan, U.S. Geological Survey, written commun., 1999).
Kentucky. A total of 95 SSC and TSS sample pairs were

DESCRIPTION OF DATA USED IN THE EVALUATION collected at 12 sampling locations in the Ohio River Basin in
Results of analyses of natural-water samples and of May 1999. SSC and TSS samples were collected at each site

quality-control samples prepared by the USGS were usedfor one day over several hours at about l-hour intervals.

for this evaluation. Natural-water samples for determinationSamples were collected using an open-bottle sampler be-

of S SC (,parameter code 80154) were collected and aria-cause of the low stream velocities. No splitting devices were

lyzed by the USGS (table 1). Natural-water samples for de-used to obtain subsamples. The USGS sediment laboratory

termination of TSS, (parameter code 00530) were collectedin Louisville, Kentucky, analyzed the SSC samples. A con-

by the USGS and cooperating agencies, and analyzed by thetract laboratory performed the TSS analyses (Ronald Evaldi,

USGS and cooperating laboratories. A total of 3,235 pairsU.S. Geological Survey, written cornmun., 1999).

of SSC and TSS data for natural water were obtained from Maryland. A total of 1,561 SSC and TSS sample pairs

the files of USGS District offices, were collected at 6 streamflow-gaging stations in the
The paired SS~ a,d TSS data ’.,,ere collected at 05 ,;am-Patuxent River Basin, Maryland, as part of the USGS

piing sites in Arizona, Hawaii, Illinois, Kentucky, Maryland,Patuxent Nonpoint Source study during the years 1985-98

Virginia, Washington, and Wisconsin. All but the 12 sam-(Preston and Summers, 1997). The sampling frequency was

piing sites in Kentucky. were at USGS streamflow-gagingmonthly, with additional samples collected during periods of

stations. The percentage of sand-size material was availablestorm runoff. The monthly base-flow samples were col-

for 860, or about 27 percent, of the SSC samples. The SSClected using the equal-width-increment method (Edwards

and TSS natural-water data used in this evaluation were and Glysson, 1999), and the storm-runoff samples were col-

augmented by analytical results of 53 quality-control lected using an automatic sampler. A chum splitter was

samples prepared by the USGS National Sediment Labora-used for both monthly and storm samples of both SSC and
tory Quality Assurance Program (Gordon and others, 2000,TSS. The SSC samples were analyzed at USGS sediment

U.S. Geological Survey, 1998; 1999a; 1999b; 2000b). laboratories in Lemoyne, Pennsylvania, and Louisville,
Arizona. A total of 122 SSC and TSS sample pairs Kentucky. The TSS samples were analyzed using a pipette

were collected at a USGS streamflow-gaging station on and filtration method by a Maryland State laboratory

Pinal Creek at Inspiration Dam near Globe (station number(Stephen D. Preston, U.S. Geological Survey, written

09498400) in central Arizona from 1982-98. The samplescommun., 1999).
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Virginia. Atotal of 188 SSC andTSS sample pairs weretory. Known amounts of water and sediment were usedto
collected at 7 streamflow-gaging stations in Virginia during constitute quality-control samples as part of the USGS Na-
the years 1975-95. Paired SSC and TSS samples were col-tional Sediment Laboratory Quality Assurance Program. The
lected ever3t other month by the USGS except during someNational Sediment Laboratory Quality Assurance Program is
low-flow periods as part of the River Input Monitoring Pro- designed as an interlaboratory-comparison evaluation to pro-
gram (U.S. Geological Survey, 2000a). Techniques describedvide a measure of bias and variance of suspended-sediment
by Edwards and Glysson (1999) were used to collect all data analyzed by laboratories operated or used by the USGS.
samples. A chum splitter was used to obtain subsamples forThe quality-control samples received by the participating
TSS analyses. The USGS collected most of the samples, ex-laboratories were identified as such.
cept during some low-flow periods when the Virginia Depart- The quality-control samples were submitted in five
ment of Environmental Quality collected the samples. SSCbatches to a cooperating laboratory during 1997-99. Of the
analyses were performed by USGS sediment laboratories. Aquality-control samples, the first 35 were shipped as batch
Virginia State laboratory performed the TSS analyses (Donnanumbers 1997-I, 1997-2, and 1998-1 and were analyzed for
L. Belval, U.S. Geological Survey, written commun., 1999).TSS. Eighteen quality-control samples were shipped as batch

Washington. A total of 817 SSC and TSS sample pairsnumbers 1998-2 and 1999-1 and analyzed for SSC using the
were collected at 25 streamflow-gaging stations in Washing-evaporation method (Kenneth Pearsall, U.S. Geological Sur-
ton during the years 1973-98, as part of various projects, vey, 1999, oral commun.).
Techniques described by Edwards and Glysson (1999) were
used to collect all SSC and TSS samples. A chum splitterCOMPAP~BILITY OF SUSPENDED-SEDIMENT CON-
was used to obtain subsamples for TSS analyses. The SSCCENTRATION AND TOTAL SUSPENDED SOLIDS DATA
and TSS samples were analyzed at a USGS sediment labora-Natural-Water Data
tory in Tacoma, Washington, through September 1982.
Thereafter, samples were analyzed at the USGS Cascades The relation between SSC and TSS data was evaluated by

Volcano Observatory Sediment Laboratory (Richard J. comparing all available paired SSC and TSS natural-water data,
Wagner, U.S. Geological Survey, written commun., 1999).and subsets of those data for each State. The number of paired

Wisconsin. A total of 216 SSC and TSS sample pairsSSC and TSS values for selected SSC concentration ranges

were collected at 3 streamflow-gaging stations on streams inwith and without particle-size data are shown in figure 1.

the Lake Michigan watershed, Wisconsin, as part of an evalu- Of the 3,235 natural-water SSC samples used in this study,
ation of the differences in results of
water-quality monitoring caused by 1400
differences in sample-collection
methods (Kammerer and others, -- 1,245 [] Number of SSC Values
1998). Low-flow samples were ~" ~ with Percent-Sand
collected in August and October ~

1200 -
[--] Number of SSC Values

1993, and high-flow samples were

!

= 1,051 ;:~ I without Percent-Sand

collected in April-July 1994. The .~ 1000 -
~ i~~! [

SSC samples were collected using .~ ’
= v, 309’ . .techniques described by Ed\vards E

and Glysson (1999). The TSS :~,~ ~° 800 - ~
n=718

samples were collected concur-
rently with the SSC samples by the~ o= 96
V,,’i~consin Department of Natural ~    ~ ~ 600 - --
Resources using an open bottle.
Subsamples for SSC and TSS "~ ~ 814 I
analyses were obtained using a ’~, "= 400 - 74Z 622
cone splitter. SSC samples were
analyzed by the USGS sediment
laboratory, in Iowa City., Iowa. TSS~ 200 -
samples were analyzed bv a Wis- z n=106 19 n=114

. .

~,~ ,~

1 value =
consin State laboratory (Herbert S. [

25,600 mg/L

Gain, U.S. Geological Survey, 0 I

written commun., 1999).

Oualily-Control Data. The SSC                                    ,~,_~,~"
and TSS natural-water data used in
this evaluation were augmented by Figur~ 1. Number of paired suspended-sediment concentration (SSC) values
analytical results of quality-control and total suspended solids (TSS) values of tlae 3,235 data pairs for selected
samples from a cooperating labora-suspended-sediment concentration ranges, in milliorams per liter
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Table Z. Statistical characteristics of paired suspended-sediment concentration (SSC) and total suspended
solids (TSS) data for each of eight States, and for the combined data from all States
Ling/L, milligrams per liter; >, greater thao]

SSC Values SSC MinusTSS

Number of Percentage of
Percentage Number of values values

Source of SSC of values values when >0 mg/L when >0 mg/L when
andTSS Paired 3rd Number >0 mg/L SSC value is SSC value is SSC value is

Data Number Quartile of values for all > 3rd Quartile > 3rd Quartile > 3rd Quartile
of values mg/L >0 mg/L paired data value value value

Arizona 122 153.25 93 76% 31 30 97%

Hawaii 13 353.0 !3 100% 3 3 100%

Illinois 223 48.5 111 50% 56 34 61%

Kentucky 95 10.2 28 29% 24 9 38%

Maryland 1,561 324.0 1,071 69% 390 328 84%

Virginia 188 16.0 105 56% 44 40 91%

Washington 817 30.0 518 63% 203 179 88%

Wisconsin 216 80.25 184 85% 54 54 100%

All Paired Data1 3,235 108.0 2,123 66% 809 672 83%

Based on statistics using all 3,235 paired data; some values vary slightly from those calculated using summary
statistics from the eight States.

74 percent had values less than or equal to 100 mg/L; only oneon SSC (the lower line) and SSC on TSS (the upper line).
value (25,600 mgrL) exceeded I0,000 mgiL (figure 1). Because of measurement errors associated with the collec-

Statistical characteristics of SSC and TSS paired data fortion processing, and analysis of the data, neither line can be

each State and for all paired data are given in table 2. Sixty-interpreted as an unbiased estimate of the true relation
six percent of all TSS values are smaller than their
corresponding paired SSC values. Eighty-three per- 27,500
cent of all TSS values are smaller than their paired 25,000 .... Line of equal value
SSC value when SSC values exceed the 3’~ quartile

~n
--- Line resulting from regressing

value. For each State except Kentucky (38 percent~ 22.500 55C on TSS (Upper Bound)

for 24 paired samples), 61 to 100 percent of the TSS "-= 20.000 -- Line resulting from regressing ,
TSS on SSC (Lower Bound)

valt~es are smaller than their paired SSC value when= !7.500 "" "’~"
SSC values .~.,. 3.4 o ,-excee,., t,d quartile value. To summa-~ ,.

"~ 15,000 ."¯ rize, SSC values tend to exceed their correspondinḡ ....
paired TSS values. This tendency becomes stronger~= 12,500 ,, .....
at larger values of SSC. ~ 10.0oo ....

Relations between all 3,235 paired TSS and SSC~ ,’" .-: ......~-

measurements are shown in figures 2 and 3. Accord- 7.500

ing to Glysson and others (2000), there is no simple, 5.00o ....
straightforward way to adjust TSS data to estimate

2,500
SSC if paired samples are not available. Relations [1~..o..o~. .... ,        ,
identified herein are not recommended for use in ad- 0

0 5,000 10,000 15,000 20,000 25,000
justing TSS data unless supported by additional re-

Suspended-Sediment Concentrations, in mg/L
search.

The data shown in figure 2 are plotted without Figure 2. Relation between untransformed values of
transformation and include the two ordinary least suspended-sediment concentration and total suspended solids
squares regression lines obtained by regressing TSS for 3,235 data points.

R0001454



between the two measurement methods. In fact, the existencepouring are also unlikely to contain representative amounts
of measurement error implies the system of equations of sand-size material. In contrast, the amount or percentage
describing the two measurements is insufficiently identified,of sand-size material in a SSC sample has no effect in bias
making estimation of an unbiased relation impossible because all sediment in the original sample is used in the
without additional information on the variance of the SSC analysis.
measurement error for at least one of the measurements The relation between sand-size material and TSS bias
(Klepper and Learner, 1984). However, the two least squareswas examined using the 860 paired SSC and TSS values for
regression lines can be used to bound the true slope and which the amounts of material coarser and finer than 0.062
intercept coefficients (Frisch, 1934). In the case of TSS andmm in the SSC sample are known. Percent sand-size mate-
SSC, the least squares intercepts are very small relative to therial, percent finer material, and the total mass of sand-size
range of the data. Consequently, the two regression lines material were included in the analysis. All but one of the
effectively form consistent upper and lower bounds on the paired data associated with particle sizes are for streams in
true relation between TSS and SSC. These bounds imply thatIllinois, Virginia, and Washington.
TSS is biased downward relative to SSC by a proportionate The relation between percent sand-size material associ-
amount of 25 to 34 percent. Given the large skew apparent inated with the SSC sample, and the SSC minus TSS remain-
the data, this finding is tentative and requires confirmation der is shown in figure 5. No bias is apparent when sand-size
using a statistical or functional transformation yielding material composes less than about a quarter of the sample’s
homoscedastic residuals, sediment mass. Above about a third sand-size material, the

The relation between SSC and TSS for all 3,235 pairs oflarge majority of the SSC values exceed their paired TSS val-
transformed data using the base-10 logarithm and the line ofues. The increase in bias at larger SSC values as percent
equal value are shown in figure 3; the relations for each Statesand-size values increase is consistent with the observation
and lines of equal value are shown in figure 4. Trends in thethat splitting original samples that contain a substantial per-
scattergrams plotted for all data compared to those with datacentage of sand-size material will rarely produce subsamples
that were segregated by State show some similarities, \vith a SSC or particle-size distribution similar to those of the
including a tendency for the data to plot to the right of the original.
line of equal value, particularly at larger values of SSC. Splitting samples that contain small percentages of sand-

As described previously, at least two factors associatedsize material are more likely to produce subsamples with
with the TSS analysis can result in subsamples obtained byconcentrations and particle-size distributions similar to the
pipette or by pouring that are deficient in sand-size material,original. The relation between TSS and the concentration of
Rapidly falling sand-size material can be difficult to with- material finer than 0.062 mm for 860 of the paired SSC and
draw representatively, particularly if pipette subsamples areTSS data with associated particle-size distribution data is
obtained from near the surface and (or) if the subsample isshown in figure 6. The concentration of fine material was
not withdrawn immediately after mixing. Also, coarser sandcalculated as follows:
particles may plug the pipette intake, precluding withdrawal
of a representative mixture. Subsamples obtained by C<O.O~mm = SSC [1- (Percent~.00z, mll00)]

C<0.062mrn is the concentration of material finer than
10,000 0.062 mm in diameter,

NotPletted:.SS£,=Z~,~m~. Line of Equal Value SSC is suspended-sediment concentration, and
TSS=I~,I~ mg/L

1,000 ~ : ¯ Percent> 0.062mm is percent sand-size material associated
with the SSC value.

I
100 ~ At TSS values that exceed about 5 mg/L of fine ma-

~ ~ ~ ~ terial, the SSC and TSS data are more or less evenly

10 .. ~ .. ;’~’. :~ distributed around the line ofequat value (figure 6).
| ; ~ .~.:’ - This suggests that the TSS method can provide rela-
~ -" - ....’*"=~-~ - - - - ~ tivelyunbiased results when the large majority ofmate-

1 ~ "" =~ ..........." ....... " rial in a sample is finer than 0.062 mm.
I .-" -, .....- The importance of bias in the relation between SSC

0.1 ’ , , t and TSS characterized in figure 3 can be magnified
0.1 1 10 100 1,0~ 10,000 when TSS data are used to compute sediment dis-

Suspended-Sediment Concentrations, in mg/L charges. Sediment discharges increase when the prod-
uct of water discharge and SSC increases (Porterfield,

Figure 3. Relation between the base-10 logarithms of 1972). Additionally, the mobility of coarse material
suspended-sediment concentration (SSC) and total sus-
pended solids (TSS) for 3,235 data pairs in the scattergrams

tends to increase with larger flow velocities. Because

plotted. All SSC andTSS values less than 0.25 mg/L wereof the strong tendency for SSC to exceed TSS at larger

set equal to 0.25 mg/L to enable plotting the data on values of SSC (see figures 3 and 4), calculating dis-
logarithmic coordinates, charges of TSS will usually result in underestimates of
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Arizona Line of Equal Value..~ .’" Hawaii Line o! Equal Value...~

1,000 Not Plotted: SSC=25,600 mg/L 1,000
TSS=19,107 mg/L ~. o ¯

lOO ~- "~" " ° "~"°-~ .t~ 100

’ ’ ’ ’ 0.1 ’         ~         ’O. 0.1
1 10 100 1,000 10,000 0.1 1 10 100 1,000 10,~0

10,000 10,000 [

Illinois Line of Equal Value.~ .
"" 1

Line of Equal Value~

"" 1,0oo I Kentucky
1,000                                 o

= ° ~ ° 100 ~-’- 100

""
~°°

i

~
10

101

10,000                                                          10,000

Maryland                                     Virginia     Line of Equal Value.~ ...~

~ 1,000 1,000
E
._= ..;:
¯ ~" 100 100 o o .~

o o ~10                                                 o
~ 1 ..’o ...... 1 .-".

’ ’ =
~

0"10 1 t ~ = ~
0’10.1 1 10 100 1,000 10,000 ¯ 1 10 100 1,000 10,000

10,0001                                                                                                          10,000

Washington Line of Equal Value ~...-"                  Wisconsin LineofEqualValue\

~spended-Sediment Co~en~ati~, in m~ Su~end~-Sedimem C~en~=i~, in

Figure 4. Relation between the base-10 logarithms of suspended-sediment concentration (SSC) and total
suspended solids (T$S) for the data pairs from each State used in the analysis. All SSC andTSS values less than
0.25 mg/L were set equal to 0.25 mg/L to enable plotting the data on logarithmic coordinates.
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10000 about a third sand-size material in composition, and

Two values not plotted:
with percentages and concentrations of sand-size mate-

43% sand, 2.,810 m~/I. rial that increase with discharge.
" 800~ _~ 54% sand. Z,4SO mg/I. Figure 7 shows an example of the influence of bias
o~ ;~ resulting from using TSS data to calculate instanta-
,~,
,~ ,- neous sediment discharges for a stream in the north-

~.~’- ’-
600 eastern United States. All the TSS and SSC samples

~o .-- 0rdinary used to compute sediment discharges from October 15~ Least-Squares through December 24, 1998 were by a coop-~
400 Regression Line

collected
crating using an open bottle and analyzed byagency

’- ~ \                 the cooperater’s laboratory. The apparent order-of-
~

200
.2 .... -- ;- vember and December 1998 was not related to any in-....... ,;

magnitude change in sediment discharges between No-

~ -- - ...... stream change in solid-phase transport, but to a change
.:~ : ,, ~. ; , ., O~. .. . ",," inanalyticalprocedures(HenrvZajd, Jr.,U.S. Geo-

~ logical Survey, oral commun., 2000). TSS analyses
were performed on all samples collected in October

-200 i i ~
0 20 40 60 80 100 and November 1998, and SSC analyses were used to

produce subsequent data. The USGS did not publish

Percent Sand-Size Material in the Suspended-Sediment Concentration Sample daily sediment discharges for the pro-December period
shown in figure 7 because the TSS data used in the

Figure 5. Relation between percent sand-size material in the computations were considered unreliable.
sample analyzed for suspended-sediment concentration and the
remainder of suspended-sediment concentration minus total Quality-Control Data
suspended solids.

Box plots that show the results of quality-control

100000 samples analyzed for SSC and TSS by a cooperating
laboratory participating in the USGS National Sedi-
ment Laboratory Quality Assurance Program are

~ Line of Equal ValueE 1,000 shown in figure 8. The samples were analyzed in five
~ ..a sample sets. Box plots for sample sets 1997-1, 1997-2,

.~ .=- :. .$ - and 1998-1 represent "I’SS analytical results. Box plots

~ for study sample sets 1998-2 and 1999-1 represent~ 100 " ""~: SSC analytical results. This figure illustrates two im-
~ ~ portant characteristics related to sediment-data quality.

’~
. ,. First, both the SSC and TSS data tend to be nega-

10
I

~1 ~ ¯
~

tively biased. The combined data for all samples ana-
2 ~ | ~ lyzed as part of the Sediment Laboratory Quality As-
= :.-- ~ " surance Program from 1996 through September 2000
o 1 -~ "= have a median concentration bias of- 1.83 percent; the

25th percentile is -4.39 percent; and the 75th percentile
is 0.00 percent. The bias primarily reflects a loss of

0.1 t ~
0.1 i 10 100 1,O0~ some sediment, such ~s thrc~ugh ,i .~]ter, or an inability

to weigh accurately very small amounts of fine mate-
Total Suspended Solids, in mgJL            rial in the SSC analytical procedure. The SSC median

Figure 6. Relationship between total suspended solids and percent bias values for both study sets are about -2 and

the concentration of suspended sediments finer than O.062mm -4 percent of the known sediment mass, In contrast,
in paired suspended-sediment concentration samples. All SSCTSS median percent bias values for the three study sets
andTSS values less than 0.25 mglL were set equal to 0.25 mglL range from -6 to -23 percent from the known sediment
to enable plotting the data on logarithmic coordinates, mass; the mean difference in TSS median percent bias

from the known sediment mass is -16 percent. Only
for sample set 1997-2 does any quartile include the

the suspended solid-phase discharges compared to those esti-TSS value for the knoxvn sediment mass. The median percent
mates that are computed from SSC data. TSS discharge un-bias in TSS sample set 1997-I and in 1998-1 exceeds three
derestimates may be negligible for streams conveying a pro-F-pseudosigmas= from the mean value of all measured sedi-
dominantly fine material load over the range of discharges,ment mass measurements reported in the USGS National
Substantial underestimates of TSS discharges can be ex-
pected for streams conveying sediment loads that exceed rrhe F-pseudosigma is a nonparametric statistic analogous to the standard devia-

tion that is calculated by using the 25th and 75th percenliles m a data set. It is re-
sistant to the effect of extreme outliers.
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Sediment Laboratory Quality ~
1.4 ~ 0.4

Assurance Program. The
~ 1.3

analytical method used by "~ 1.2 Instantaneous Water Discharges. \ 0.35

the laboratory for determina- ~ "x
tion of TSS in natural-water ~,

1.1
I 0.3 -

samples was deemed unac- ~ 1.0 I
ceptable by the U.S. Gee-

~ ~ ’-
.E 0.O ~ 0.25

logical Survey (USGS, ~ 0.8 I .E
1999b). ,*

" 0.7 I 0,2
Second, the variances as- ._~ I~, ,-

sociated with the TSS qual- ca_0.6
= 0.15ity-control data are large ¯        E0.5

compared to those for SSC ~ ,
data (figure 8). The least ~ 0.4 0.1
variable data- those from ~ 0.3 Instantaneous Sediment I °
sample set 1997- I - range ~ / Discharges from TSS Data~ 0.2 Instantaneous 0.05
from - 18 to -32 percent of ~

/
Sediment Discharges

0.1                                                     from SSC Datathe known value, and the dif- ~ ~,---~r"a"~-’ ’- ~ -" ~ I ~ ’ 0 "
ference between the 1st and - 0.0 -

15-Oct 22-Oct 29-Oct 5-Nov 12-Nov 10-Nov 26-Nov 3-Dec 10-Dec 1~-Dec 24-Dec
3rd quartile values is 9 per-
cent. In comparison, the
most variable SSC data - Figure 7. Instantaneous water discharges, and sediment discharges computed
those from sample set 1999- from total suspended solids (TSS) and suspended-sediment concentration (SSC)

data for a stream in the northeastern United States, 1998.
I - range from 0 to -5 per-
cent; the difference in the 1st
and 3rd quantile values is 4 percent.

In terms of bias and variance, the TSS results from twoprocedure entails measurement of the entire mass of sediment

of the first three sample sets - 1997-1 and 1998-1 - wereand the net weight for the entire sample. In contrast, only a

considered unacceptable by the U.S. Geological Survey (U.S.part of the water-sediment mixture is typically used in the TSS
Geological Sur~’ey, 1998; 1999a). The SSC results fromanalysis. Difficulties in, and variations for methods associated

study sample sets 1998-2 and 1999-1, which were producedwith obtaining TSS subsamples can result in determinations of

by the same laboratory, are considered among the most accu-solid-phase characteristics that are substantially different from

rate of all laboratories that participated in the USGS Nationalthose of the original sample.

Sediment Laboratory Quality
Assessment Program (John
Gordon, U.S. Geological
Survey, oral commun., ~ 30 EXPLANATION

Total Suspended Solids                            --LARGEST VALUE LESS THAN2000).
"~ 20 OR EQUAL TO THE 75th

CONCLUSIONS ~ Suspended-Sediment
PER(:ENTILE PLUS I.S TIMES

o Concentrations INTERQUARTILE RANGES
t-

10 --UPPER QUARTILEOf the two analytical ,,," ,
methods examined for mea-E --MEDIAN

suring the mass of solid- ~- 0 --LOWER QUARTILE
phase material in natura]-wa- o --SMALLEST VALUE GREATER

THAN OR EQUAL TO THEter samples -- suspended- ~ -10
sediment concentrations ~ 25m PERCENTILE MINUS

’̄= 1.5 TIMES INTERQUARTILE
(SSC), and total suspended ~ RANGES
solids (TSS), -- data pro- ~

-20
REIVlAINING 1 PERCENT OF

duced by the SSC technique ~
~

THE DATA NOT INCLUSIVE

are the more reliable. This is ~. -30 IN THE DISIRIBUTION TAILS

particularly true when the 1997-I 1997-2 1998-I 1998-2 1999-I
amount of sand in a sample
exceeds about a quarter of Study Number
the dry sediment mass. This
conclusion is based on the Figur~ 8. Variability in results of suspended-sediment concentrations and total sus-
following obse~’ations: pended solids analytical methods in quality-control water samples analyzed by a co-

l. The SSC analytical operator laboratory. (John D. Gordon, U.S. Geological Survey, written commun., 2000).
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2. Subsampling by pipette or by pouring from an open the sample is less than about 25 percent. TSS values from

container will generally result in production of a sediment-analyses of samples collected following a settling step for
deficient subsample. An analysis of 3,235 paired SSC andcoarser sediments, such as those obtained for compliance

TSS natural-water samples from eight States showed thatpurposes at sewage treatment plants and water treatment fa-
SSC values tend to exceed their paired TSS values, particu-cilities, may be reliable. However, because relatively few
larly at larger values of SSC. This is consistent with the as-TSS data are associated With the percent sand-size and finer

sumption that most subsamples used to determine the TSSmaterial from SSC samples, it is usually impossible to iden-
data were obtained by pipette or by pouting from an open tify which if any TSS data may be biased. Some of the TSS
container, data may reflect the mass of suspended solids in natural-wa-

3. An analysis of 860 paired SSC and TSS natural-waterter samples, but there are currently no absolute means to

samples for which relative amounts of sand-size and finer identify those data, nor a generally reliable procedure to cor-
material are known for the SSC sample were used to deter-rect biased TSS data.
mine the effect of sand-size particles on the TSS analysis. The TSS method, which was originally designed for

SSC values tend to be larger than their paired TSS values asanalyses of wastewater samples, is shown to be fundamen-
the percentage of sand-size material exceeds about a quartertally unreliable for the analysis of natural-water samples. In
of the mass of sediment in the sample. Additionally, a rela-contrast, the SSC method produces relatively reliable results
tion between values of TSS and the paired SSC material finerfor samples of natural water, regardless of the amount or per-
than 0.062 mm showed that for samples with TSS values ex-centage of sand-size material in the samples. SSC and TSS
ceeding about 5 mgiL, the paired SSC and TSS data are moredata collected from natural water are not comparable and

or less evenly distributed around the line of equal value, should not be used interchangeably. The accuracy and corn-
Sand-size material is more difficult to subsample than finerparability of suspended solid-phase concentrations of the
material due to the large fall velocity of sand-size material asNation’s natural waters would be greatly enhanced if all
described by Stokes’ Law. these data were produced by the SSC analytical method.

The tendency for SSC values to exceed their paired TSS
values has important ramifications for computations ofsus-
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Proposed Agenda
Working Group to Address Industrial/Commercial Program Issues

On
March 20, 2001, 10:00 to 1:30

At the
Regional Water Qua|ity Control Board Los Angele~s

320 West 4~h Street, Suite 200, LA

l. Introductions, review agenda, etc.

2. Scope of Current Industrial/Commercial Program - Overview (LA County, LA City,
others)
¯ current educational site visits inspection pro~rarn and record keeping

3. Industrial/Commercial Inspection and Enforcement Program
¯ Scope
¯ Using existing already developed tools (database for industrial commercial, critical sources

findings, etc.)
¯ Prioritization
¯ Inspection procedures

4. Local Enforcement Issues
¯ legal authority
¯ enforcing department
¯ entbrcement procedures
¯ follow-up etc.
¯ record keeping

5. Performance Standards
¯ establish a frequency of inspection based on prioritization
¯ enforcement performance standard

6. Proposed improvements to the Tracking system
¯ database [web-based?]
¯ GIS
¯ Other

7. Coordination between Regional Board and Permittees Inspection Progams
8. Next Steps
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13.

14.

15.
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19.

20.



Key concept points for Industrial/Commercial Inspection Enforcement Program

The Phase I regulations 40 CFR 122.26(d)(2) require, in part, that the applicant/i) develop
adequate legal authority, (ii) perform a source identification, and (iv) develop a management
program to reduce the discharge of pollutants to the maximum extent practicable using
management practices, control techniques and system design and engineering methods, and
such other provisions which are appropriate. Specifically, with regards to industrial controls, the
management plan shall include the following.

40 CFR 122.26(d)(2)(iv)(C), A description of a program to monitor and control pollutants in storm water
discharges to municipal systems from municipal landfills, hazardous waste treatment, disposal and
recovery facilities, industrial facilities that are subject to section 313 of title III of the Superfund
Amendments and Reauthorization Act of 1986 (SARA), and industrial facilities that the municipal permit
applicant determines are contributing a substantial pollutant loading to the municipal storm sewer system.
The program shall:
(1) Identify priorities and procedures for inspections and establishing and implementing control
measures for such discharges;
(2) Describe a monitoring program for storm water discharges associated with industrial facilities .....

The municipality is ultimately responsible for discharges from their MS4. Because industrial
awareness of the program may not be complete, there may be facilities within the MS4 area that
should be permitted but are not. In addition, the Phase I regulations that require industries to
obtain permits is driven by SIC Code. This has been shown to be less than comprehensive in
identifying industries (by industries we also mean commercial businesses. "Industries" is
intended as a generic term) that should be permitted (the argument for additional commercial
sources). Another concern is that the permitting authority may not have adequate resources to
provide the necessary oversight of permitted facilities. Therefore, it is in the municipality’s best
interest to assess their specific situation and implement an industrial/commercial inspection and
enforcement program to control the contribution of pollutants to and through their MS4 to the
maximum extent practicable.

In the preamble for its 1990 regulations, US EPA clearly states the intended strategy for
discharges of storm water associated with industrial activity: "...Municipal operators of large and
medium municipal separate storm sewer systems are responsible for obtaining system-wide or
area permits for their system’s discharges. These permits are expected to require that controls
be placed on storm water discharges associated with industrial activity which discharge through
the municipal system.

Recognizing that the municipality is ultimately responsible for the water quality of discharges the
municipalities should evaluate the industrial/commercial base and determine their status with
the permit requirements and contribution to the MS4 and potential impacts to the receiving
waters. The following areas must be addressed in order to implement a meaningful
industrial/commercial inspection and enforcement program that has the ability to control the
contribution of pollutants from industrial/commercial sites to the maximum extent practicable.

Source Identification
~ Identification of industrial/commercial sites discharging to the MS4 (by SIC codes

and narrative if needed)
~ Characterization of activities, materials used and potential for contributing pollutants

and what type of pollutants
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should be continued under the auspices of the Public Education program, and further critical
sources studies continued to identify additional potential industries or group of facilities
contributing pollutants to the MS4.

For all:

implementation of baseline BMPs using the too{s already de~,elopedl and continue
developing new ones for additional sectors if needed;

use of existing checklist for inspection

A municipal industrial/commercial program should focus on the following categories in the
order of increasing effort
¯ Gas stations. They may be the target of a focused educational program using and

engaging corporate or franchise association as a conduit for the educational efforts.
Frequency: once in 24 months but not less than two times during the life of the permit.

¯ Restaurants. Frequency: once per year
¯ Automotive services. Frequency: once in 24 months not less than twice per permit

cycle.
¯ Phase one facilities. Frequency: once in 24 months not less than twice per permit

cycle. In first phase, all facilities will be inspected, but facilities with no exposure will be
eliminated from the second phase inspection effort.

¯ Other commercial facilities (tied with 303(d) list impairments). Frequency: once in
24 months not less than twice per permit cycle.

¯ Municipalities will use their enforcement tools to assure compliance with the
implementation of baseline BMPs. In addition, facilities identified needing coverage
under the State Industrial General Permit will be referred to the Regional Board as non-
fliers.
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Agenda
Follow-up Working Group Meeting to Address Construction Program Issues

On
March 20, 2001, 2:00 to 4:00

At the
Regional Water Quali~’ Control Board Los Angeles

320 West 4th Street, Suite 200, LA

1. Introductions, review agenda, etc.

2. Scope of Construction Program - Overview
¯ current inspection program and record keeping
¯ project thresholds [any exclusions, prioritization]
¯ evidence necessary for issuing grading perrmts to projects covered under the state storm water

perrmt
3. Local Enforcement Issues

¯ legal authority
¯ enforcing department
¯ enforcement procedures
¯ follow-up etc.
¯ record keeping

4. Performance Standards
¯ priority categories of projects
¯ priority periods etc.

5. Proposed improvements to the Tracking system
¯ database [web-based?]
¯ GIS
¯ Other

6. Coordination between Regional Board and Permittees Inspection Programs
7. Next Steps
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Size NOI State SWPPP Baseline BMPs Local SWPPP Wet weather Reporting Enforcem

~

Inspection ~e~ en¢,~
" "" "/ V’(subst Refferal ~,~00 Grading

SWPPP’) ..permits1-5 ac :(2003)yes No (2003?) ~" v" 46{)%- ~1 Grading
3ermits<1 ac (impaired water) No No ~ v" / (.~~ ,~4-00%--o ~. Grading
)ermits<1 ac (other) no No ,," optional Optional Grading/

*including common plan __ (prioritize) )ermits %~’=/.

¯ Reporting keep track of#s / documentation and enforcement #s
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California Regional Water Quality Control Board
Los Angeles Region

Winston tl. ttickox 32{) W ath Street. State 2(,0. Los Angeles. UA 90013 Gra’, Da~ is
Secretar~Jbr Phone ( 213 ) 576-6000 FAX 1213"~ 576-06-,t0 Governor
~nvtronmental

Protecllo~

TO: Permittees of the Los Angeles County Municipal Storm Water Permit
Storm Water Consultants
Environmental Organizations
Other Interested Parties

FROM: Xavier Swam~-’-~£ti, D.Env.
Chief, LA/Long Beach MS4 Unit

DATE: March 21, 2001

SUBJECT: PUBLIC WORKSHOP FOR THE RENEWAL OF THE LOS A~NGELES
COUNTY MUNICIPAL STORAI WATER PERAIIT

On July 15, 1996, The Los Angeles County Regional Water Quality Control Board (Regional
Board) issued a municipal storm water National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
/NPDES) pemfit to the County of Los ,~qgeles and its 85 incorporated cities. On January 31,
2001, the Los Angeles County Department of Public Works submitted an application for renexval
of this permit in the form of a Report of Waste Discharge for Los Angeles County and the
incorporated cities, except for the Santa Clara River Watershed, and the City of Long Beach.

The Regional Board is in the process of drafting the new permit. The first draft is scheduled for
issuance on April 2, 2001. The Regional Board is holding a public workshop to discuss the first
draft, on:

Wednesday, April 18, 2001 - from 9:30 am to 12:30 pm
At the Regional Board Office
First Floor Conference Room
320 W. 4t~ Street, Los Angeles

The public workshop is intended for Permittees, interested environmental organizations,
consultants, and other parties. The workshop will provide an opportunity to comment on the first
draft of the permit and to give input and ideas regarding the direction of Los Angeles County
Storm Water Management Program. The Regional Board is currently scheduled to propose
adoption of the final permit on July 26, 2001, at its Board Meeting.

To receive a copy of the first draft and to register for the workshop, please provide your name,
address or email, and telephone number to Weindy Abarquez, the Storm Water Secretary. She
may be reached at (213) 576-6802 or wabarquez@rb4.swrcb.ca.gov. You may also download a
copy of the draft and other related documents from the Regional Board webpage at
xv~v.swrcb.ca.gowr~vqcb4/html/programs/Stormwater/renewal.html.

RO00’! 470
California Environmental Protection Agency

*** The energ~ challenge facing California i~ real Every Californian needs to take immediate action ~o reduce energ.v consumption ** ~
"*’For a list of ~imple way~ to reduce demand and cut your energy costs, see the tip~ at: http’.//www.swrcb.ca.gov/n~/echaileng~htmi***

G Recycled Paper
Our mission is to preserve and enhance the quality of California "s water resources for the benefit of present and future generations.



LOS ANGELES COUNTY MUNICIPAL STORM WATER PERMIT WORKSHOP
TENTATIVE AGENDA

Wednesday, April 18, 2001 at 9:30 am
First Floor Conference Room

Los Angeles Regional Water Qualit_y Cgntrol Board
320 West 4th Street, Los Angeles

9:30 Welcome Dennis Dickerson

9:40 Introductions Everyone

9:50 Background Xavier Swamikannw
Wendy Phillips

Revie~v and Comments on Draft Special Provisions

10:00 Public Education/Programs for Industrial/
Commercial Businesses Dan RadulescwEveryone

10:30 Public Agency Activities Carlos Urrunaga,’Everyone

l I :()~) Illicit Connections/Discharge Elimination Wendy Phillips/Everyone

11:3(i) Development Planning Xavier Swamikannw’Everyone

I2:00 Programs for Construction Sites Carlos Urrunaga/Everyone

12:30 Close
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Proposed Agenda~

Working Group to.Review Preliminary Permit Draft

Thursday, March 22, 2001, 10:00 to 2:00

City of Los Angeles, Bureau of Sanitation
Storm Water Management Office

650 S. Spring Street
7th Floor

1. Make introductions, review agenda, etc. Everyone

2. Followup from meeting on March 20th

Discuss need for GIS as an analytical tool Dan (and Eduardo
Escobar?)

Brief permittees on status of legal research Wendy

Regional Board,
3. Review Special Provisions and respond to Permittees’with Permittees

comments on programs for: comments
IC/ID Elimination Wend,v
Public Education Megan
Construction Sites Carlos
Industrial/Commercial Inspections Dan
Watersheds Dan
Planning and Land Development - if time allowsXavier

3 Review other key provisions and respond to Permittees’Xavier
comments on:

TMDL provision - to be added.
WMAPs - to be eliminated’?
Administrative review procedure - to be
eliminated.

4 Discuss next steps Mustafa and Wendy

~ Given t~me resections, Special Provisions for Planning and Land Development may be deferred to future
meetings. Also, Public Agency Activities is being deferred to a later date.
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22 March 2001 ***DK~.FT***
Regional Board stafl"s ideas for permit renewal with respect to Construction Activity.

Construction sites less than 1 acre:

¯ N.O.I. prior to a municipal grading permit No
¯ Baseline BMPs or local SWPPP (approval of local SWPPP)Yes. if local SWPPP
¯ \Vet weather inspections based upon a municipal Optional

prioritization (i.e. slopes ~s. fiat areas I
¯ :Nlunicipal grading permits tracked IGIS or databasc~ Yes
¯ Municipal oversight of site operators Yes

Construction sites less than 1 Acre {impaired ~vaterbody)

¯ N.O.I. prior to a municipal grading permit (keep copy ofNOI)lfciD’ requests
¯ Baseline BNIPs or local SWPPP (approval oflocat SWPPP)Yes
¯ \Vet weather inspections Yes
¯ Municipal grading permits tracked IGIS or database) Yes
¯ Municipal oversight of site operators Yes

Construction sites between 1 acre and less than 5 acres

¯ N.O.I. prior to a municipal grading permit {keep cop3 of NOI}Yes, in 2003
¯ Baseline BMPs or local SWPPP {approval of local SWPPP)Yes
* \\ct weather inspections Yes
¯ Nlunicipat grading permits tracked (GIS or databasc~ Yes
¯ Xlunicipaloversight of site operators Yes

Construction sites 5 acres and greater (1 acre and greater in2003)

¯ N.O.I. prior to a municipal grading permit lkeep copy’ of NOl)Yes
¯ Local S\VPPP - equivalent to state S~’PPP ~approval ot SWPPP)Yes
¯ Wet weather inspections Yes
¯ ~lunicipal grading permits tracked IGIS or database) Yes
¯ Nlunicipal oversight of site operators Yes
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Part 1. DISCHARGE PROHIBITIONS

A. The Permittee shall effectively prohibit non-storm water discharges into
the MS4 and watercourses except where such discharges are presumed
to be free of pollutants and are either:

1. Are covered by a separate individual or general NPDES permit; or

2. Are in one of the categories below, and meet all conditions
specified by the Executive Officer:

a) Categories of natural flow:

(1) Springs and rising ground water;

(2) Flows from riparian zones or wetlands;

(3) Stream diversions, permitted by the State Board; and

(4) Storm water infiltrating into the ground and then into
storm drains.

b)    Categories of emergency flows:

(1) Emergency fire fighting runoff.

c) Categories of flows incidental to urban activities, all of which
are subject to conditions that shall be approved by the
Executive Officer:

(1) Landscape irrigation runoff from potable or Title 22
recycled waters;

(2) Water line flushing of potable water distribution
systems;

(3) Incidental runoff from potable water sources;

3/15/01                                          For Discussion Purposes Only - Do not Circulate
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(4) Passive drains for foundations, footings, and crawl
spaces;

(5) Air conditioning condensate;

(6) Dechlorinated swimming pool discharges;

(7) Non-commercial car washing by residents or by non-
profit organizations; and

(8) Sidewalk washing.

In the event that any of the above categories of non-storm water
discharges are determined to be a source of pollutants by the
Executive Officer, the discharge will no longer be exempt from this
prohibition unless the Permittee implements conditions approved by
the Executive Officer to ensure that the discharge is not a source of
pollutants. Notwithstanding the above, the Regional Board
Executive Officer may impose additional prohibitions of non-storm
water discharges in consideration of anti-degradation policies.

Part 2. RECEIVING WATER LIMITATIONS

B. Discharges from the MS4 that cause or contribute to the violation of water
quality standards or water quality objectives are prohibited.

C. Discharges from the MS4 of storm water, or non-storm water, for which a
Permittee is responsible shall not cause or contribute to a condition of
nuisance.

D. The Permittee shall comply with the permit through timely implementation
of control measures and other actions to reduce pollutants in the
discharges in accordance with the SQMP and its components and other
requirements of this permit including any modifications. The SQMP and its
components shall be designed to achieve compliance with receiving water
limitations. If exceedances of water quality objectives or water quality
standards (collectively, water quality standards) persist, notwithstanding
implementation of the SQMP and its components and other requirements
of this permit, the Permittee shall assure compliance with discharge
prohibitions and receiving water limitations by complying with the following
procedure:

3/15/01                                            For Discussion Purposes Only - Do not Circulate
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Upon a determination by either the Permittee or the Regional Board
that discharges are causing or contributing to an exceedance of an
applicable water quality standard, the Permittee shall promptly
notify and thereafter submit a report to the Regional Board that
describes BMPs that are currently being implemented and
additional BMPs that will be implemented to prevent or reduce any
pollutants that are causing or contributing to the exceedances of
water quality standards. This report may be incorporated in the
annual update of the SQMP and its components unless the
Regional Board directs an earlier submittal. The report shall include
an implementation schedule. The Regional Board may require
modifications to the Report.

2. Submit any modifications to the report required by the Regional
Board within 30 days of notification

3. Within 30 days following the approval of the report, the Permittees
shall revise the SQMP and its components and monitoring program
to incorporate the approved modified BMPs that have been and will
be implemented, implementation schedule, and any additional
monitoring required

4. Implement the revised SQMP and its components and monitoring
program according to the approved schedule

E. So long as the Permittee has complied with the procedures set forth
above and is implementing the revised SQMP and its components, the
Permittee does not have to repeat the same procedure for continuing or
recurring exceedances of the same receiving water limitations unless
directed by the Regional Board to develop additional BMPs.

Part 3. STORM WATER QUALITY MANAGEMENT PLAN
IMPLEMENTATION, MONITORING, AND REPORTING

F. Responsibilities of the Principal Permittee

The Principal Permittee will coordinate and facilitate activities necessary to
comply with the requirements of this Order, but is not responsible for
ensuring compliance of any individual Permittee. The County of Los
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Angeles is hereby designated as the Principal Permittee, and as such
shall:

1. Coordinates permit activities among Permittees and negotiate
NPDES requirements with the Regional Board.

All Permittees will be given the opportunity to have an active role in,
provide input and participate in the development of permit
requirements. However, the Principal Permittee and the watershed
Executive Advisory Committee (EAC) representative(s) will conduct
formal discussions with the Regional Board on behalf of Permittees.

2. Provide personnel and fiscal resources for the necessary update of
the SQMP and its components;

3. Convene the Watershed Management Committees (WMCs)
constituted pursuant to Part H., below, upon designation of
representatives;

4. Provide technical and administrative support for committees that
will be organized to implement the SQMP and its components;

5. Implement the Countywide Monitoring Program required in this
Order;

6. Provide personnel and fiscal resources for the preparation and
submittal to the Regional Board of annual reports and summaries of
other reports required under the SQMP; and

7. Comply with the "Responsibilities of the Permittees" in Part G.,
below;

G.    Responsibilities of the Permittees

Each Permittee is only responsible for the implementation of the
appropriate storm water management program developed pursuant to the
requirements of this Order, and not for the implementation of the
provisions applicable to the Principal Permittee or other Permittees. A
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Permittee is required to comply only with the requirements of this Order
applicable .to discharges, which originate from places within its boundaries
over which it has authority to enforce the requirements of this Order. Each
Permittee shall, within its geographic jurisdiction:

1. Comply with the requirements of the SQMP and its amendments;

2. Coordinate among its internal departments and agencies, as
appropriate, to facilitate the implementation of the requirements of
the SQMP and its components applicable to such Permittee in an
efficient and cost-effective manner;

3. Participate in the update of the SQMP and its components;

4. Designate a technically knowledgeable representative to the
appropriate WMC;

5. Implement the SQMP upon approval by the Executive Officer; and,

6. Work with other public agencies (e.g. Fire Department, Building and
Safety, Code Enforcement, etc.)toward the successful
implementation of the provisions of this Order and SQMP
components. As such, these organizations are expected to actively
participate in implementing the area wide storm water program.

H. Watershed Management Committees (WMCs)

1. Each WMC shall be comprised of a voting representative from each
Permittee in the Watershed Management Area (WMA).

2. The WMC’s chair and secretary shall be chosen by the WMC upon
permit adoption and on an annual basis, thereafter. In the absence
of volunteer Permittee(s) for the positions, the Principal Permittee
shall assume those roles until the WMC chooses members of the
committee for the positions.

3/15/01                                          For Discussion Purposes Only - Do not Circulate
5

R0001479



3. Each WMC shall:

a) Facilitate cooperation and exchange of information among
Permittees;

b) Establish additional goals and objectives and associated
deadlines for the WMA, as the program implementation
progresses;

c) Prioritize pollution control efforts based on beneficial use
impairment(s), watershed characteristics and analysis of
results from studies and the monitoring program;

d) Develop and/or update and monitor the adequate
implementation, on an annual basis, of the tasks identified
for the WMA;

e) Assess the effectiveness of, prepare revisions for, and
recommend appropriate changes to the SQMP and its
components;

f) Continue the Industrial/Commercial Source Identification
program. Additional industrial/commercial or other types of
activities will be investigated and those identified as priority
shall be included in the IIEP;

g) Conduct joint WMC meetings at least four times per year
and, as necessary.

I. Executive Advisory Committee (EAC)

1. The EAC is constituted by one representative from the Malibu
Creek WMA and by two representatives from each of the other
WMAs, along with representatives from the City of Los Angeles,
and the Los Angeles County.
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J. General Requirements

1. The Permittees shall, at a minimum, adopt and implement the
elements of the SQMP and its components that are consistent with
the terms of this permit.

Additionally, modifications to the SQMP made during the term of
the permit including those made in accordance with part 3.B.(?) of
this permit shall be implemented.

2. The SQMP shall, at a minimum, comply with applicable
requirements of 40 CFR 122.26(d)(2). The SQMP and its
components shall be implemented so as to reduce the discharges
of pollutants in storm water to the maximum extent practicable. The
SQMP and its components are described in attachments A to X.

3. Each Permittee shall be responsible for implementation of the
relevant portions of the SQMP within its jurisdictional boundaries.
The Principal Permittee shall be responsible for program
coordination as described in Ill.A, as well as, compliance with the
relevant portions of the permit within its jurisdiction.

K. SQMP Modifications

1. The Permittees shall modify the SQMP and its components
adopted with this Order to make it consistent with the requirements
herein. The revised SQMP and its components will be submitted to
the Regional Board Executive Officer for approval no later than (six
months from the adoption of this Order).

2. The Permittee shall modify the SQMP to comply with waste load
allocations developed and approved pursuant to the process for the
designation and implementation of Total Daily Maximum Loads
(TMDLs) for impaired water bodies.

3. The Regional Board Executive Officer may approve changes to the
SQMP and its components, except noted in (above paragraph),
either:
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a) Upon petition by the Permittees or interested parties, and
after providing for and considering public comment, or,

b) As deemed necessary by the Regional Board Executive
Officer following notice to the Permittees, and after providing
for and considering public comments.

4. The Permittees shall modify the SQMP and its components, at the
direction of the Regional Board Executive Officer, to incorporate
regional provisions. Such provisions may include watershed
specific requirements for watersheds shared by Permittees with
other MS4 programs.

L. Legal Authority

1. Permittees shall possess the necessary legal authority to prohibit
non-storm water discharges, to the maximum extent practicable, to
the storm drain system, including, but not limited to:

a)    A prohibition on illicit discharges and illicit connections and a
requirement for removal of illicit connections;

(1) Prohibit the discharge of wash waters to the MS4
from the cleaning of gas stations, auto repair garages,
or other types of automotive service facilities;

(2) Prohibit the discharge of runoff to the MS4 from
mobile auto washing, steam cleaning, mobile carpet
cleaning, and other such mobile commercial and
industrial operations;

(3) Prohibit the discharge of runoff to the MS4 from areas
where repair of machinery and equipment which are
visibly leaking oil, fluid or antifreeze, is undertaken;

(4) Prohibit the discharge of runoff to the MS4 from
storage areas of materials containing grease, oil, or
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other hazardous substances, and uncovered
receptacles containing hazardous materials;

(5) Prohibit the discharge of chlorinated swimming pool
water and filter backwash to the MS4;

(6) Prohibit the discharge of untreated runoff from the
washing of toxic materials from paved or unpaved
areas to the MS4;

(7) Prohibit washing impervious surfaces in
industrial/commercial areas that results in a discharge
of untreated runoff to the MS4, unless specifically
required by State or local health and safety codes;
and

(8) Prohibit the disclqarge from washing out concrete
trucks, pumps, tools, and equipment to the MS4.

b) A prohibition on spills, dumping, or disposal of materials into
the MS4, other than storm water, such as;

(1) Litter, landscape debris and construction debris;

(2) Any state or federally banned pesticide, fungicide or
herbicide;

(3) Food wastes; and

(4) Fuel and chemical wastes, animal wastes, garbage,
batteries, and other materials that have potential
adverse impacts on water quality.
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c) A mechanism to control, through interagency agreement, the
contribution of pollutants from one portion of the MS4 to
another portion of the MS4;

d) A requirement for compliance with conditions in Permittees
ordinances, permits, contracts, or orders (i.e. hold
dischargers to its MS4 accountable for their contributions of
pollutants and flows);

e) Utilize enforcement mechanisms to require compliance with
Permittees ordinances, permits, contracts, or orders;

f) Control the contribution, or potential contribution, of
pollutants in discharges of storm water runoff associated
with industrial activities (including construction activities) to
its MS4 and controls the quality of storm water runoff from
industrial sites (including construction sites). This
requirement applies both to industrial and construction sites
that have coverage under statewide general industrial or
construction storm water permits, as well as those sites that
do not. Any existing ordinances will be upgraded and
enforced as necessary to comply with this Order as specified
in (next after following paragraph by:); and,

g) The ability to carry out all inspection, surveillance and
monitoring procedures necessary to determine compliance
and non-compliance with permit conditions, including the
prohibition of illicit discharges to the MS4. Permittees must
possess authority to enter, sample, inspect, review and copy
records, and require regular reports from industrial facilities
discharging polluted or potentially polluted storm water runoff
into its MS4 (including. construction sites).

h) Require the use of best management practices (BMPs) to
prevent or reduce the discharge of pollutants to MS4s.

2. Each Permittee shall adopt, implement an agency-specific storm
water and urban runoff ordinance or amend an existing one, if
necessary, to be able to enforce all requirements of the permit.
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M. Annual Storm Water Program Report and Assessment

1. The Discharger shall submit, by October 15 of each year beginning
the Year 2002, an Annual Storm Water Program Report and
Assessment documenting the status of the general program and
individual tasks contained in the SQMP, and in accordance with the
requirements identified in the Monitoring and Reporting Program
Clxxxx of this order. The Discharger will link the evaluation of the
Annual Storm Water Program Report and Assessment with the
results of analyses from the monitoring and reporting program. The
Annual Storm Water Program Report and Assessment shall cover
the previous fiscal year from July 1 through June 30, and shall
include the information necessary to assess the Discharger’s
compliance status relative to this Order, and the effectiveness of
implementation of permit requirements on storm water quality. The
Annual Storm Water Program Report and Assessment shall include
any proposed changes to the SQMP and its components as
approved by the Management Committee(s) (minor changes, major
approved by the EO?).

The Discharger shall submit by October 15, 2002, the Annual
Report for period July 1, 2000 through July 28,2001 documenting
the status of the general program up to permit reissuance and the
results of analyses from the monitoring and reporting program.

2. Storm Water Management Program Budget

a) The Discharger shall prepare annually a budget summary on
resources applied to the storm water management program
using the form attached. This budget summary shall include
an annual summary identifying the storm water budget for
the following year, using estimated percentages and written
explanations where necessary, for the specific categories
noted below:

(1) Program management

(2) Illicit connection/illicit discharge

(3) Development planning/development construction
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(4) Industrial inspection activities (including construction
activities)

(5) Public Agency Activities

(i) Operations and maintenance

(ii) Municipal Street Sweeping

(iii) Fleet and Public Agency Facilities

(iv) Landscape and Recreational Facilities

(6) Capital Costs

(7) Public Information and Participation

(8) Monitoring Program

(9) Other

Permittees, in addition to the budget summary, shall report any supplemental
dedicated budgets, if any, for the same categories.

N. Storm Water Monitoring Report

1. The Principal Permittee shall submit a Storm Water Monitoring
Report on July 15, 2002 and annually on July 15 thereafter, in
accordance with the requirements identified in the Monitoring and
Reporting Program CI-XXXX of this order. The report shall include:

a) Status of implementation of the monitoring program as
described in the attached Monitoring and Reporting Program
CI-XXXX;

b)    Results of the monitoring program; and

c) A general interpretation of the significance of the results, to
the extent that data allows.
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O. Modification

1. The Regional Board Executive Officer or the Regional Board
consistent with 40 CFR 122.41 may approve changes to the Los
Angeles County Storm Water Quality Monitoring Program, after
providing the opportunity for public comment, either:

a) By petition of the Permittee or by petition of interested
parties, after the submittal of the Annual Monitoring Program
Report. Such petition shall be filed not later than 60 days
after the Annual Monitoring Program Report submittal date;
or

b) As deemed necessary by the Regional Board Executive
Officer following notice to the Permittee.

Pa~t 4, SPECIAL PROVISIONS

The Permittees shall modify the SQMP and its components adopted with this Order to
make it consistent with the. requirements herein. The revised SQMP and its components
will be submitted to the Regional Board Executive Officer for approval no later than (six
months from the adoption of this Order)

Public Information and Participation Program

Permittees shall work collaboratively to implement a comprehensive education/outreach
program with the following objectives:

To measurably increase the knowledge of the target audiences regarding the MS4, the
impacts of storm water pollution on receiving waters, and potential solutions for the
target audiences to implement BMPs to reduce the problems caused;

To measurably change the behavior of target audiences by encouraging those
audiences to implement appropriate solutions;

To reach out and engage all economic and ethnic groups in Los Angeles County
through a public participation and involvement program.
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P. Programs for Residents

1. The Discharger shall implement the Public Education Program as
outlined in the SQMP, including the continuation of the following
activities:

a) Advertising

b) Media Relations

c) Public Service Announcements

d) "How To" Instructional Material Distributed in a Targeted and
Activity-Related Manner

e) Corporate, Community Association, Environmental
Organization and Entertainment Industry Tie-Ins

f) 1-888-CLEAN-LA and 888CleanLA.com

g) Events Targeted to Specific Activities and Population Sub-
groups

2. Countywide Hotline

The 888-CLEAN-LA hotline will serve as the general public
reporting contact for reporting clogged catch basin inlets and illicit
discharges/dumping, and general storm water management
information. Each Permittee may establish its own hotline if
preferred. Permittees shall include this information, updated when
necessary, in public information, and the government pages of the
telephone book as they are developed/published.

3. "No Dumping" Message

Permittees shall mark all storm drain inlets with a legible "no
dumping" message. In addition, signs with prohibitive language
discouraging illegal dumping must be posted at designated public
access points to creeks, other relevant water bodies, and channels
by July 26, 2003. Good signage shall be maintained.

4.    Outreach and Education
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The Principal permittee shall implement the second Five-Year
Education Plan as detailed in the SQMP.

Each Permittee shall conduct educational activities within its
jurisdiction and participate in countywide events.

The Principal Permittee shall organize Public Outreach Strategy
meetings with all Co-permittees on a quarterly basis. The Principal
Permittee shall provide guidance for Permittees to augment the
regional outreach and education program. Permittees shall
coordinate regional and local outreach and education to reduce
duplication of efforts.

The Discharger shall insure that a minimum of 35 million
impres.sions per year are made on the general public about storm
water quality via print, local TV access, local radio, or other
appropriate media.

The Discharger shall provide all School Districts within its
jurisdiction with materials, including videos, live presentations,
brochures, and other media necessary to educate a minimum of 50
percent of all school children (K-12) every 2 years on storm water
pollution. All Permittees shall cooperate to implement this
requirement. Permittees shall provide the contact information for
their appropriate storm water staff to the Principal Permittee within
30 days of the date this order is adopted. Cooperative efforts with
other agencies may also be used to accomplish this requirement.

5. Pollutant-Specific Outreach

Permittees shall coordinate to develop outreach programs that
target the watershed-specific pollutants listed in Table 1 within 6
months of the permit adoption date. It may be appropriate to
address metals through the Industrial/Commercial businesses
program. Region-wide pollutants may be included in the Principal
Permittee’s mass media efforts. Programs shall be appropriate for
the anthropogenic sources of each pollutant.

Table 1. Target Pollutants for Outreach
Watershed Target Pollutants for Outreach
Ballona Creek Trash, Indicator Bacteria, Metals
Malibu Creek Trash, Nutrients, indicator Bacteria
Los Angeles River Trash, Nutrients (Nitrogen), Indicator Bacteria, Metals, Pesticides
San Gabriel River Trash, Nutrients (Nitrogen), Indicator Bacteria, Metals
Dominguez Channel Trash, Indicator Bacteria
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Each Permittee shall distribute outreach materials to the general
public and target audiences, such as schools, community groups,
contractors and developers, and at appropriate public counters and
events. Outreach material shall include information on pollutants
and sources of concern, as listed in Table 1.

6. Corporate Outreach

The Principal Permittee shall develop and implement a Corporate
Outreach program to educate corporate heads about storm water
regulations. The program shall target gas stations and restaurant
chains. At a minimum, this program shall include:

a) Consulting with corporate heads to explain storm water
regulations;

b) Distribute and discuss BMP and educational material, and
management suggestions to facilitate employee compliance.

Corporate Outreach for all gas station and restaurant chain
corporations shall occur once every 2 years, not less than twice
during the permit cycle.

7.    Business Assistance Program

Permittees shall develop and implement a Business Assistance
Program to provide confidential, technical resource assistance to
small businesses to help them understand and comply with storm
water regulations. At a minimum, programs shall include:

a) On-site technical assistance or consultation via telephone to
identify and implement pollution prevention methods and
best management practices;

b) Availability, distribution, and discussion of applicable BMP
and educational materials; and,

c) Access to information concerning environmental consulting
services, hazardous waste treatment, hauling, disposal and
recycling services, and pollution prevention and control
practices.

Permittees shall provide assistance to small businesses that meet
the following criteria:
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a) Less than 100 employees;

b) Lack funding for private consulting;

c) Lack access to the expertise necessary to understand and
comply with storm water regulations; and

d) Requested assistance, or were referred through the
Industrial/Commercial Inspection Program.

Permittees shall assist (through site visits, telephone consultations,
presentations or material distribution) all qualifying businesses that
request assistance, or 1000 businesses per year, whichever is less.

The Business Assistance Program shall be a confidential and non-
enforcement program. Permittees shall conduct follow-up
independent of the Business Assistance Program, based on the
priorities of the Industrial/Commercial Inspection Program.

Annually, the Principal Permittee shall submit a summary of the overall strategy
and any updates or modifications to the Public Information and Participation
Program to the Executive Officer for approval.

A. Programs for Industrial/Commercial Businesses

Each Permittee shall implement an Industrial/Commercial Program to:

reduce pollutants in runoff from all Industrial/Commercial sites to
the maximum extent possible.

At a minimum the Industrial/Commercial program shall address:
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Regulatory mechanism requiring the implementation of proper
Pollution Prevention and control measures at
industrial/commercial sites;

¯ Source Identification;

¯ Threat to Water Quality Prioritization;

¯ Site plan review and BMP Implementation;

¯ Inspection of Industrial/Commercial Sites;

¯ Enforcement of pollution prevention and control measures at
Industrial/Commercial Sites;

¯ Have sanctions to ensure compliance (established in the
regulatory mechanism).

!. Pollution Prevention (Industrial/Commercial)

Each Permittee shall implement pollution prevention methods in its
Industrial/Commercial Program and shall require its use by
industry, where appropriate.

2. Source Identification (Industrial/Commercial)

Each Permittee shall develop and update annually a watershed-
based inventory of all Industrial/Commercial sites within its
jurisdiction regardless of site ownership. This requirement is
applicable to all Industrial/Commercial sites regardless of whether
the Industrial/Commercial site is subject the California statewide
General NPDES Permit for Storm Water Discharges Associated
With Industrial Activities, Except Construction (hereinafter General
Industrial Permit)or other individual NPDES permit. Critical
Sources Study results may be used to satisfy the requirements of
this section. The inventory shall include the following minimum
information for each Industrial/Commercial site:
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a) name;

b) address; and

c) a narrative description including SIC codes that best reflects
the principal products or services provided by each facility.
The use of an automated database system, such as
Geographical Information System (GIS) or web-based is
highly recommended, but not required. Any database
already available may be used to satisfy the requirements of
this section.

3. Threat to Water Quality Prioritization (Industrial/Commercial)

a) To establish priorities for Industrial/Commercial oversight
activities under this Order, the Permittee shall prioritize each
watershed-based inventory in B.2. above by threat to water
quality and update annually. Each Industrial/Commercial site
shall be classified as high, medium, or low threat to water
quality. In evaluating threat to water quality each Permittee
shall consider (1) type of Industrial/Commercial activity (SIC
Code); (2) materials used in Industrial/Commercial
processes; (3) wastes generated; (4) pollutant discharge
potential; (5) non-storm water discharges; (6) size of facility;
(7) proximity to receiving water bodies; (8) sensitivity of
receiving water bodies; (9) whether the
Industrial/Commercial site is subject to the statewide
General Industrial Permit; and (10)any other relevant
factors.

b) At a minimum the high priority Industrial/Commercial sites
shall include Industrial/Commercial facilities that are subject
to section 313 of Title III of the Super’fund Amendments and
Reauthorization Act of 1986 (SARA); Industrial/Commercial
facilities tributary to a Clean Water Act section 303(d)
impaired water body, where a facility generates pollutants for
which the water body is impaired; Industrial/Commercial
facilities within or directly adjacent to or discharging directly
to coastal lagoons or other receiving waters within
environmentally sensitive areas); facilities subject to the
statewide General Industrial Permit; and all other
Industrial/Commercial facilities that the Permittee determines
are contributing significant pollutant loading to its MS4,
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regardless of whether such facilities are covered under the
statewide General Industrial Permit or other NPDES permit.

4. Pollution Prevention, Control Measures and BMP Implementation

a) Each Permittee shall designate a set of minimum BMPs for
high, medium, and low threat to water quality
Industrial/commercial sites (as determined under section
B.3.) and submit to the Regional Board for EO’s approval.
The designated minimum BMPs for high threat to water
quality Industrial sites shall be industry and site specific as
appropriate.

b) Each Permittee shall implement, or require the
implementation of, the designated minimum BMPs (based
upon the site’s threat to water quality rating) at each
industrial site within its jurisdiction. If particular minimum
BMPs are infeasible at any specific site, each Permittee shall
implement, or require implementation of, other equivalent
BMPs. Each Permittee shall also implement or require any
additional site specific BMPs as necessary to comply with
this Order including BMPs which are more stringent than
those required under the statewide General Industrial
Permit.

c) Each Permittee shall implement, or require implementation
of, additional controls for Industrial/Commercial sites
tributary to Clean Water Act section 303(d) impaired water
bodies (where a site generates pollutants for which the water
body is impaired) as necessary to comply with this Order.
Each Permittee shall implement, or require implementation
of, additional controls for Industrial/Commercial sites within
or directly adjacent to or discharging directly to coastal
lagoons or other receiving waters within environmentally
sensitive areas as necessary to comply with this Order.

5. Inspection of Industrial Sites

a) Each Permittee shall conduct Industrial site inspections for
compliance with its ordinances, permits, and this Order.
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Inspections shall include review of BMP implementation
plans.

b) Each Permittee shall establish inspection frequencies and
priorities as determined by the threat to water quality
prioritization described in B.3. above. Each Permittee shall
inspect high priority Industrial sites, at a minimum:

(1) Bi-annually
OR

(2) Bi-annually for any site that the responsible Permittee
certifies in a written statement to the LARWQCB all of
the following (certified statements may be submitted
to the LARWQCB at any time for one or more sites):

(i) Permittee has record of Industrial site’s Waste
Discharge Identification Number (WDID#)
documenting Industrial site’s coverage under
the statewide General Industrial Permit; and

(ii) Permittee has reviewed the Industrial site’s
Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan
(SWPPP); and

(iii) Permittee finds SWPPP to be in compliance
with all local ordinances, permits, and plans;
and

(iv) Permittee finds that the SWPPP is being
properly implemented on site (including
designated minimum BMPs).

Each Permittee shall inspect medium and low threat to water
quality Industrial/Commercial sites based on prioritization
criteria submitted to the Regional Board subject to EO’s
approval.

c) Based upon site inspection findings, each Permittee shall
implement all follow-up actions necessary to comply with
Permittee’s ordinances and this Order.
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d) To the extent that the LARWQCB has conducted an
inspection of a high priority Industrial/Commercial site during
a particular year, the requirement for the responsible
Permittee to inspect this site during the same year will be
satisfied.

6. Inspection of Commercial Sites

Each Permittee shall conduct site inspections at restaurants,
automotive service related businesses, retail gasoline outlets and
other commercial sites (as designated by the Permittees) for
compliance with its ordinances, permits, and this Order.

7. Enforcement of Pollution Prevention and Control Measures at
Industrial/Commercial Sites

a) Each Permittee shall enforce its storm water ordinance at all
Industrial/Commercial sites as necessary to maintain
compliance with this Order. Permittee ordinances or other
regulatory mechanisms shall include sanctions to ensure
compliance.

8. Reporting of Non-compliant Sites (Industrial/Commercial)

a) Each Permittee shall provide oral notification to the
LARWQCB of non-compliant sites that are determined to
pose a threat to human or environmental health within its
jurisdiction within 24 hours of the discovery of
noncompliance.

b) Each Permittee shall develop and submit criteria by which to
evaluate events of non-compliance to determine whether
they pose a threat to human or environmental health. These
criteria shall be submitted in the SQMP and Annual Reports
for LARWQCB review and subject to EO’s approval.

Such oral notification shall be followed up by a written report
to be submitted to the LARWQCB within 5 days of the
incidence of non-compliance. Sites are considered non-
compliant when one or more violations of local ordinances,
permits, plans, or this Order exist on the site.
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PERFORMANCE STANDARDS AND REPORTING

High Priority Sites inspection schedule:
once every 24 months; not less than twice during the five years of the
permit

¯ Additional facilities selected by WMC: once every 36 months
¯ For facilities identified with non-compliance, 100% follow-up
¯ Lower priority sites once in five years

Commercial Sites
¯ Once every 24 months

Reporting and progress

¯ At the start of the permit a baseline will be established (total number of
targeted facilities in each category)

¯ From that baseline number a schedule of inspections will be developed
The Annual Report will reflect the annual baseline and the progress for
that respective year and for each additional year (cumulative progress
also)

¯ In the Annual Report it will be reported the number of enforcement
actions and follow-up inspections of non-compliant sites and a
cumulative progress report kept during subsequent years of the permit

¯ Related training activities will be reported annually

B. Program for Development Planning

The Permittees shall implement a development-planning program with
immediate effect that will require all planning priority development and
redevelopment projects to,

1. Minimize impacts from storm water and urban runoff on the
biological integrity of natural drainage systems and water bodies in
accordance with requirements under CEQA, Section 404 of the
CWA, local ordinances and other legal authorities;

2. Maximize the percentage of permeable surfaces to allow more
percolation of storm water into the ground;
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3. Minimize the quantity of storm water directed to impermeable
surfaces and the MS4

4. Minimize pollution emanating from parking lots through the use of
appropriate treatment control BMPs and good housekeeping
practices;

5. Establish reasonable limits on the clearing of vegetation from the
project site including, but not limited to, regulation of the length of
time during which soil may be exposed and in certain
environmentally critical situations, the prohibition of bare soil;

6. Provide for appropriate permanent measures to reduce storm water
pollutant loads in storm water from the development site.

Peak Flow Control

The Permittees shall establish and enforce numerical criteria no later than
[90 d from permit adoption] to control the post-development peak storm
runoff discharge rates in natural drainage systems to maintain or reduce
pre-development peak discharge rates to prevent down-stream erosion,
and to protect stream habitat.

Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plans
The Permittee shall require that a Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation
Plan as approved by the Regional Board in Board Resolution No. R 00-02
be implemented for the following categories of developments with
immediate effect:
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a) Single-family hillside residences

b) Ten or more unit homes (includes single family homes,
multifamily homes, condominiums, and apartments)

c) A 100,000 or more square feet commercial development

d) A 100,000 or more square feet industrial development

e) Automotive service facilities (SIC 5013, 5014, 5541,7532-
7534, and 7536-7539)

f) Retail gasoline outlets

g) Restaurants (SIC 5812)

h) Parking lots 5,000 square feet or more or with 25 or more
parking spaces

The Permittee shall require, no later than [180 days from permit adoption]
that a Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plan be implemented for all
projects located in or directly adjacent to or discharging directly to an
environmentally sensitive area, where, the development will

a)    create 2,500 square feet or more of impervious area, or

i) alter the area of imperviousness to ten or more percent of
the naturally occurring condition

Numerical Design Criteria

The Permittees shall require that post-construction treatment control
BMPs incorporate, at a minimum, the following design criteria to mitigate
(infiltrate, filter or treat) storm water runoff:

Volumetric Structural or Treatment Control BMP

a. the 85th percentile 24-hour runoff event determined as the
maximized capture storm water volume for the area, from the
formula recommended in Urban Runoff Quafity Management,
WEF Manual of Practice No. 23/ASCE Manual of Practice No.
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87, (1998), or

b. the volume of annual runoff based on unit basin storage water
quality volume, to achieve 80 percent or more volume treatment
by the method recommended in Cafifomia Stormwater Best
Management Practices Handbook - Industrial/ Commercial,
(1993), or

c. the volume of runoff produced from a 0.75 inch storm event,
prior to its discharge to a storm water conveyance system, or

d. the volume of runoff produced from a historical-record based
reference 24-hour rainfall criterion for "treatment" (0.75 inch
average for the Los Angeles County area) that achieves
approximately the same reduction in pollutant loads achieved by
the 85th percentile 24-hour runoff event,

AND/OR

Flow Based Structural or Treatment Control BMP

e. the flow of runoff produced from a rain event equal to at least
0.2 inches per hour intensity, or

f. the flow of runoff produced from a rain event equal to at least
two times the 85th percentile hourly rainfall intensity for Los
Angeles County

g. the flow of runoff produced from a rain event that will result in
treatment of the same portion of runoff as treated using
volumetric standards above,

Applicability of Numerical Design Criteria

The Permittees shall require the following categories of planning priority
projects to design and implement post-construction treatment and
structural controls to mitigate storm water pollution prior to issuing grading
or building permits:
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b) Single-family hillside residences

a) Ten or more unit home development (includes single family
homes, multifamily homes, condominiums, and apartments)

b) A 100,000 or more square feet commercial development

c) A 100,000 or more square feet industrial development

d) Automotive service facilities (SIC 5013, 5014, 5541,7532-
7534 and 7536-7539)

e) Retail gasoline outlets [ suggested criteria: projected
gasoline output of 25,000 gallons per month or more; or with
four or more fueling islands, or with 24 or more dispensing
meters or projected average daily traffic of 100 cars or more
or 5,000 square feet or more of surface area]

f) Restaurants (SIC 5812) [5,000 square feet or more]

g) Parking lots 5,000 square feet or more or with 25 or more
parking spaces

h) Projects located in, adjacent to, or discharging directly to
environmentally sensitive areas that meet area or impervious
thresholds identified above.

Each Permittee shall require the implementation of SUSMP and post-
construction control requirements for the following categories of
development planning projects no later than March 9, 2003, to conform to
USEPA Phase II requirements:

c) One acre (40,000 square feet) commercial development

d) One acre (40,000 square feet) industrial development

Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plans

The Permittee shall require a site-specific Urban Storm Water Mitigation
Plan for developments not requiring a SUSMP but which may potentially
have adverse impacts on post-development storm water quality storm,
where the following project characteristics exist:
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e) Vehicle or equipment fueling areas;

f) Vehicle or equipment maintenance areas, including washing
and repair

g) Commercial or industrial waste handling or storage

h) Outdoor handling or storage of hazardous materials;

i) Hillside location

j) Outdoor manufacturing areas

Redevelopment Projects

The Permittees shall apply the SUSMP, USMP and post-construction
storm water mitigation requirements to all projects that undergo significant
redevelopment in their respective categories with immediate effect.
Significant redevelopment means the creation or addition or replacement
of 5,000 square feet of impervious surface area on an already developed
site. Where significant redevelopment results in an increase of more than
fifty percent of impervious surfaces of a previously existing development,
and the existing development was not subject to post development storm
water quality control requirements, the entire project must be mitigated.

Maintenance Agreement and Transfer

The Permittee shall require that all developments subject to SUSMP and
USMP requirements provide verification of maintenance provisions for
structural and treatment control BMPs, including but not limited to legal
agreements, covenants, CEQA mitigation requirements, and or conditional
use permits. Verification at a minimum shall include,

k) The developers signed statement accepting responsibility for
maintenance until the responsibility is legally transferred,
and either

I) A signed statement from the public entity assuming
responsibility for structural or treatment control BMP
maintenance and that it meets all local agency design
standards, or
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m) Written conditions in the sales or lease agreement, which
requires the recipient to assume responsibility for
maintenance and conduct a maintenance inspection at least
once a year, or

n) Written text in project conditiohs, covenants and restrictions
(CCRs) for residential properties assigning maintenance
responsibilities to the HomeOwners Association for
maintenance of the structural and treatment control BMPs;
or

o) Any other firm legally enforceable agreement that assigns
responsibility for the maintenance of post-construction
structural or treatment control BMPs

Mitigation Funding

The Permittees shall identify no later than [120 d from permit adoption] a
funding mechanism[s] and management framework, for endorsement by
the Regional Board Executive Officer, to support regional solutions to
storm water pollution, where the following situations occur:

p) A waiver for impracticability or threat to ground water is
granted

q)    External funds are made available

r) Off-site mitigation is required because of loss of
environmental habitat

CEQA Document Update

Permittees shall make appropriate modifications to their internal planning
procedures for preparing / reviewing CEQA documents, and for linking
storm water quality mitigation conditions to all project approvals, with
immediate effect

General Plan Update

The Permittees shall update appropriate elements of Permittee General
Plans to include watershed and storm water quality and quantity
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management considerations with immediate effect [or provide a firm
schedule for update no later than 90 d from permit adoption?].
Appropriate elements include, but are not limited to, water quality
protection, development goals and policies, open space goals and
policies, preservation of and integration with natural features, and water
conservation policies.

Targeted Employee Training

Permittees shall train their employees in targeted positions (whose jobs or
activities are engaged in development planning) regarding the
requirements of the development planning on an annual basis beginning
no later than [90 d from permit adoption], and more frequently if
necessary.

Developer Technical Guidance and Information

The Permittees shall develop and make available to developers no later
than [180 d from permit adoption] development planning guidelines and a
technical manual for the siting and design of BMPs. The technical manual
shall at a minimum include:

s) Specifications for treatment control BMPs based on flow-
based and volumetric water quality design criteria for the
purposes of countywide consistency,

t) Criteria for control of peak discharge rates and duration,

u) Expected pollutant removal performance ranges

v) Maintenance considerations

Performance Standards [move to Annual Program Report]

Total number and percent of all development projects reviewed and conditioned to meet
SUSMP requirements by category such as residential, commercial, and industrial.

Total square feet of impervious area conditioned for mitigation by development and
redevelopment category.

Significant date rewrite completed of General Plan with storm water considerations

Percent and total number of targeted staff trained annually [100 percent]
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Date CEQA guidelines revision completed to include storm water mitigation conditions

Date BMP design and sizing technical manual completed and made available
electronically

C. Programs for Construction Sites

Each Permittee shall implement a Construction program to:

¯ reduce pollutants in runoff from all construction sites to the maximum
extent practicable

At a minimum the construction program shall address:

¯ Regulatory mechanism requiring the implementation of proper
erosion and sediment controls, and control of other wastes from
all construction sites;

¯ Site plan review and BMP Implementation

¯ Inspection of construction sites

Enforcement of control measures at all construction sites

Have sanctions to ensure compliance (established in the
regulatory mechanism)

1. Permittees shall implement storm water pollution prevention and
control measures for all construction sites (private or public). The
SQMP will be modified by __ to include activities addressing
the following categories:

a) Large construction sites (greater than five acres)

b) Medium construction sites (between one and five acres)

c) Small construction sites (less than one acre)

2. Permittees shall require the preparation, submittal, and
implementation of a Storm Water Pollution Control Plan (SWPCP)
prior to issuance of a grading permit for construction projects that
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meet one of the following criteria:

a) Will result in soil disturbance of one acre or more in size;

b) Is within or discharging directly to or directly adjacent to an
environmentally sensitive area or,

c) Is located in a hillside area.

3. Permittees shall prepare and implement a SWPCP on Permittee
construction projects, as required above.

4. The SWPCP shall include appropriate construction site BMPs
selected from documents such as the California Storm Water BMP
Handbook, the Caltrans Storm Water Quality Handbook, Ventura
County Stormwater Quality Standard Sheet, EPA database and
American Society of Civil Engineers (ASCE) database. In addition,
Permittees shall ensure the following minimum requ!rements are
met, to the maximum extent practicable, at construction sites
regardless of size:

a) Sediments generated on the project site shall be retained
using adequate structural drainage controls;

b) No construction-related materials, wastes, spills, or residues
shall be discharged from the project site to streets, drainage
facilities or adjacent properties by wind or runoff;

c) Non-storm water runoff from equipment and vehicle washing
and any other activity shall be contained at the project site;

d) Erosion from slopes and channels will be eliminated, by
implementing BMPs, including, but not limited to, limiting of
grading scheduled during the wet season, inspecting graded
areas during rain events, planting and maintenance of
vegetation on slopes, and covering erosion susceptible
slopes.
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5. The SWPCP must include the rationale used for selecting or
rejecting BMPs. The project architect, or engineer of record, or
authorized qualified designee, must sign a statement on the
SWPCP to the effect:

"As the architect/engineer of record, I have selected appropriate BMPs to
effectively minimize the negative impacts of this project’s construction
activities on storm water quality. The project owner and contractor are
aware that the selected BMPs must be installed, monitored, and
maintained to ensure their effectiveness. The BMPs not selected for
implementation are redundant or deemed not appficable to the proposed
construction activity."

The landowner shall sign a statement to the effect:

"1 certify that this document and all attachments were prepared under my
direction or supervision in accordance with a system designed to assure
that qualified personnel properly gather and evaluate the information
submitted. Based on my inquiry of the person or persons who manage
the system or those persons directly responsible for gathering the
information; to the best of my knowledge and befief, the information
submitted is true, accurate, and complete. I am aware that submitting
false and/or inaccurate information, failing to update the SWPCP to reflect
current conditions, or failing to properly and/or adequately implement the
SWPCP may result in revocation of grading and/or other permits or other
sanctions provided by law."

The SWPCP certification shall be signed by the landowner as
follows:

(1) For a corporation: by a responsible corporate officer
which means (a) a president, secretary, treasurer, or
vice president of the corporation in charge of a
principal business function, or any other person who
performs similar policy or decision-making functions
for the corporation, or (b) the manager of the
construction activity if authority to sign documents has
been assigned or delegated to the manager in
accordance with corporate procedures;

(2) For a partnership or sole proprietorship: by a general
partner or the proprietor; or

(3) For a municipality or other public agency: by an
elected official, a ranking management official (e.g.,
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County Administrative Officer, City Manager, Director
of Public Works, City Engineer, District Manager), or
the manager of the construction activity if authority to
sign SWPCPs has been assigned or delegated to the
manager in accordance with established agency
policy.

6. Permittees shall require proof of filing a Notice of Intent (NOI) for
coverage under the State General Construction Activity Storm
Water Permit and a copy of the SWPPP prior to issuing a grading
permit for all projects requiring coverage under the state general
permit. The prepared SWPPP may satisfy the requirement under
D.2. (in-lieu of SWPCP).

The Permittees shall require proof of NOI and a copy of the
SWPPP at any time a transfer of ownership takes place for the
entire development or portions of the common plan of development
where construction activities are still on-going.

7. Permittees shall inspect medium and large construction sites with
SWPCPs (or SWPPPs) for storm water quality requirements during
routine inspections a minimum of once during the wet season. The
SWPCP (or SWPPP) shall be reviewed for compliance to the
maximum extent possible. For inspected sites that have not
adequately implemented their SWPCP (or SWPPP), a follow-up
inspection to ensure compliance will take place within 2 weeks. If
compliance has not been attained, the Permittee will take additional
administrative (or other mechanisms, as specified in the Municipal
Code) steps to achieve compliance. If compliance has not been
achieved, and the site is covered under the State General
Construction Activity Storm Water Permit, the Permittees will
enforce first their local ordinance requirements and if non-
compliance continues the Regional Board shall be notified for
further joint enforcement actions.

8. For small construction sites, the Permittees shall require the
implementation of a minimum set of BMPs to prevent pollution and
control storm water runoff discharges to the maximum extent
practicable. The Permittees shall prioritize their inspection strategy
and frequencies based on suitable criteria and submit it with the
Annual Report subject to EO’s approval.

9. Permittees shall continue an educational program to discuss storm
water pollution prevention and controls at construction sites and
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distribute educational materials targeted to the construction
community during meetings, workshops, and as appropriate.

10. Permittees shall train employees in targeted positions (whose jobs
or activities are engaged in construction activities including
construction inspection staff) regarding the requirements of the
storm water management program by (six months from permit
adoption), and annually thereafter.

PERFORMANCE STANDARDS AND REPORTING

¯ Medium and Large construction sites (including sites under General Construction
Permit, adjacent to environmentally sensitive areas, and additional sites as
designated by Permittees) inspected minimum once during each wet season.

¯ Annually, a minimum 20% of the inspected sites shall be subject to a thorough
review of the SWPCP (and/or SWPPP) and BMP implementation status

¯ Small construction sites as proposed by Permittees and subject to EO’s approval

Reporting and progress

¯ At the start of the permit a baseline will be established (total number of
targeted sites in each category based on the Permittees permit
tracking system)

¯ From that baseline number a scheduling will be developed: inspection
to 100% of the baseline per year for Large and Medium sites,
inspection of small sites as proposed by Permittees and approved by
EO

¯ The Annual Report will reflect the baseline and the progress for that
respective year (and for each additional year cumulative progress also)

¯ In the Annual Report it will be reported the number of enforcement
actions and follow-up inspections of non-compliant sites and a
cumulative progress report kept during subsequent years of the permit

¯ The Annual Report will reflect the number of SWPCP (and/or
SWPPPs) reviewed and findings associated with this task (any
enforcement, correction actions, etc...)

¯ Related training activities performed will be reported annually

Program for Public Agency Activities [RESERVED]
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D. Program to Eliminate Illicit Connections and Discharges

Permittees shall eliminate all illicit connections and illicit discharges to the
storm drain system, and shall document and report all such cases. To
accomplish this, the Permittees shall revise their Program for Elimination
of Illicit Connection and Illicit Discharge (IC/ID Program) within the SQMP
by            This revision, which is subject to the approval of the
Executive Officer, must contain the following minimum elements, including
performance measures and schedules.

1. General Elements

a) Geographic Information System (GIS): Complete, by
, a comprehensive GIS, that will allow the Lead

Permittee to manage and track all non-storm water
discharges into the storm drain system. Among other
attributes, the comprehensive GIS shall be designed to show
the entire storm drain system, to identify owners and
operators for all segments of the storm drain system, and to
precisely locate all permitted discharges.

b) Training: Complete, by            , refresher training for
all targeted employees who are responsible for identification,
investigation, termination, cleanup, and reporting of illicit
connections and discharges.

c) Documentation and Reporting: Document and report all illicit
connections, illicit discharges, and hazardous substances
that enter the storm drain, within

2. Illicit Connection Elements
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a) Baseline Screening: Permittees shall continue to screen the
storm drain system for illicit connections during scheduled
infrastructure maintenance. On an annual basis, Permittees
shall report, to the Lead Permittee, on the location and
length of open channels or closed storm drains that have
been screened, and on the status of suspected, confirmed,
and terminated illicit connections.

b) Priority Screening: In addition to the baseline screening that
will occur during regularly scheduled maintenance,
Permittees shall design and implement a proactive storm
drain screening of priority areas. Priority areas shall be
determined, by           , by applying various factors,
among which shall include: an analysis of all illicit
connections discovered and reported since June 18, 1990
(under reporting requirements set forth in the two permits
antecedent to this permit), with the purpose of identifying
clusters or areas with illicit connection problems; and a
review of documentation of storm drain connections made [in
the six months following the 1994 Northridge Earthquake, in
the year following the 1992 civil unrest, others?].

c) Investigation: Upon discovery through either baseline or
priority screening, or upon receiving a report of a suspected
illicit connection, Permittees shall initiate an investigation
within ~ hours, to determine the source of the
connection, the nature and volume of discharge through the
connection, and the responsible party for the connection.

d) Termination: Upon confirmation of the illicit nature of the
discharge, Permittees shall ensure termination of the
discharge and connection within ~ days, using
enforcement authority as needed.

3. Illicit Discharge Elements

a) Abatement and Cleanup: Respond, within __ hours of
discovery or a report of a suspected illicit discharge, with
activities to abate, contain, and clean up all illicit discharges,
including hazardous substances.
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b) Investigation: As soon as practicable, during or immediately
following containment and cleanup activities, determine the
nature and volume of the discharge, source and cause, and
responsible party, and take enforcement action as
appropriate.
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22 March 2001               ***DRAFT***
Regional Board staffs ideas for permit renewal with respect to Construction Activity.

Construction sites less than 1 acre:

¯ N.O.I. prior to a municipal grading permit No
¯ Baseiine BMPs or local SWPPP (approval of local SWPPP-) Yes, if local SWPPP
¯ Wet weather inspections based upon a municipal Optional

prioritization (i.e. slopes vs. flat areas)
¯ Municipal grading permits tracked (GIS or database) Yes
¯ Municipal oversight of site operators Yes

Construction sites less than 1 Acre (impaired waterbody)

¯ N.O.I. prior to a municipal grading permit (keep copy of NOI) If ci~ requests
¯ Baseline BMPs or local SWPPP (approval of local SWPPP)Yes
¯ Wet weather inspections Yes
¯ Municipal grading permits tracked (GIS or database) Yes
¯ Municipal oversight of site operators Yes

Construction sites between ! acre and less than 5 acres

¯ N.O.I. prior to a municipal grading permit (keep copy of NOI) Yes, in 2003
¯ Baseline BMPs or local SWPPP (approval of local SWPPP)Yes
¯ Wet weather inspections Yes
¯ Municipal grading permits tracked (GIS or database) Yes
¯ Municipal oversight of site operators Yes

Construction sites 5 acres and greater (1 acre and greater in2003)

¯ N.O.I. prior to a municipal grading permit (keep copy of NOI)Yes
¯ Local SWPPP - equivalent to state SWPPP (approval of SWPPP)Yes
¯ Wet weather inspections Yes
¯ Municipal grading permits tracked (GIS or database) Yes
¯ Municipal oversight of site operators Yes
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GIS: AN ESSENTIAL TOOL IN DEVELOPING A COMPREHENSIVE STORM WATER
MANAGEMENT PROGRAM

Regional Board staff considers the use of GIS as an important and essential component in the
developing, progress and evaluating the storm water management programs. The use of
geographical data combined with layers of other meaningful data can enhance and optimize the
efforts of the activities performed for compliance with the MS4 permit.

GIS also can be used to track progress, identify gaps and pinpoint areas of concern that may be
used to focus the efforts of limited resources. Many times geographical data combined with
other layers of information can reveal surprising new knowledge of information from disparate or
uncorrelated before pieces of information.

We consider GtS crucial as an aid tool in the IC/ID tool, catchbasins inventory, industrial/
commercial and construction ~sites inventory. These tools can be used to identify, organize,
prioritize and keep track of activities and present progress to the permitting authority.
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(e) The need for developing housing widm~¯ 13245.5. Approval of ~idelines
the region.

(f) The need to develop and use recycled GuideLines adopted by a regional board shall
water, not become effective unless and until approved by

the state board.
¯ 13242. Implementation ¯ 13246. Time for approval

The program of implementation for achieving
water qualig’ objectives shall include, but not be The state board shall act upon any water
limited to: quality.’ control plan within 60 days after the

(a) A description of the nature of actions regional board has submitted such plan to the
which are necessau" to achieve the objectives,state board, or 90 days after resubmission of such
inclucl~ng recommendations for appropriate actionplan.
by" any entiV, public or private.

(b) A time schedule for the actions to be ¯ 13247. Compliance with plans
taken.

(c) A description of surveillance to be State offices, departments, and boards, in
undertaken to determine compliancewith canting out activities which may affect water
objectives, qualiD", shall comply with water quality control

plans approved or adopted by the state board
¯ 13243. Discharge of waste unless otherwise directed or authorized by statute,

in which case they" shall indicate to the regional
A regional board, in a water quality., control boards in ~Titing their authorW for not complying

plan or in waste discharge requirements, maywith such plans.
specie’ certain conditions or areas where the
discharge of waste, or certain D’pes of waste, will Article 4. Waste discharge
not be permitted, requirements

¯ 13244. Heamlg requirements ¯ 13260. Reports; fees; exemptions

The regional boards shall not adopt any water (a) All of the following persons shall f~e with
quali .iT control plan unless a public hearing is firstthe appropriate regional board a report of the
held, after the giving of notice of such hearing bydischarge, containing the information which may
publication in the affected county" or countiesbe required by the regional board:"
pursuant to Section 6061 of the Government (1) Any person discharging waste, or
Code. When the plan proposes to prohibit proposing to discharge waste, within any region
discharges of waste pursuant to Section 13243,that could affect the quali.ty of the waters of the
similar notice shall be given by publicationstate, other than into a community" sewer ~.stem.
pursuant to Section 6061.3 of the Government (2) Any person who is a citizen, domiciliary.,
Code. or political agency or entiw of this state

discharging waste, or proposing to discharge
¯ 13245. Approval by the state board waste, outside the boundaries of the state in a

manner that could affect the qualiD" of the waters
A water quality control plan, or a revision of the state within any region.

thereof adopted by a regional board, shall not (3) Any person operating, or proposing to
become effective unless and until it is approved by construct, an injection well.
the state board. The state board may approve such (b) No report of waste discharge need be filed
plan, or return it to the regional board for further pursuant to subdivision (a) if the requh’ement is
consideration and resubmission to the state board, waived pursuant to Section 13269.
Upon resubmission the state board may either (c) Every person subiect to subdi~ision (a)
approve or, after a public hearing in the affectedshall file with the appropriate regional board a
region, revise and approve such plan.
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report of waste discharge relative to any material waste management umt imposed by p~agraph
change or proposed change in the character,upon verification by the state board of payment of
location, or volume of the discharge, the fee imposed by Section 48000 of the Public

(d) (1) Each person for whomwaste discharge Resources Code, and provided that the fee
requirements have been prescribed pursuant toestablished pursuant to Section 48000 of the
Section 13263 shall submit an annual fee not toPublic Resources Code generates revenues
exceed ten thousand dollars ($10,000)accordingsufficient to fund the programs specified in
to a reasonable fee schedule established by" theSection 48004 of the Public Resources Code and
state board. Fees shall be calculated on the basisthe amount appropriated by the Legislature for
of total flow, volume, number of animals, or areathose purposes is not reduced.
involved. (e) Each repoix of waste discharge for a new

(2) (A) Subject to subparagraph (B), any fees discharge submined under this section shall be
collected pursuant to this section shall beaccompanied by a fee equal in amoumt to the
deposited in the Waste Discharge Permit Fundannual fee for the discharge. If waste discharge
which is hereby created. The money in the fund isrequirements are issued, the fee shall serve as the
available for expenditure by the state board, uponfirst annual fee. If waste discharge requirements
appropriation by the Legislature, for the purposesare waived pursuant to Section 1326% all or pan
of carrF.’ing out this division, of the fee shall be refunded.

(B) (i) Notwithstanding subparagraph (A), the (f) (1) On or before January" 1, 1990, the state
fees collected pursuant to this section from stormboard shall adopt, by emergency regulations, a
water dischargers that are subject to a generalschedule of fees authorized under subdivisions (d)
industn~ or construction storm water permitand (j). The total revenue collected each year
under the national pollutant discharge eliminationthrough annual and filing fees shall be set at an
system fN’PDES) shall be separately accounted foramount equal to the revenue levds set forth in the
in the Waste Discharge Permit Fund. Budget Act for this activity’. The state board shall

(i.i) Not less than 50 percent of the money" in automatically- adjust the armual and filing fees each
the Waste Discharge Permit Fund that isfiscal year to conform with the revenue levels set
separately" accounted for pursuant to clause (i) isforth in the Budget Act for this activity. If the
available, upon appropriation by" the Legislature,state board determines that the revenue collected
for expenditure by the regional board withduring the preceding year was greater than, or less
jurisdiction over the permit-ted industry, or than, the revenue levels set forth in the Budget
construction site that generated the fee to carry-Act, the state board may further adjust the annual
out storm water programs in the region, filing fees to compensate for the over and under

(iii) Each regional board that receives moneycollection of revenue.
pursuant to clause (it) shall spend not less than 50 (2) The emergency regulations adopted
percent of that money solely on storm waterpursuant to this subdivision, or subsequent
inspection and regulatory compliance issuesadjustments to the annual fees, shall be adopted
associated with industrial and construction stormby the state board in accordance with Chapter 3.5
water programs. (commencing with Section 11340) of Pa_,x 1 of

(3) ,amy person who would be required to pay" Division 3 of Title 2 of the Government Code.
the annual fee prescribed by paragraph (1) forThe adoption of these regulations is an emergen©"
waste discharge requirements applicable toand shall be considered by the Office of
discharges of solid waste, as defined in SectionAdministrative Law as necessary for the
40191 of the Public Resources Code, at a waste,immediate preservation of the public peace,
management unit that is also regulated underhealth, safety, and general    welfare.
Division 30 (commencing with Section 40000) of Notwithstanding Chapter 3.5 (commencing with
the Public Resources Code, and who is or will beSection 11340) of Part 1 of Division 3 of Title 2
subject to the fee imposed pursuant to Sectionof the Government Code, any emergency
46801 of the Public Resources Code in the sameregulations adopted by the state board, or
fiscal year, shall be entitled to a waiver of theadjustments to the annual fees made by the state
annual fee for the discharge of solid waste at theboard pursuant to this section, shall not be subject

18
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CALIFORNIA CODE OF REGULATIONS
TITLE 23. Division 3. Chapter 9. Waste Discharge Reports and Requirements

Article 1. Fees

§2200. Annual Fee Schedule

(a)(1) Each person for whom waste discharge requirements have been prescribed pursuant to section 13263
of the Water Code shall submit, to the State Board, an annual fee in accordance with the following schedule,
except as provided in subdivisions (b), (c), (d), (e) or (f). The fee shall be submitted for each waste discharge
requirements order issued to that person.

ANNUAL FEE SCHEDULE

TTWQ and CPLX; PROGRAM TYPE

I~TING NPDES2 NON-CHP 15 WDR3 CHP-1S WDR4

1-A $10,000 $10,000 $10,000

1-B 7,000 5,500 7,500

1 -C 5,500 3,000 6,000

2-A 4,000 2,000 .5,000

2-B 2,000 1,200 4,000

2-C 1,200 900 3,000

3-A 1,000 750 2,000

3-B 750                400 1,500

3-C 400 200 750

~ TTWQ is the acronym for Threat to Water Quality and CPLX is the acronym for Complexity.

2 National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permits are issued to point source discharges

of pollutants to surface waters and are issued pursuant to Water Code Chapter .5.5 which implements
the federal Clean Water Act. Examples include, but are not limited to, public wastewater treatment
facilities, industries, power plants, and ground water cleanups discharging to surface waters.

~ Non-Chapter 1 S Waste Discharge Requirements (Non-Chap 15 WDRs) are those discharges of waste to
land which are regulated through waste discharge requirements issued pursuant to Water Code
Section 13263 th;it do not implement the requirements of Chapter 15 of Division 3 of Title 23.
Examples include, but are not limited to, wastewater treatment plants, erosion control projects, and
septic tank systems.

4 Chapter 15 Waste Discharge Requirements (Chap 15 WDRs) are those discharges of waste to land

which are regulated through waste discharge requirements issued pursuant to Water Code Section
13263 that implement the requirements of Chapter 15 of Division 3 of Title 23. Examples include, but
are not limited to, landfills-both active and closed-and mining operations.
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(2) The fee rating is based on the discharge’s threat to water quality (TTMVQ) and complexity (CPLX), defined
as follows:

THREAT TO WATER QUALITY

Category "1 "-Those discharges of waste which could cause the long-term loss of a designated beneficial use
of the receiving water. Examples of long-term loss of beneficial use would include the loss of a drinking water
supply, the closure of an area used for water contact recreation, or the posting of an area used for spawning
or growth of aquatic resources, including shellfish and migratory fish.

Category "2"-Those discharges of waste which could impair the designated beneficial uses of the receiving
water, cause short-term violations of water quality objectives, cause secondary drinking water standards to be
violated, or cause a nuisance.

Category "3"-Those discharges of waste which could degrade water quality without violating water quality
objectives, or cause a minor impairment of designated beneficial uses compared with Category 1 and
Category 2.

COMPLEXITY

Category "A"-Any major NPDES discharger; any discharge of toxic wastes; any small volume discharge
containing toxic waste or having numerous discharge points or ground water monitoring; any Class I waste
management unit.

Category "B"-Any discharger not included above which has physical, chemical, or biological treatment
systems (except for septic systems with subsurface disposal), or any Class II or Class III waste management
units.

Category "C"-Any person for whom waste discharge requirements have been prescribed pursuant to
Section 13263 of the Water Code not included as a Category "A" or Category "B" as described above.
Included would be discharges having no waste treatment systems or that must comply with best management
practices, discharges having passive treatment and disposal systems, such as septic systems with subsurface
disposal systems, or dischargers having waste storage systems with land disposal.

(3) Municipal dischargers with approved pretreatment programs shall be subject to a surcharge of $3,800.

(b) NPDES permits for areawide urban storm water discharges, as defined by the United States Environmental
Protection Agency (USEPA, 40 CFR Part 122), for areas with a population greater than 100,000 persons shall
be subject to an annual fee of $10,000. NPDES permits for areawide urban storm water discharges, as defined
by USEPA, for areas with a population less than 100,000 persons shall be subject to an annual fee of $5,000.
A public entity which lies within more than one Region shall be subject to an annual fee based upon its total
population without regard to the number of areawide urban storm water permits issued by a Regional Board.

(c)(1) Storm water discharges that are regulated by a general (NPDES) storm water permit and which discharge
into a municipal separate storm water sewer system regulated by an areawide urban storm water permit shall
pay an annual fee of $250.00.

(2) All other storm water discharges that are regulated by a general (NPDES) storm water permit shall pay an
annual fee of $500.00.

(3) An amount equal to the fee prescribed in subdivisions (1) and (2) above shall be submitted with the
discharger’s Notice of Intent (NOI) to be regulated under a general (NPDES) permit and shall ser~e as the first
annual fee. For the purposes of this section, a Notice of Intent (NOI) submitted is consideredto be a report
of waste discharge.
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(4) Facilities required to have a (NPDES) storm water permit and that are regulated by waste discharge
requirements adopted pursuant to Water Code Section 13263 shall be exempt from the annual fee for
regulation of storm water discharges.

(5) The annual fee for persons who discharge storm water pursuant to an individual NPDES permit
prescribed by a Regional Board pursuant to Water Code Section 13263 shall be based on the discharge’s
"I’I’WQ and CPLX as provided in subdivision (a)(2).

(d) The annual fee for persons whose discharges are regulated by a general NPDES permit or a general waste
discharge requirements issued by the State Board or a Regional Board (excluding storm water permits) shall
be based on the lqWQ and CPLX of the discharge. All discharges that are subject to a given permit shall pay
the same fee.

(e) "Dredge and Fill Operations Fees" Fees for fill or dredge operations shall be assessed as follows:

Fill: One acre or less, flat fee of $1,000.
More than one acre, $1,000 per acre or part thereof (not to exceed statutory maximum).

Dredge: Less than 10,000 cubic yards, flat fee of $500.
10,000 to 20,000 cubic yards, flat fee of $2,000.
More than 20,000 cubic yards, $2,000 plus $2.50 for each additional 5,000 cubic yards or
part thereof (not to exceed the statutory maximum).

(f) Dischargers who own or operate confined animal feedlots, including dairies, shall not be assessed an
annual fee for waste discharge requirements regulating those operations. They shall pay a filing fee of $2,000
which shall be submitted with each report of waste discharge or NOI. If waste discharge requirements are
waived pursuant to section 13269 of the Water Code, all or a portion of the filing fee will be refunded in
accordance with Section 2200.4.

NOTE. Authority cited. Sections 185 and 1058, Water Code. Reference: Section 13260, Water Code.

Section 2200.1

The State Board shall notify each discharger annually of the fee to be submitted, the basis upon which the
fee was calculated, and the date upon which the fee is due.

NOTE: Authority cited." Sections 185 and 1058, Water Code. Reference: Section 13260, Water Code.

Section 2200.2

Persons proposing a new discharge shall submit to the Regional Board a report of waste discharge
accompanied by a fee equal in amount to the annual fee based on the discharge’s "I-IWQ and CPLX as
specified in subsection (a)(2). This fee shall serve as the first annual fee. If the submittal of this first annual
fee does not coincide with the current fiscal year billing cycle; then the next, and only the next, fiscal year
billing shall be adjusted to account for the payment of a full annual fee that accompanied the discharger’s
report of waste discharge. Persons proposing a material change in an existing discharge are not required to
submit a fee with the report of waste discharge.

NOTE. Authority cited." Sections 185 and 1058, Water Code. Reference." Section 13260, Water Code.
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Section 2200.3

Failure to pay the annual fee is a misdemeanor and will result in the Regional Board seeking the collection
of fees through the enforcement provisions provided pursuant to Water Code section 13261.

NOTE: Authority cited. Sections 185 and 1058, Water Code. Reference: Section 13260, Water Code.

Section 2200.4

Any refund made pursuant to section 13260(e) or for any other reason, shall withhold sufficient funds to
cover actual staff time spent in reviewing the report of waste discharge which shall be calculated using a rate
of $50.00 per hour.

NOTE: Authority cited: Sections 185 and 1058, Water Code. Reference: Section 13260, Water Code.
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DRAFT - SIGNIFICANT CHANGES PROPOSED TO THE PIPP

The objectives of the Los Angeles County comprehensive educational storm water and
urban runoff outreach program are to measurably increase public knowledge and
change behavior regarding storm water pollution. The first five-year public education
plan was successful at segmenting Los Angeles County residents to determine those
who pose the greatest threat to storm water quality and those who represent the
greatest opportunity to respond to a public education program and at providing a
baseline measurement of residents’ storm water-related practices and habits. This
information was used to target the residents who are most likely to change their
behaviors to improve storm water quality. Using various communication tactics and
activities, the program successfully reached 83% of County residents with pollution
prevention messages (Five-Year Storm Water Public Education Strategic Analysis).

In the ROWD, the County proposed to continue implementation of the program with no
significant changes, and the possibility of alterations after the final evaluation is complete
in the summer of 2001. The Regional Board agrees that the Program has been
successful at certain goals and should be continued. However, since the program has
been gaining efficiency over the past five years and resources are no longer needed for
basic program development, the program can be taken to the next level. For example,
coordination among Permittees and targeting watershed-specific pollutants, are
necessary to educate the public about priority storm water issues and reduce the
problems caused. Significant changes and their justifications are outlined below.

The County also implemented an Industrial/Commercial site visit program during the last
permit. They were required to visit Phase I industrial facilities, auto repair shops, retail
gasoline outlets, and restaurants. This program will be upgraded to an inspection
program.

PROGRAM FOR RESIDENTS

¯ NEW REQUIREMENT:
The Principal Permittee shall organize Public Outreach Strategy meetings with all
Co-permittees on a quarterly basis. The Principal Permittee shall provide guidance
for Co-permittees to augment the regional outreach and education program. Co-
permittees shall coordinate regional and local outreach and education to reduce
duplication of efforts.

JUSTIFICATION:
¯ This requirement is based on the need for coordination between all Permittees.

Since the Program inception, Permittees have been required to conduct
education activities within their own jurisdictions. The lack of guidance and
coordination has led to duplicate efforts and confusion about developing
appropriate programs that are consistent with and augment the Principal
Permittee’s regional education program. This requirement will ensure that all
Permittees are coordinated for the most efficient and effective Program. It will
also help identify Permittees with insufficient Programs.

¯ The Storm Water Phase II Fact Sheet 2.3 states that it is generally more cost-
effective to have numerous operators coordinate to use an existing program than

March 21 DRAFT

R0001521



all developing their own local programs. Therefore, Permittees should build on
the regional program with additional information specific to local needs.

¯ NEW REQUIREMENT:
The Principal Permittee and Co-permittees shall coordinate to develop outreach
programs that target the watershed-specific pollutants listed in Table 1 within 6
months of the permit adoption date. It may be appropriate to address metals in the
Industrial/Commercial businesses program. Region-wide pollutants may be included
in the Principal Permittee’s mass media efforts.

Table 1. Target Pollutants for Outreach
Watershed Target Pollutants for Outreach
Ballona Creek Trash*, Coliform*, Metals*
Malibu Creek Trash*, Nutrients*, Coliform*
Los Angeles River Trash*, Nutrients (Nitrogen)*, Coliform*, Metals*, Pesticides*
San Gabriel River Trash*, Nutrients (Nitrogen)*, Coliform*, Metals*
Dominguez Channel Trash*, Coliform*

JUSTIFICATION:
¯ This requirement will allow the Program and/or local efforts to focus on target

pollutants. Citizens must. be aware of priority pollutants and their causes for any
improvement to occur. Page 3 of the SQMP states that the components within
the phases that roll-out over the next four years will be fluid to reflect the evolving
message for each targeted audience. This implies that the Permittee realizes the
need to target pollutants and specific audiences and had already planned to
address this.

¯ Fact Sheet 2.3 states that municipalities should strive to make their materials and
activities relevant to local situations and issues, and to incorporate a variety of
strategies to ensure maximum coverage. It also recommends directing materials
or outreach programs toward specific groups of commercial, industrial, and
institutional entities likely to have significant storm water impacts.

¯ This is a necessary step in the implementation of current and future TMDLs.

¯ Although it may not be appropriate to target heavy metals through the Program
for Residents, it may be accomplished through the site inspection program. The
Industrial/Commercial Program will prioritize facilities by their threat to water
quality and whether or not they generate pollutants for which the water body is
impaired, so it will be consistent with this requirement and Table 1.

PROGRAM FOR BUSINESSES

¯ NEW REQUIREMENT:
The Principal Permittee shall develop and implement a corporate outreach program
for target industrial/commercial businesses.

JUSTIFICATION:
¯ Facility owners and representatives at the corporate level are not typically

present during site visits or inspections. They need to be educated about
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applicable storm water regulations so they can set rules and direct management
to ensure compliance at the facility level.

¯ ¯ NEW REQUIREMENT:
Permittees shall develop and implement a Business Assistance Program.

JUSTIFICATION:
¯ Many small businesses do not have the resources or expertise necessary to

understand and implement storm water regulations. A non-regulatory assistance
program that educates businesses about pollution prevention will help them
comply and cut costs, so they can continue to be competitive. Hiring consultants
and implementing structural BMPs can put many small operators out of business.

The City of Los Angeles has been implementing a successful business outreach
program through the Hazardous and Toxic Materials Office since 1988.

¯ Fact Sheet 2.3 recommends directing materials or outreach programs toward
specific groups of commercial, industrial, and institutional entities likely to have
significant storm water impacts.

¯ Alternative funding sources, such as grants and loans may be available to fund
such a program.

PERFORMANCE STANDARDS

¯ NEW PERFORMANCE STANDARD:
The Discharger shall ensure that a minimum of 50 million impressions per year are
made on the general public about storm water via print, local "IV access, local radio,
or other appropriate media.

JUSTIFICATION:
¯ According to the Principal Permittee’s Year Four (1999-2000) Highlights,

approximately 85 million impressions were made through advertising, media
relations, customized coffee jackets, corporate partnerships, special events, and
business outreach. Hits on the www.888CleanLA.¢om website have been
consistently increasing, indicating a greater public interest, as well as
impressions. It can be anticipated that mass media coverage will become more
efficient after the final Program study is complete in the summer of 2001. Also,
Increased media attention and public interest in current issues such as trash
TMDLs is expected. Therefore, it is expected that the Principal Permittee can
easily accomplish the required level of impressions.

¯ The requirement is consistent with the number of impressions required in the City
of Long Beach Municipal Storm Water Permit Order (99-060) and the Ventura
County Municipal Storm Water Permit (Order 00-XXX). The City of Long Beach
is required to make a minimum of 1.5 million impressions per year. With a total
population of approximately 426, 000 people, they must impress each person
approximately 3.5 times per year. Ventura County is also required to impress
every resident approximately 3 times. The 11.4 million people in Los Angeles
County must be impressed approximately 4.3 times per year. The requirement is
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slightly higher than that of the City of Long Beach and Ventura County due to the
County’s previous accomplishments referenced above. Also, the County has an
established successful Program and has had opportunities to evaluate and
improve its effectiveness and reach a greater number of people without
increasing resources.

NEW PERFORMANCE STANDARD:
The Discharger shall provide all Unified School Districts within its jurisdiction with
materials, including videos, live presentations, brochures, and other media
necessary to educate a minimum of 50 percent of all school children (K-12) every 2
years on storm water pollution. All Co-permittees shall cooperate with funding and
implementing this requirement. Cooperative efforts with other agencies may also be
used to accomplish this requirement.

JUSTIFICATION:
¯ This requirement i~ consistent with the City of Long Beach Municipal Storm

Water Permit.

¯ It is also justified by the performance of Los Angeles County’s School
Environmental Education Program. According to data provided by the County,
the Program has been reaching approximately 50 percent of elementary and
secondary schools in the County every 2 years. It is also expected that the
required coordination among permittees will increase the effectiveness and range
of this Program.
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Proposed Agenda1
Working Group to Review Preliminary Permit Draft

Thursday, March 22, 2001, 10:00 to 2:00

City of Los Angeles, Bureau of Sanitation
Storm Water Management Office

650 S. Spring Street
7th Floor

1. Make introductions, review agenda, etc. Everyone

2. Followup from meeting on March 20th

Discuss need for GIS as an analytical tool Dan (and Eduardo
Escobar?)

Brief permittees on status of legal research Wendy

Regional Board,
3. Review Special Provisions and respond to Permittees’with Permittees

comments on programs for: comments
IC/ID Elimination Wend;/
Public Education Megan
Construction Sites Carlos
Industrial/Commercial Inspections Dan
Watersheds Dan
Plannin[~ and Land Development - if time allowsXavier

3 Review other key provisions and respond to Permittees’Xavier
comments on:

TMDL provision - to be added.
WMAPs - to be eliminated?
Administrative review procedure - to be
eliminated.

4 Discuss next steps Mustafa and Wendy

~ Given time restrictions, Special Provisions for Planning and Land Development may be.deferred to future
¯ meetings. Also, Public Agency Activities is being deferred to a later date.

R0001525





22 March 2001                ***DI~FT***
Regional Board staff" s ideas for permit renewal with respect to Construction Activity.

Construction sites less than 1 acre:

¯ N.O.I. prior to a municipal grading permit No
¯ Baseline BMPs or local SWPPP (approval of local SWPPP)Yes, if local SWPPP
¯ Wet weather inspections based upon a municipal Optional

prioritization (i.e. slopes vs. fiat areas)
¯ Municipal grading permits tracked tGIS or database) Yes
¯ Municipal oversight of site operators Yes

Construction sites less than 1 Acre (impaired uaterbody)

¯ N.O.I. prior to a municipal grading permit (keep cop)’ of NOI) If city, requests
¯ Baseline BMPs or local SWPPP (approval of local SWPPP)Yes
¯ Wet weather inspections Yes
¯ Municipal grading permits tracked (GIS or database) Yes
¯ Municipal oversight of site operators Yes

Construction sites between 1 acre and less than 5 acres

¯ N.O.I. prior to a municipal grading permit Ikeep copy of NOI) Yes, in 2003
¯ Baseline BMPs or local SWPPP (approval of local SWPPP)Yes
¯ Wet weather inspections Yes
¯ Municipal grading permits tracked (GIS or database) Yes
¯ Municipal oversight of site operators Yes

Construction sites 5 acres and greater (1 acre and greater in 2003)

¯ N.O.I. prior to a municipal grading permit (keep cop)’ of NOI) Yes
¯ Local SWPPP - equivalent to state SWPPP (approval of SWPPP)Yes
¯ Wet weather inspections Yes
¯ Municipal grading permits tracked (GIS or database) Yes
¯ Municipal oversight of site operators Yes
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S~ormwa*er Program - Los 2~ngeles County .~’~ ~

March 22, 2001

Director, Water Division
United States Environmental

Protection Agency-Region IX
San Francisco, CA 94105-3901

Dear Ms. Strauss:

LETTER DATED DECEMBER 19, 2000, TO DENNIS DICKERSON

Your December 19, 2000. letter to Dennis Dickerson recommends that the Los Angeles
Regional Water Quality Control Board require that the Los Angeles County Municipal
Stormwater Permittees be required to conduct inspections and enforcement of State
permitted commercial and industrial facilities. As you point out, the current permit requires
educational site visits of some permitted industrial/commercial facilities. However, it does
not require nor contemplate that the Permittees be responsible for enforcement of..~

~-"compliance of State-issued permits. The Permittees lack the statutory authority to inspect~

Land enforce facilities other than them selves.permittedbyagencies

Los Angeles County Permittees are fully committed to enforcing their local ordinances for
storn’,wate~ pollution contr,~L The. P~.,,-m, ittees are sympathetic to the fact th~_t the
Regional Board does not have sufficient resources to enforce permits issued by them but
are not in a position to legally assume the Regional Board’s statutory responsibilities. The
Permittees are also dealing with limited financial resources and have less capacity than the
Regional Board to undertake this responsibility were it to be legally possible.
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Ms. Alexis Strauss
March 22, 2001
Page 2

We trust that you will reconsider your recommendation. Should you wish to discuss this
matter further, you are welcome to attend an Executive Advisory Committee (EAC)
meeting. The EAC meets at 1:30 p.m. on the second Wednesda.y bf each month in the
12th floor conference room of the Los ,~ngeles County Department of Public Works, at
900 S. Fremont Avenue, in the city of Alhambra.

V~ry !y yours,.

Chairman
Executive Advisory Committee

DA:sv
W M-9/A:~IEAC_LETTE R.WPD

cc: All Permittees
Regional Water Quality Control Board Members
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March 23, 2001

Ms. Christine Todd-Wldtman
Administrator -~ .-
Urdt~ States Environmental Proration ,~.gen~:y "i
1200 Pennsylvania AvEnue, N.W. ---
Washing~on, DC 2O460 :.

1~: Region IX USEPA - Local Inspection Recommendation

De.~r Ms. Todd-Whitman:

ThE City of La Cafiada FlintridgE would l~.kE t~ request cl~ifi~ation on a r~cent l~ct.er sent by Ms.
Alexis Strauss, Dir~t~r of~h¢ Water Division, for USEPA Region IX. A copy of the Decemb~"
19, 2000 letter is attached for your re~i~,v. The letter w~s sent as USEPA guidanc~ to Dennis A.

¯Dickerson, the Executive OfficEr oft,he California Water Quality Control Board, Los AngEles
P.egion.

The December 19~ letter states that USEPA’s position r~luires that the MS4 pcrmittces (the
cities) in Los Angeles County assume legal and funding responsibilities for performing storm
water comp~anCE inspections for all State permitted industrial and commercial facilities within
thch" boundaries. ThE correspondence is ~plained as a "l~ter of support to the Regional Bo~rd’"
for the shifting of inspection r~sponsibilities and costs.

The Dec.e.mber 19th lecter concludes that USEPA "recommends" that the State re~Iuire the cities
"’implemcat an e~ecd’,� ~,forccm~: ~’~’" h’~ ~e ~e.,’.t .,x~. DES permit..~.-. D~c,-’~ber !9~

letter states that "’storm water regulations envision a cooperative effort on the part of the NPDES
permitting authority (the State) and permitted MS4s (the cities) in the implementation of the
industrial storm wat©r program".

There a_~ s~veral concerns that wc have with the letter. The first concern is that no
USEPA contacted the cities to discuss their proposed new inspection r~quirements. This is far ’
from the cooperative effort that th~ USEPA regulations envision. The cities were not even awar~
ofth~ October 5, 2000, m~tin~ and wezE not invited to participate to express their concerns.

The se~,ond concern is that cities believ~ that USEPA failed to mention a major problem with the
Cal.ifornia program - the State’s r~fusal to fully fund industrial/commercial inspection programs.

1327 Foothill 8ouleVarCl ¯ Le Ca/~ada Ffintridge ¯ Ca|ik~’nia 91011-2137 ¯ (818) ?BO~BSO - F~X: (818) 7B0-753~
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The State is in the position to fu/]y fund programs since the State is ~ billion dol1~r
surpluses, even after paying for elecuicity contracts. The Stat~ receiv~ f©es ranging ~rom
to $10,000 per permit to help fund their inspection program. These tees appear adequate to fund
a regular insp~-~ion progr~n.

The shitting of new inspection r=rpons~ilitie~ to the cities is e~ecially egregious, since the
cities have absorb¢~ over $3.4 bil]Jon in annual l~’operty tax losses from the State since 1992.
This drain of local propert’y taxes has weakened the cities’ ability to fund existing municipal
services fo~ their growing populations, much less new storm water inspection programs.

~.Ms. Strauss beli~s that the main support for shifting the inspection and enforcement
responsibilities is the Clean Water Act definition of"storm’water sewers". As you ar.e

climate cities have a particular hardship_~with th~ application of Section’402 permits, in
pa~cula~, the cities in my Cor~.ssion~! Di~ct do rot cq~ra. ~e "’storm se .wet systems" with
c~nU-alized u’eatment facilities like many eastern ~ities.

The western climate end typography dictated in the 1930’s that urban storm drain systems
control r~infall in multiple areas, due to high rates ofrain over short periods of time. The
western systems are "’flood conu’ol facilities" and not "storm sewers".- The Soal of" a flood
contro! system is to U-ansport rainfall to the rivers and water bodies as quick as poss~le. Storm
water is discharged into hundr~:ls of localized areas along short reaches of flood coutrol cl~unels
and riv~’s.

The Los Angeles County "flood conU’ol" system was designed with the primary responsibility to
prevent localized flooding ofr~idences and businesses, which occurred with regularity prior
the construction of the system. We were all reminded of the critical importance oft his
sp~:ialized flood control system this past l:ebruary. The Los Angeles area received over 9
inches oi’rain that montl~ This rainfall was three-quarters of the average yearly rainfall. The
flood control system worked, and localized flooding was minimal. This pa~rn of.rainfall is
typical for many portions of Southern California and the W~t.

I have a ~ concern with the letter. Ms. Strauss explained that the curr~t ~DES p~mit for
the Los An£eles County cities required "educational visits" by the cities to the
industriaUcommercial facili~es. She stated the educational visits were to "provide time for the
permiuees (the cities) to gain experience in conu’olling pollutants in storm watt" from the
indusU’ial and commercial businesses. The cities believe that ~s was nev~ the intent. Th~ did
not agree to implement costly inspection programs for iudustrial/comm~cial facilities five years
ago.

I would apprr~iat¢ ifUSEPA could send a clarification letter to Mr. Dickerson. It would be
helpful to the cities in my District if the lcrtcr clarified that USEPA believes that the Staw and
the cities nee~d to develop a "’cooperative effort" in the area of insp~:tion programs, not s
program that shifts the entire insp~tion respons~ility to the cities. It should be the goal of
USEPA to bring the stakeholders tog~.her and assist in resolving conflicts, not to appear to "’take
sides" with the State regulator~.
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There is a sense of’u~cncy to this letter, sinc,� the Los Angeles l~e~iona/Water Q~ta!~ty ConU~l
Board is in the process of ncgoliating the ~DES permit regulations. I would be happy to
discuss ~his urgent mact~ with you,

Thank you for your assistance.

David A. Sperwe
Mayor
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Dan : Comments ......... P~ge I

From: "Escobar, Eduardo" <EESCOBAR@dpw.co.la.ca.us>
To: "Wendy Phillips (E-mail)" <wphillip@rb4.swrcb.ca.gov>, "Xavier Swamikannu (E-mail)"
<xswami@rb4.swrcb.ca.gov>, "Dan Radulescu (E-mail)" <dradules@rb4.swrcb.ca.gov>
Date: 3/29/01 7:38AM
Subject: IC/ID - GIS comments

Good morning,
We are sending the attached file for your review. It includes our
recommendations for incorporation in the draft NPDES permit.
Please let me know if you have any questions.
Thanks!

<<GIS-ICID suggestions.doc>>

>E
> Eduardo Escobar, P.E.
> Watershed Management Division
> Los Angeles County Department of Public Works
> (626) 458-4355 F
> Internet: http://dpw.co.la.ca.us/epd
>

CC:            "Ariki, Mustafa" <MARIKl@clpw.co.la.ca.us>, "Trevizo, Carolina"
<CTREVlZO@dpw.co.la.ca.us>, "Howe, Glenn" <GHOWE@dpw.co.la.ca.us>, "So, Wai"
<NWAISO@dpw.co.la.ca.us>
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ILLICIT CONNECTIONS / ILLICIT DISCHARGES

INTRODUCTION

GIS
We concur with the Regional Board approach where permi_ttees may make use of available
technology to improve (either by streamlining, expanding capabilities, or making processes
more efficient) the programs mandated under the NPDES Municipal Storm Water Permit.
Specifically, we recommend the use of GIS and the development of computer applications

where feasible and where the benefits attained by them can be demonstrated.

We believe that when it comes to GIS or computer applications, by being too specific in the
permit language, we limit ourselves when it comes to the use of an ever changing
technology. The General Elements of Section T.l.a (Program to Eliminate Illicit
Connections and Discharges - General Elements) of the NPDES permit should be, as its
name implies, general. Specifics about files to be used and specific analysis may be better
suited under the appropriate Model Program sections of the Storm Water Quality
Management Plan (SQMP) where more details can be incorporated.

Furthermore, as presented during the meeting of March 22n~, 2001 to the Regional Water
Quality Control Board, the County=s GIS file of the storm drains is not suited for analysis
purposes and therefore any references to such file in the permit should be deleted (Sec.
T.1 .a).

At the same time, we would like to suggest the use of GIS in several instances, including,
in .qeneral terms:

$ Continue computing pollutant loads from all unmonitored watersheds using the
Pollutant Loading Model.

$ Doing cluster analysis (this can include: illegal discharges, confirmed illicit
connections as opposed to suspect illicit connections. Note that any cluster
analysis for confirmed illicit connections would need to rely on addresses or street
intersections rather than station of the storm drain since, as mentioned above, the
storm drain file is not suited for analysis purposes). During the life of the permit, as
this element is established and developed, it can be extended to look for trends
(e.g. how many illegal discharges were reported in commercial areas versus
residential areas). Other datasets that are not yet created but might be useful
include catch basins (again, once the data is created, tables can be linked to them
and analysis can be made, say using land use information).

Please note that the use of GIS generally involves two or three main components. The first
step (and usually the one of longest duration) is data creation/collection/preparation.
Depending on the type of analysis, the second step requires the use of an existing
application or procedure within the GIS software to do the analysis. In some instances, a
separate step is required when there is the need of developing a customized application
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to run the analysis (this was the case of the Pollutant Loading Model). This is mentioned
because many of the GIS datasets are not yet created and time is required before any
analysis can begin.

Baseline Screening/Priority Screening
We concur with the Regional Board with the elements of the Baseline Screening and the
need for a Priority Screening to look for illicit connections. We would only offer some
variations in the way the priority areas are determined. More details on this are found
below under the comments for Section T.2.b of the Draft NPDES permit.

With this in mind, we would like to request a change in the wording of the following
elements in the draft NPDES permit:

COMMENTS

$ Section T.l.a (pg. 35) should read as follows:

,~ The Principal Permittee sho(11d make use of Geographic Information Systems (GIS)

Technology whenever feasible and as specified in the SQMP to manage the
implementation of the Illicit Connections and Illicit Discharges Program~

This again leaves this section of the general elements, general. More details can be
specified in the Model Program sections of the SQMP. And as mentioned above, if we can
attach an address to all illegal discharges, then useful cluster analysis can be made to look
for trends or problem areas.

$ Section T.l.b (pg. 35) should read as follows:

,~ Training: Complete, by 180 days from the implementation of the permit, training for
all targeted employees who are responsible for identification, investigation,
termination, cleanup, and reporting of ilficit connections and discharges. A
refresher training may be given on an annual basis during the remaining 4 years of
the life of the permit.@

Many employees were hired during the life of the 1996 NPDES permit and therefore
require complete formal training. We recommend conducting refresher training on an
annual basis for the remaining 4 years of the permit. We believe this approach would
result in greater benefit.

$ Section T.l.c (pg. 35) should read as follows:
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ADocumentation and Reporting: Document and report all illicit connections, illicit
discharges, and hazardous substances that enter the storm drain system within the
times specified in Sections T.2 and T.3".

Response times for Illicit discharges, illicit connections and hazardous substances are not
the same and should therefore not be treated the same. Usually, the Department
response to an illicit discharge is much faster than an illicit connection. Sections T.2 and
T.3 allow for the specification of response times separately.

Section T.2.b (page 36) should read as follows:

~ Priority Screening: In addition to the baseline screening that will occur during
regularly scheduled maintenance, Permittees shall design and implement a
proactive storm drain screening of priority areas. Priority areas shall be determined
as specified in the Model Programs Section of the SQMI~

As mentioned before, we also see the need for this added element to identify illicit
connections more aggressively.. However, as mentioned in prior meetings, it is not be
feasible to go ten years back into records that may not offer that much information and
where a lot of the record keeping may have been done manually. Also, details of
determination for the priority areas are better suited in the model programs. We can offer
two approaches to this determination:

Approach A. Our Flood Maintenance Division has compiled over the years a list of
storm drain facilities where they have encountered the most problems when it
comes to illicit discharges and illicit connections. This, we believe will address the
priority areas in the most efficient way. The list of storm drain facilities we
recommend inspecting under this element are:

< Project 96
< MTD 1282 (where MTD stands for Miscellaneous Transferred Drain)
< PD 727 (where PD stands for Private Drain)
< Dunsmuir DDA
< Project 36
< BI 1114 (where BI stands for Bond Issue)
< BI 527
< MTD 490
< BI 728
< BI 567
< Cedarwood DB
< BI 660
< Project 5801
< Project 57
< Project 501
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< Project 3882
< Project 441
< DDI 11
< DDI 29
< Project 57
< Turnbull DB
< Sullivan Canyon DB
< Parker Canyon Cloudcroft DB
< Marie Canyon - Laurel rdg DB
< Project 530
< Project 113
< Project 452
< Project 511
< Project 9801

Approach B. Permittees can use information gathered during the first year of the
new permit as a baseline to look for trends. Information on illicit connections can
be separated into those found in catch basins, open channels and underground
storm drains to see where the majority of them reside. This would help in focusing
resources for the remaining 4 years of the permit.

< Section T.2.c (page 36) should read as follows:

Alnvestigation: Upon discovery through either basefine or priority screening, or
upon receiving a report of a suspected illicit connection, Permittees shaft initiate an
investigation within 21 business days, to determine the source of the connection,
the nature and volume of the discharge through the connection, and the responsible
party of the connection@.

Again, the need for a minimum of 21 business days to initiate investigation is due to the
length of many of our flood control facilities. Often, the field crews spend several days
(depending on the length of the system) at a time in the field inspecting the facilities and
do not return to the office until the inspection is completed. Once the crews return to the
office, the information is compiled and transmitted to our Construction Division which is
responsible for issuing construction connection permits.

< Section T.2.d (page 36) should read as follows:

,~ Termination: Upon confirmation of the ilficit nature of the discharge, Permittees

shaft ensure termination of the discharge and connection within 180.days (in a timely
manner?), using enforcement authority as needed.@

There are some inherent aspects of this program that prevent us from setting limits that are

R0001537



not practicable. We are required to send a letter to the owners of the connections before
any action can be taken (have them apply for a permit or remove the connection). We
must also give them 30 days to respond. Some owners respond promptly, but in many
cases where the person receiving the letter is renting the property, they discard the letter.
A second letter is needed in several cases (this letter goes out via certified mail). If an
owner does not respond to a third letter, the case can then be referred to the District
Attorney for enforcement (this does not happen very often). When contact is established
with the owner and the owner wishes to permit the connection the process begins. For
cases where the owner intends to discharge non-stormwater, they are referred to the
Regional Board to obtain a separate NPDES permit. The NPDES permits themselves take
about 21 days. On average, it takes about 180 days for the case to be resolved (where
the connection is removed or the proper permits are issued). Cases that go to court will
take longer.

< Section T.3.a (page 36) should read as follows:

AAbatement and Cleanup: Respond, within 72 hours of discovery or a report of a
suspected illicit discharge, with activities to abate, contain, and clean up all illicit
discharges, including hazardous substances.@

< Section T.3.b (page 37) should read as follows:

Alnvestigation: As soon as practicable, during or immediately following containment
and clean up activities, take enforcement action as appropriate~.

As agreed during the March 22n~, 2001 meeting, there are many instances of one-time
discharges where the responsible party is gone and can not be identified, therefore the
language A...determine the...responsible party@ should not be included. We still respond
to the clean up and gather information for record keeping or follow up purposes.
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Dan Radulescu- SUSMP-Gas Station-1999.wpd (~-~’)[W 4 /-,"2 ~¢~"~    Page1

Fri Mar 30~ /~                           page     1
NEW GAS STATION PERMITS ISSUED BETWEEN 1/1/1999 AND 12/31/~299 ORDERED BY PARCEL AREA

LOT AAEA
PROJECT ADDRESS PERMIT NUMBER USE OF BUILDING (SQFT)

7858 VAN NUYS BLVD 97010-20000-03555 Gasoline Station 4315913

8620N SAN FEP~NANDO ROAD 99010-10000-00201 Gas Station 52759

8620N SAN FER.NANDO ROA!9 99010-10000-00202 Gas Station 52759

4245N LANKERSHIM BLVD 98010-10000-00919 Automobile Service Station 50477

2211S HOOVER ST 99010-10000-00812 Gas Station 30580

9110N TOPANGA CANYON BLVD 98010-20000-03793 Gas Station 25313

9110N TOPANGA CANYON BLVD 99010-20000-00080 Car Wash 25313

I1259W SANTA MONICA BLVD 98010-10000-03559 Gas Statlon 18060

I1259W SANTA MONICA BLVD 98010-10000-03561 Gas Statlon 18060

12058 BURBANK BLVD 98010-10000-03257 Gas Station 17029

12058 BURBANK BLVD 98020-10000-02793 Gas Station 17029

1546W WILSHIRE BLVD 98010-30000-01841 Gas Station 14280

1355W MARTIN LUTHER KING JR BLVD 99010-30000-03127 Gas Station 12655

1355W MARTIN LUTHER KING JR BLVD 99010-30000-03174 Gas Station 12655

1255N HIGHLAND AVE 99010-20000-02450 Gas Station 11487

I0991W SANTA MONICA BLVD 99010-10000-02730 Gas Station 10608

I0991W SANTA MONICA BLVD 99010-10000-02731 Gas Station 10608

I0605W BURBA!qK BLVD 99010-20000-02617 Car Wash 10422

18815W SHERMAN WAY 99010-20000-00593 Car Wash 10200

9922S MAIN ST 99010-30000-02879 Gas Station 9383

1400N ALVARAJgO ST 98010-10000-03140 Car Wash 7026

3644W BEVERLY BLVD 99010-10000-00824 Car Wash 5937

1400W FLORENCE AVE 99010-30000-00708 Gasoline Station 3540

1400W FLORENCE AVE 99010-30000-00711 Gas Station 3540

4321S A!~AMEDA ST 98010-i0000-02135 Gas Station 3443

4777W PICO BLVD 98010-30000-02939 Automobile Service Station 2238

26 rows selected.
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Dan Radulescu - SUSMP - Gas Station - 2000.wpd Page 1

Frl Mar 30                                                                                                      page     1
NEW GAS STATION PERMITS ISSUED BETWEEN 1/1/2000 AND 12/31/2000 ORDERED BY PARCEL AREA

LOT AREA
PROJECT ADDRESS PERMIT N-UMBER USE OF BUILDING (SQFT)

8734 BELLANCA AVE 00010-30000-00650 Automobile Service Station 208985

8734 BELLANCA AVE 00010-30000-00651 Car Wash 208985

500N CENTER ST 00010-20000-02252 Automobile Storage Garage 61488

5546N SEPULVEDA BLVD 00010-20000-00710 Car Wash 45720

22756W VANOWEN ST 98010-20000-03686 Car Wash 28820

9505 DE SOTO AVE 99010-10000-03595 Gas Station 18136

4200S FIGUEROA ST 99010-10000-02847 Car Wash 16926

26393S VERMONT AVE 00010-30000-04121 Gas Station 15899

26393S VERMONT AVE 00010-30000-04122 Gas Station 15899

3500S CENTINELA AVE 99010-30000-03757 Gas Station 11859

I1675W PICO BLVD 98016-10001-04209 Gas Station 7564

6900 CENTINELA AVE 00010-30000-00442 Gas Station 4899

210S GAFFEY ST 99QI0-40000-03659 Gas Station 3007

13 rows selected.
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LA 51S4 MONITORING PROGRAM MEETING POINTS OF DISCUSSION
PACIFIC OCEAN ROOM
APRIL 9, 2001, 9:30 am

Land Use:

¯ Is County required to complete the Land Use monitoring regardless ofperrmt requirements? - County

Comment: Not so sure what "complete" means here. My general feeling is that the land use monitoring
conducted by the County up to now has probably yield enough information for the purpose of mass emission
modeling, except for trash and pathogens. The priority, of the next phase should be source identification, fbr
which land use monitoring under the existing design may not be very useful. SCCWRP is conducting a
source identification study for the CSTF and RB TMDI. unit by sampling at targeted landuse activity sites.
We should evaluate the results from that study and decide if additional monitoring (after "’completion" of the
existing one) needs to be done under the new perrmt.

Mass Emissions:

¯ The Count,,,’ plans to continue monitoring Coyote Creek - total of 6 mass emission stations’?

Comment: No comment on the Coyote Creek station. Ho~vever, if the land use monitoring discontinues
in the future, a mass emission station for a watershed of mostly open space and in relatively pnsune
condition should be established to provide a reference.

¯ Samples shall be analyzed for suspended-sediment concentration, total suspended solids, and pamcle
size distribution.

Toxicity Studies:

¯ Toxicity. definition: amphipod sur~’ival rate of 70% or less in a single test.

No comments.

Appropriate species: Ceriodaphnia dubia and sea urchin fertilization

¯ Four wet weather samples and two dry weather samples at each mass emission station shall be analyzed
for water column toxicity, instead of two and two.

No comments.

¯ Sediment toxicity sampling location for each of the five receiving waters: in the estuary, beginning at the
region of velocity slowdown of the storm water plume if it is known, and at a mean low tide if plume
dynamics are not known.

Comments: Use of a mean low tide to deterrmne sampling location may not get what you want. In
Ballona Creek, for example, the mean low tide point is far upstream of the channel, a point well above
where most sediment carried by a storm accumulate. The LAC-DPW need should evaluate multiple
factors in determining the sampling locations and submit a proposal to RB for approval.

’, Sediment tests shall include total organic carbon and grain size analysis.

Tributary/Source ID Monitoring
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¯ Discuss number of slauons ~n each v, atershed - Heal the Bay

Comments: Generally agree with the need for tributary:source ID monitoring. Suggest that the LAC-DPW
and RB go through a prioritization process in selecting the targeted tributaries for monitonng. The
prioritization should emphasize the value of the information for management decision-making For instance,
what will likely be the management measures to be installed in this tributary to control runoff pollution?
Will the information gathered from this monitonng help us in justifying the proposed management measures
and/or evaluating the effectiveness of different ahernatives (e.g., diversion vs. a CDS vs. catchbasin inserts
vs. non-structural BMPs)?

Receiving Waters Studies:

¯ San Pedro Bay: Benthic Study parameters and number of locations will be specified per Heal the Bay’s
suggestions, except for body burdens

¯ Count), participation in the storm water related components of the next Southern California Bight Study
- pamcipate in Steering Comrmttee

¯ Count?’ participation in AB411 beach monitoring - results should link to ICID program

Comments: In addition to what are proposed, the LAC-DPW should initiate, participate, or at least be
involved in biological monitoring in the Santa Monica Bay watershed.

BMP Effectiveness Studies:

¯ Specif.,,’ this to require Count).’ participation in the SMBKF study to evaluate the effectiveness of existing
storm water BMPs and SCCWRP’s prop 13 project "Implementation and Evaluation of BMPs for
Improving Coastal Water Quality".

Comments: Need to make clear that here "participation" means doing ~t together and help to expand the
study to more devices, parameters, and time period.

Other:

¯ Clarification of study to evaluate the impact of peak discharge rates on natural stream habitat- Xavier

¯ Cost Analysis - Critical source monitoring not requirement

¯ Other Issues
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Monitoring Program Requirements Review

General Comments
¯ ¯ Annual monitoring reports should be due on October 15 every year.
¯ The board needs to prioritize all elements in the monitoring requirements.
¯ Total estimated cost of Mass Emission and Tributary monitoring elements: $4,743,000

Land Use
¯ We will drop the land use monitoring from the monitoring requirements.

Mass Emission
¯ We will continue sampling in Coyote Creek. The permit should include it in the Mass

Emission requirements.
¯ We will select a site in Dominguez Channel/LA Harbor WMA and construct a sampling station

for the 2001 °2002 storm season.
¯ What would be benefits if detection limits are lowered to "California Toxics Rule (CTR)"

levels.
¯ If the purpose of lowering detection limits is to identify toxicity in stormwater, biological tests

on sea and freshwater creatures need to be performed first to identify constituents of
concern. Chemical tests on those constituents at CTR levels will follow to confirm toxicity if
necessary.

¯ Estimated cost: $889,000 (USING PRIVATE LAB COSTS)

Tributary/Source Identification Monitoring
¯ What are the objectives of this monitoring program?
¯ If the primary purpose of this program is to identify pollutant source, we will perform studies

on pollutant of concern of each tributary area using GIS and existing data.
¯ Once the objectives are identified, we will develop a plan, including site selection, optimal

number of stations required, types of samples to be collected and so on.
¯ Estimated Cost: $3,854,000

Toxicity Studies
¯ Water column study was done in Malibu Creek, Ballona Creek, LA River, and San Gabriel

River, and sediment study was done in Malibu Creek and Ballona Creek through Santa
Monica Bay Receiving Waters Study and River Toxicity Study on sea urchins.

¯ We should be exempt from the Phase I level studies in the above sites.

Trash Monitoring
¯ Take out the term"baseline".
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.Me an Fisher-�om~nt_s_2._wpd                                                    _               --    Page l

COMMENTS ON 3:13 DRAFT MONITORING REQUI]ZEMENTS

General Comments
¯ The objectives of each monitoring prowam element are not clearly’ stated.
¯ Annual monitoring reports should be due on October 15 every year. It has been

previously mentioned that some of the sampled data is not analyzed until
mid-May; therefore, we would need more time to prepare the reports.

Land Use
¯      It was our understanding that Heal the Bay and the LA regional board agrced

dropping the !and use element from the momtoring requirements. In addilion,
dropping this element will allow us to use our resources to develop and implement
a new monitonng program, Tributary,,,, Source Identification Monitoring pro~am.

Mass Emission
¯      We have been collecting samples from Covote Creek mass emission monitoring

station under the 1996 NPDES penmt period and plan to continue because this
station covers 22% of San Gabriel Vv’atershed Management Area. (See the
attached maps.)

¯ We found that information in Attachment 1 is almost identical to that information
presented in Attachment 2: therefore, we simply analvze for all constituents hsted
in Attachment 2 for all cases.

¯ Detection limits of Anthracene and Toxaphene in Attachment 2 need to be
changed to 2.0 ug/L and 0.5 ug,/L, respectively. ~ -

° "...high concentrations and are cause for concern" needs to be defined.
¯ Estimated cost (with previous detection limits): $494,000.

Critical Source
Complete characterization of Chemical Manufacturing, MachineW Manufactunng
and Rubber/Miscellaneous Plastics companies. We feel that the continuation of
this effort would be beneficial when we develop source identification
applications.

¯ Estimated cost: $71,000.

Tributary/Source Identification Monitoring
¯     Are the 20 tributary stations in total for the county, or for each of the 6 mass

emission drainage areas?
¯ There is no Attachment 3 regarding the TMDL schedule.
¯ What is the objective of this tributary/source ID monitoring?
¯ "...high concentrations and are cause for concern" needs to be defined.
¯ "...priority management actions..." need to be defined.
¯ Estimated cost: $2,802,000.

Other Studies
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We feel it is necessary to cite the maximum contributory amount on each study and
research project.
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Me%~ar, F!s_her_- monitoring_studies wpd .... .......... ~-age i

COMMENTS ON 3/13 DRAFT MONITORING REQUIREMENTS

GENERAL COMMENTS
1.     Since the environmental toxicology lab cannot estimate the lab cost with the new

detection limits in Attachment 2, we will try to get an approximate cost from a
private lab. We will continue our efforts to find a lab that can perform the required
tests if the environmental toxicology lab cannot do them.

2. Monitonng costs for mass emission, critical source and tributary monitonng
programs are about 3.4 million dollars (with the assumption that new detection
limits don’t increase any lab costs). The requirements under this section need to
be modified to come within the total 3 million dollar budget. Further
modifications will then be needed if funding is to be made available for other
studies that the board suggested.

3. Per our discussion in the last working group, we plan to drop land use monitonng.

TOXICITY STUDIES:
4.     Regarding ~vater column toxicity, we already performed 2 dry weather toxiciD,

tests on sea urchins at S.G. River. Results were negative both years. We should
be exempted from dry weather water toxicity tests on sea urchins for at least the
first year on the S.G. River.

5. Regarding sediment toxicity, the "five receiving waters" need to be clarified (the 5
mass emission sampling sites?). Also, does sediment mean bed sediment or
suspended sediment?

6. The phrase "following the dry season" seems incorrect and needs to be clarified
("following--or preceding-the we. At season" seems to make more sense).

TOXICITY IDENTIFICATION EVALUATIONS:
7.    These requirements are new to this permit.

8. "Toxicity" needs to be defined, e.g. a certain % of the species is affected.

9. "Appropriate species" need to be defined. ..

10. Since we might not know when we’ll get 2 consecutive positive dry weather
toxicity results at a site, we should put a cap on how many of the phase I
evaluations we would perform per year or per site, or a cap on how much money
we would spend on these per year or per site.

11. Do the phase I evaluations apply to both water column and sediment toxicity?

12. Regarding wet weather toxicity TIEs, same comments about caps. Also, the
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requirement of 3 consecutive positive wet weather toxicity results does not
correspond with the 2 wet weather toxicity tests per year per site. This is not
necessarily a bad thing, though-it might mean it takes 2 years before a wet
weather TIE is performed.

13. Regarding "interstitial," it could be expensive. Please provide clarification. Also,
please clarify ifmysids, sea urchins, and Ceriodaphnia are amphipods.

NATURAL STREAM MONITORING
14. We need to get a better definition of this and a cost estimate.
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Dan Radulescu - suggested trib monitoring sites for MS4 permit Page

From: Shelley Luce <sluce@healthebay.org>
To: "’Mfisher@rb4.swrcb.ca.gov’" <Mfisher@rb4.swrcb.cagov>, "’tjkim@dpw.co.laca.us’"
<tjkim@dpw.co.la.ca.us>
Date: 4/9/01 4:38PM
Subject: suggested trib monitoring sites for MS4 permit

<<MS4 mon trib sites.doc>>

Shelley Luce
Heal The Bay
310-453-0395 ext. 105
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April 6, 2001

Megan Fisher
Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board
320 West 4th Street, Suite 200
Los Angeles, CA 90013

RE: Tributary/Source Identification Monitoring in the Stormwater Management!Urban
Runoff Discharges NPDES Permit for Los Angeles County. Flood Control District, County
of Los Angeles and Cities of Los Angeles County

Dear Megan:

For the Tributary/Source Identification Monitoring component of the permit referenced above, we
recommend sampling both the mainstem and the tributary immediately upstream of the
confluence, for each major tributary as listed in Table 1. We also recommend sampling the
inflows and outflows of each lake or major detention area that may be a source of stovmwater in
each watershed.

Table 1. Recommended sampling sites for tributary/source identification monitoring in the five
major watersheds in LA County.

Watershed                              Recommended Sampling Sites."
Immediately up- and downstream of At inflow and outflow of

confluence with."
Malibu Creek East Las Virgenes Creek (at confluence Westlake, Malibu Lake.

wit!, Las Virgenes Creek), Stokes Creek, Lindero Lake
Gates Creek, Lindero Creek (at confluence
with Medea Creek)

Ballona Creek Sepulveda Channel, Benedict Canyon
Channel

Dominguez Channel

Los Angeles River Compton Creek, Rio Hondo, Arroyo Seco, Sepulveda Basin
Verdugo Wash, Tujunga Wash

San Gabriel River Coyote Creek, San Jose Creek, Big Dalton
Wash, Rio Hondo (upstream of Whittier
Narrows Basin)

Constituent Analyzed

We suggest including pH, dissolved oxygen, temperature, conductivity and total suspended solids
as required constituents for tributary/source ID monitoring.

See you on Thursday!

Shelley Luce
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California RegionalLos\VaterAngeles RegionQUality Control Board

\Vinston H. Hickox )20 w -1,~h ~rec: ~t~ 2UL’. Los .~geles. CA 9¢~013 Gray Davis
Secreta~ .t~r Phone , " " ~ ;-h-,,-, ,~ F ~X ~ 21 ~ ~ 576-06~0 Go~e~or

Envtronmental

TO: Interested Parties (see attached distribution list), including:
Permittees - Los Angeles County Municipal Storm Water Permit
Resource and Regulatory Agencies
Water Districts
Environmental Organizations
Consultants
Other Local Agencies
Other Interested Par~-"~-~

FROM: Xavier Swa mrtk~~ --
Chief, LA/Long~Beach Storm Water Unit
Regional Water Quality Control Board, Los Angeles Region

DATE: April 13, 2001

SUBJECT: First Draft - Los Angeles County Municipal Storm Water NPDES
Permit (Draft Board Order; NPDES Permit No. CAS614001)

ATFACHMENTS: Distribution List
Agenda for Workshop on April 24, 2001
First Draft - Permit
First Draft - Staff Report

The County and Cities in Los Angeles County are covered under municipal storm water pemit
(Board Order No. 96-054), which expires on July 30, 2001. The Regional Board will consider
adoption of a renewed permit at its public meeting on July 26, 2001. As part of the renewal
process, we are pleased to send you a first draft for the proposed new permit - the Municipal
Storm Water NPDES Permit for the County of Los Angeles and incorporated cities (except for
Cities of Santa Clarita and Long Beach, which are, or plan to be, covered under separate
permits). We are also enclosing a draft staff report, containing technical justifications for
changes from the existing permit. Please submit your comments on this first draft in
writing, to this office by May 16, 2001. Your submittal by this date will provide us sufficient
time to evaluate and consider the comments prior to the issuance of a second draft permit,
which we plan to issue by June 8, 2001.

You will also have an opportunity to provide informal comments at a public workshop we will
hold on:

April 24, 2001, starting at 9:30
at the City of Los Angeles Central Library Auditorium

630 West 5~ Street, in Los Angeles

Parking will be available at the Flower Street entrance for a fee. Please enter the Library
through the Flower Street entrance, as other entrances will be closed at that time. At the
workshop, we shall provide background information and a brief overview of the permit
components. You will have an opportunity for discussion and comments.

California Environmental Protection Agency
***The energy chaltenge f=cing California is real Every Californian.needs to take immediate action to redact energy �onsumption***

"***For a list of simple ~ay~ to reduce demand and cut your energy costs, see the tips at: http’.//w~,~.swrcb.c~gov/news/eckall~ng~html***

~ Recycled Paper
Our rn~ssion is to preserve and enhance the quality of Californaa ’$ water re$ource~ for the b~nefit of pre~ent and future generatioa~.
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DISTRIBUTION LIST

LA COUNTY PERMITEES

Dept. of Public Works Mustafa Ahki Watershed Manager
City of Agoura Hills James Thorsen City Manager
City of Alhambra James Funk City Engineer
City of Arcadia Terry Hagen City Engineer
City of Artesia Maria Dadian City Engineer
City of Avalon Robert Clark City Manager
City of Azusa Nasser Abbaszadeh City Engineer
City of Baldwin Park Shafique Naiyer Interim City Engineer
City of Bell Carlos Alvarado City Engineer
City of Bell Gardens Bill Pagett City Engineer
City of Bell Flower Jerry CrabilI-Stock City Engineer
City of Beverly Hills David Gustavson City Engineer
City of Bradbury Dan Hell City Engineer
City of Burbank Robert Ovrom City Manager
City of Calabasas Charles Mink Interim City Manager
City of Carson Jerome Groomes City Manager
City of Cerritos Vince Brar City Engineer/Director of Public Works
City of Claremont Craig Bradshaw City Engineer
City of Commerce Linda Olivied City Clerk
City of Compton John Johnson City Manager
City of Covina Mary Southall City Clerk
City of Cudahy James Guerra City Engineer
City of Culver City Jim Davis City Engineer/Director of Public Works
City of Diamond Bar Terry Belanger City Manager
City of Downey Desi Alvarez City Engineer/Director of Public Works
City of Duarte Jesse Duff City Manager
City of El Monte Kev Tcharkhoutian City Engineer
City of Et Segundo Bellur Davaraj City Engineer
City of Gardena Woody Natsuhara City Engineer
City of Glendale Lou LeBlanc City Engineer
City of Glendora Richard Cantwell City Engineer/Director of Public Works
City of Hawaiian Gardens Dan Hell City Engineer
City of Hawthorne Charles Herbertson City Engineer/Director of Public Works
City of Hermosa Beach Stephen Burrell City Manager
City of Hidden Hills Bob Draper City Engineer
City of Huntington Park Pat Fu City Engineer
City of Industry John Ballas City Engineer
City of Inglewood Hermanita Hams City Clerk
City of Irwindale Robert Gdego City Manager/City Clerk
City of La Canada Flintridge Jerry Fulwood City Manager
City of La Habra Heights Sheryl Lindsey City ManagedCity Clerk
City of La Mirada Gary Sloan City Manager
City of La Puente Robert Gutierrez City Manager
City of La Veme Martin Lomeli City Manager
City of Lakewood Denise Hayward City Clerk
City of Lawndale Vangie Schock City Manager
City of Lomita Dawn Tomita City Clerk
City of Los Angeles Gary Moore Div. Stormwater Manager

James Hahn City Attorney
Jerry Montgomery Asst. City Attome
Christopher Westhoff Asst. City Attorney

City of Lynwood Ralph Davis III Interim City Manager
City of Malibu Rick Morgan City Engineer
City of Manhattan Beach Dana Greenwood City Engineer
City of Maywood Bill Pagett City Engineer
City of Monrovia Don Hopper City Manager

4/12/01
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City of Montebello Richard Chen City Engineer
City of Monterey Park Ronald Merry City Engineer/Director of Public Works
City of Norwalk Jerry Stock City Engineer

¯ City of Palos Verdes Estates James Hendrickson City Manager
City of Paramount Patrick West City Manager/City Clerk
City of Pasadena Dan Rix City Engineer
City of Pico Rivera Enrique Acevedo City Engineer
City of Pomona Severo Esquivel - C~-I~arrager
City of Rancho Palos Verdes Les Evans City Manager
City of Redondo Beach Steve Huang City Engineer
City of Rolling Hills Craig Nealis City Manager/City Clerk
City of Rolling Hills Estate Douglas Prichard City Manager/City Clerk
City of Rosemead Ken Rukavina City Engineer
City of San Dimas Eric Beilstein
City of San Dimas John Garcia City Engineer/Director of Public Works
City of San Fernando Wilmas Miller City Clerk
City of San Gabriel P. Michael Paules City Manager
City of San Marino Carlos Alvarado City Engineer
City of Santa Clarfta George Caravalho City Manager
City of Santa Fe Springs John Price City Engineer/Director of Public Works
City of Santa Monica Anthony Antich City Engineer
City of Sierra Madre Nancy Schollenberger City Clerk
City of Signal Hill Kenneth Farsfing City Manager
City of South El Monte Jim Harris City Engineer/Director of Public Works
City of South Gate Ed Mino City Engineer
City of South Pasadena Jim Winkle City Engineer/Director of Public Works
City of Temple City Charlie Martin Interim City Manager
City of Torrance Richard Burtt City Engineer
City of Vernon Bruce Matkenhorst City Administrator/City Clerk
City of Walnut Ronald Kranzer City Engineer
City of West Covina Daniel Hobbs City Manager
City of West Hollywood Sharon Peristein City Engineer
City of Westlake Village John Knipe City Engineer
City of Whittier Stephen Helvey City Manager

REGULATORY AND RESOURCE AGENCIES

US Coast Guard Jake Holoson
US An’ny Corps of Engineer Dr. Richard J.Schubel
US EPA Region IX Tom Huetteman, Chief of CWA Compliance

Laura Gentile
Terry Oda
Elizabeth Janes
Eugene Bromley, CWA Standards and Permits Off.
Steve Fuller

US Fish and Wildlife Services Louise Lampara, Dept. of Interior
NOAA, National Madne Fisheries Services, US Mark Helvey, Dept. of Commerce
US Fish and Wildlife Services Kirk Wain, Dept. of Intedor
USDA Forest Service Terry C. Ellis, District Ranger
Cal/EPA Nancy Sutley
State Water Resources Control Board Jorge Leon, Office of the Chief of Counsel

John Youngerman, Division of Water Quality
Calfomia Coastal Commission Pam Emerson
Calfomia Department of Fish and Game Jerry Spansiel
California Dept. of Fish and Game Mervin Hee, Regional Patrol Chief

Bill Paznokas
Chris Long
Larry Stevens

South Coast Air Quality Management Barry Wallerstein, Executive Director
Bill Tippets

4/12./01
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State Dept. of Health Services Heather Collins
Gary Yamamoto, Drinking Water Field Operations
Vera Melynk -Vecchio, Drinking Water Field Oper.
Jeffrey Stone, Recycled Water Coordinator

State of California, Air Resources Board Darrell Hawkins
State of California, Dept. of Transportation Paul Baranick
Dept. of Water Resources Chades White
LA Co. Dept. of Health and Services Jack Petralia
LA Co. Fire Dept., Construction and Maintenance James Holdrige, Div., Asst. Fire Chief

George Ghebranious

WATER DISTRICTS

Metropolitan Water Distnct of Southem California Mark Beuhler
John Clark

Main San Gabriel Basin Water ~aster Carol Williams, Executive Officer
Rick Sase

Upper Los Angeles River Area Watermaster Melvin Blevins
Mark Mackowski, Asst. Watermaster

Water Replenishment Dist. of Southern California Richard Nagler

ENVIRONMENTAL ORGANIZATIONS

American Oceans Campaign Kelly McGee
California Environmental Group
Environmental Now Terry Tamminen
Friends of Santa Clara River Ron Bottorf
Friends of the LA River Melanie Winter
Friends of the San Gabdet River Jacqueline Lambrichts
Heal the Bay Mark Gold
LA and San Gabriel River Watershed Council Dorothy Green
Natural Resources Defense Council David Beckman
Santa Monica Baykeeper Steve Fleischli
Surfrider Foundation Frank Angel

Patrick Rogan
Tree People Andy Lipkis

CONSULTANTS

Avanti Environmental, Inc. Paul Dumas
Bay Area Stormwater Management Agencies Geoff Brosseau
Best Management Technologies Rod Butler
Blymyer Engineers, Inc. Danielle Orrnsby
Brash Industries Marvin Sachse
Bullshop System, Inc. Art Hugh
Bums & McDonnell Jennifer Richards
California Grain and Feed Association Kevin Clutter
Camp, Dresser & McKee, Inc. Jeff Endicott
Center for Environmental Decisions John Whitescarver
Clayton Environmental Consultants Dave Martinez
Collier Shannon Scott Jeffrey Leiter
Compliance Strategies Mary Ellen Vojtek
Daniel, Mann, Johnson & Mendenhall Roger Cunnliffe- Owen
DH Civil Engineering, Inc. Aileen Dao
Dodson & Associates Debbi Dodson

4/12/01
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Downstream Services Rick Lewis
Eneco Tech Southwest, Inc. Mike Gibbs
Environ]mental Compliance Options Consulting Sarah Yount
Environmental Resources Management ErikRosenfeldt
Environmental Science & Engineers, Inc. Ernest Miyashita
Federal Express Corp. Environmental Management Barbara Hodick
Geomatnx Timothy Simpson
Hules Environmental J. Michael Hules
John L. Hunter and Associates, Inc. Nancy Gilbertson
Kelley Drye & Warren Jeffrey Longsworth
Larry Walker Associates Larry Walker
Law Crandall Steve Brinigar
Metal Finishing Association of Southern Call. Daniel Cunnungham
Montgomery Watson Gary Friedman
NEST Environmental Services
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City of Bellflower Community Development Brian Smith, Deputy Director
City of Los Angeles Jerry Montgomery, Asst. City Attorney
City of Los Angeles, Bureau of Sanitation Alfredo Magallanes

Judith Wilson
City of Los Angeles, Bureau of Street Lighting Randy Price
City of Los Angeles, Public Works Jim Marchese, Regulatory Affairs Division
County of LA Chief Administrative Office Don Simpson
County of Los Angeles Peter J. Gutierrez, County Counsel
County of Ventura, Public Works Agency Becky Linder, Case Planner
Engineering Public Works John Ilasin, Asst. Engineer
LA Co. Dept. of Public Works Ken Erhard, Flood Control Maint. Div.
LA Co. Dept. of Public Works Mike Mohajar, Environmental Program Division
LA Co. Dept. of Public Works Carl Sjoberg, Environmental Program Div.
LA Co. Fire Dept., Health Hazmat Division Gary Brougher
LA Co. Internal Services Dept. Steve Morey, Acting Wastewater Supervisor
SCAG Dan Gdset
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OTHER INTERESTED PARTIES

Assemblyman Thomas Calderon
Law Offices of Tharpe & Howell Mitchell Cohen

Stuart Ebert
Barbosa Garcia LLP Kenneth Fong
Philtsbury, Madison & Sutro, LLP Sidney Kanazawa
BuildingIndustry Association Tim Piasky
Wolf, Rifkin & Shapiro, LLP Mindy Sheps
Burke, Williams & Sorensen, LLP Rufus Calhoun Young, Jr.. Esq.
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LOS ,-LNGELES COUNTY MUNICIPAL STOI~M WATER PERAIIT WORKSHOP
TENTATIVE AGENDA

Tuesday, April 24, 2001 at 9:30 am
Los Angeles Central Library Auditorium

630 West 5~h Street, Los Angeles"

9:30 Welcome Dennis Dickerson

9:40 Background Xavier Swamikannw
Wendy Phillips

9:50 Legal Authority To Be Announced

9:55 US EPA Comments Laura Gentile

Review and Comments on Draft Special Provisions

I0:()0 Public Education~.Pro~ams for IndustriaL,,’ Megan Fisher.Dan
Commercial Businesses, including Inspections Radulescu. Everyone

10:40 Public Agency’ Activities Carlos Urrunaga Everyone

I! :~10 Illicit Connections, Discharge Elimination Wendy Phillips, Everyone

11:20 Development Planning Xavier Swamikannu Everyone

12:00 Programs for Construction Sites Carlos Urrunaga/Everyone

12:30 Close

" Parking available beneath Library for a fee. Use Flower Street enuance.

04-04-01 Draft
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DRAFT FACT SHEET/STAFF REPORT

State of California
California Regional Water Quality Control Board Los Angeles Region

National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES)
NPDES Permit No. CAS614001, Cl 6948

Regional Board Order No. 01-XXX

I. FACT SHEET/STAFF REPORT FORMAT
The purpose of this Fact Sheet/Staff Report is to give the Permit’tees and the interested
public an overview of the proposed permit, discuss its requirements, as well as provide
regulatory justification for the permit requirements. The Fact Sheet/Staff Report consists
of two parts. The first part (sections I through V) contains general information regarding
urban runoff and the permit. The second part (sections VI and VII) contains more
detailed discussion and regulatory justifications of each permit component, and is meant
to be used as a reference document during review of the permit. In section VI, each
component of the Special Provisions section is listed followed by a description of
regulatory authority and a discussion of the individual requirements and justifications for
significant changes from Order 96-054. Section VII contains a summary of the proposed
monitoring program and a technical basis for the requirements.

II. INTRODUCTION - IMPACTS OF STORM WATER/URBAN RUNOFF

A.    Impacts
Storm water and urban runoff are fundamentally important to the water quality of
Southern California. They have been found to be a leading cause of water quality
impairment in the Los Angeles Region. Storm water and urban runoff, during dry and
wet weather, are often contaminated with pesticides, fertilizers, animal droppings, trash,
food wastes, automotive byproducts, and many other toxic substances generated by our
urban environment. Water that flows over streets, parking lots, construction sites, and
industrial, commercial, residential, and municipal areas carries these untreated
pollutants through the storm drain networks directly into the receiving waters of the
region. Several of the documented water quality impacts and increased public health
risks from MS4 discharges that affect Los Angeles County and its coastline are listed
below.

¯ The National Urban Runoff Program (NURP) Study (U.S. EPA 1983) showed that
MS4 discharges draining from residential, commercial, and light industrial areas
contain more than ten times the annual loading of total suspended solids. Although
the NURP Study did not target industrial sites, the study suggested that runoff from
industrial sites may have significantly higher contaminant levels than runoff from
other urban land use sites. Several studies tend to support this suggestion, such as
the Fresno, CA NURP project, which showed that industrial areas had the poorest
storm water quality of the four land-uses evaluated.

¯ The study also found that pollutant levels from illicit discharges were high enough to
significantly degrade receiving water quality and threaten aquatic life, wildlife, and
human health.

¯ The 1998 National Water Quality Inventory (305(b) Report), showed that urban
runoff/storm sewer discharges affect 11% of rivers, 12% of lakes, and 28% of
estuahes. The Report also showed an increase in the impairment of ocean shoreline
due to urban runoff/storm sewers to 63% from 55% in 1996.
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¯ The report notes that urban runoff and storm sewer discharges are the leading
source of pollution in California’s coastal waters, rivers and streams, and are one of
the ma~n factors in the degradation of surface water quality. (Chapter 12, State and
Territones Summaries, see also California 305(b) Report)

¯ The Natural Resources Defense Council (NRDC) 1999 Report, "Stormwater
Strategies," identifies two main causes of the storm water pollution problem in urban
areas: (1) Increased volume and velocity of surface runoff, and (2) the concentration
of pollutants in the runoff.

¯ There are three types of human-made impervious covers that increase the volume
and velocity of runoff: rooftop, transport, and non-porous (impervious) surfaces.

¯ As these impervious surfaces increase infiltration will decrease, forcing more water
to run off the surface, picking up speed and pollutants.

¯ Certain activities, such as those from industrial sites, are large contributors of
pollutant concentrations to the stormwater system.

¯ The report also identified several activities causing stormwater pollution from urban
areas, practices of homeowners, businesses, and government agencies.

B. Summary of Problems in the Los Angeles County Watersheds

Watersheds are geographic areas draining into a river system, ocean or other body of
water through a single outlet that includes the receiving waters. There are five
Watershed Management Areas (WMAs) that represent the five major watersheds
covered by the Los Angeles County MS4 NPDES permit. The following is a summary of
some significant issues in each watershed.

Dominguez Channel/LA-LB Harbor Watershed

¯ Industrial storm water - 415 dischargers
¯ Historical deposits of DDT and PCBs in sediment
¯ Spills from ships and industrial facilities
¯ Leaching of contaminated groundwater
¯ Stormwater runoff
¯ Impairments: metals, PCBs, PAHs, historic pesticides, coliform, trash, and nitrogen

Los Angeles River Watershed

¯ 109 dischargers covered by general permits
¯ Industrial storm water o 1,327 dischargers
¯ Construction storm water - 147 dischargers
¯ Nitrogen and coliform contributions from septic systems
¯ Other nonpoint sources (horse stables, golf courses)
¯ Leakage of MTBE from underground storage tanks
¯ Impairments: nitrogen, trash, selenium, other metals, coliform, PCBs, historic

pesticides, chlorpyrifos

San Gabriel River Watershed

¯ 65 dischargers covered under general permits
¯ 549 dischargers covered under an industrial storm water permit
¯ 175 dischargers covered under a construction storm water permit
¯ Excessive trash in recreational areas of upper watershed
¯ Nonpoint source Ioadings from nurseries and horse stables
¯ Impairments: nitrogen and effects, trash, metals, historic pesticides, coliform,

chlorides, and PCBs
4
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Malibu Creek Watershed

Excessive freshwater, nutrients, and coliform in lagoon; contribution from POTW and
other sources

¯ Urban runoff from upper watershed
¯ Septic tanks in lower watershed

Ballona Creek Watershed

¯ Trash loading from creek
¯ Sediment contamination by heavy metals form creek to Marina del Rey Harbor and

offshore
¯ Toxicity of both dry weather and storm water runoff in creek
¯ High bacterial indicators at mouth of creek

Santa Monica Bay

Discharges from Ballona and Malibu Creeks contribute to impairments in the Santa
Monica Bay and its beaches.
¯ Impairments: mercury, selenium, other metals, historical pesticides, PAHs, PCBs,

nitrogen, coliform, trash, TBT, habitat alteration, exotic vegetation, and salts
Coastline
¯ Acute health risk associated with swimming in runoff contaminated surfzone waters
¯ Chronic risk associated with consuming seafood from areas impacted by DDT and

PCB contamination
¯ Historic deposits of DDT and PCBs in sediment

III. STATUTORY AND REGULATORY HISTORY OF THE STORM WATER PROGRAM

¯ The 1972 amendments to the federal Clean Water Act (CWA) prohibit the discharge of
any pollutant to waters from a point source, unless a National Pollutant Discharge
Elimination System (NPDES) permit authorizes the discharge.

¯ Because the focus on reducing pollutants was centered on industrial and sewage
treatment discharges, Congress amended the CWA in 1987, requiring the EPA to create
phased NPDES requirements for storm water discharges.

¯ Under the 1990 CWA, Phase I addressed storm water runoff by requiring the NPDES
coverage for municipal separate storm sewer systems (MS4s) serving a population of
100,000 or more, construction activity disturbing 5 acres of land or more, and ten
categories of industrial activity.

¯ Phase II requires operators of small MS4s and small construction sites in urban areas to
control polluted storm water runoff, and reduces the negative impacts to water quality
and aquatic habitat by controlling the sources of storm water discharges.

¯ Phase II establishes a cost-effective approach for reducing environmental harm caused
by storm water discharges from unregulated point sources.

IV. MS4 PERMIT HISTORY

In 1990, the Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board (Regional Board)
adopted Order No. 90-079, the Los Angeles County Municipal Storm Water Permit. That
permit required the County of Los Angeles and the incorporated cities to implement
pollution controls including amending ordinances optimizing existing pollutant controls
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such as street sweeping, construction site controls, and others and to among all
Permittees, have a minimum 13 BMPs for consistency across the County.

On July 15, 1996, the Regional Board adopted Order No. 96-054 that revised the 1990
Permit. The 1996 Permit required model programs be developed and implemented by
the Permittees for Illicit Connections and Illicit Discharges, Development Planning,
Development Construction, Industrial/Commercial Activities, Public Agency Activities,
and Public Information and Public Participation. These dynamic model programs are
modified with the changing needs of the Storm Water Q_uality Management Program.

Following the adoption of Order 96-054, the City of Long Beach submitted a Report of
Waste Discharge (ROWD) as an application for its own MS4 permit. The City of Long
Beach Municipal Storm Water Permit (Order No. 99-060) was adopted on June 30,
1999. This Order superseded the countywide permit, allowing Long Beach to operate
under separate waste discharge requirements.

On January 31, 2001, the Los Angeles County Department of Public Works submitted an
application for renewal of their MS4 permit in the form of an ROWD for Los Angeles
County and the incorporated cities, except for Santa Clarita and the City of Long Beach.
The City of Santa Clarita is proposing to operate under a separate permit for the Santa
Clara Watershed.

Benefits of Permit Program Implementation

Implementation of the six model programs should significantly reduce pollutants in urban
storm water in a cost-effective manner. Implementation of best management practices
(BMPs) should also reduce pollutant discharges, and improve surface water quality. The
expected benefits of implementing the minimum measures of an MS4 NPDES permit
include:

¯ Enhanced Aesthetic Value: Storm water affects the appearance and quality of a water
body, and the desirability of working, living, traveling, or owning property near that water
body. Reducing storm water pollution will increase benefits as these water bodies
recover and become more desirable.

¯ Enhanced Opportunities for Boating: Benefits are offered by reducing sediment and
other pollutants, and increasing water clarity, which enhances the boating experience for
users.

¯ Enhanced Commercial Fishing: Important because commercial fisheries are a significant
part of the nation’s economy, and 28% of the estuaries in the 305(b) Report were
impacted by storm water/urban runoff.

¯ Enhanced Recreational and Subsistence Fishing: Pollutants in storm water can eliminate
or decrease the numbers, or size, of sport fish and shell fish in receiving waters.

¯ Reduced Flood Damage: Storm water runoff controls may mitigate flood damage by
addressing problems due to the diversion of runoff, insufficient storage capacity, and
reduced channel capacity from sedimentation.

¯ Reduced Illness from Consuming Contaminated Seafood: Storm water controls may
reduce the presence of pathogens in seafood caught by commercial or recreational
anglers.

¯ Reduced Illness from Swimming in Contaminated Water: Epidemiological studies
indicate that swimmers in water contaminated by storm water runoff are more likely to
experience illness than those who swim farther away from a storm water outfall.

¯ Enhanced Opportunities for Non-contact Recreation: Storm water controls reduce
turbidity, odors, floating trash, and other pollutants, which then allow waters to be used
as focal point for recreation, and enhance the experience of the users.
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¯ Drinking Water Benefits: Pollutants from storm water runoff, such as solids, toxic
pollutants, and bacteria may pose additional costs for treatment, or render the water
unusable for drinking.

¯ Water Storage Benefits: Storm water is a major source of impairment for reservoirs. The
heavy load of solids deposited by storm water runoff can lead to rapid sedimentation of
reservoirs and the loss of needed water storage capacity.

V. BACKGROUND - LOS ANGELES COUNTY MS4

A. LA County Storm Drain Structure - to be inserted

Bo Summary of Monitoring

In the 1994-95 storm season, the Los Angeles County Department of Public Works
began monitoring storrh water quality in Los Angeles County. The first two years of
monitoring were conducted pursuant to the 1990 permit. Over the past five years, the
Los Angeles County storm water monitoring program consisted four main components:
mass emission monitoring, land use monitoring, critical source monitoring, and a Santa
Monica Bay receiving water study. The results of each objective are summarized below.

Mass Emission Monitorinq
Mass emissions were monitored for four major watersheds: Ballona Creek, Malibu
Creek, Los Angeles River, and San Gabriel River. The County also monitored mass
emissions from Coyote Creek, although it was not a requirement of Order 96-045. The
mass emission monitoring successfully identified 32 pollutants of concern, including toxic
levels of zinc and copper from Ballona Creek discharge, toxicity in the Los Angeles and
San Gabriel Rivers, and the extent of severity of bacterial indicators in both dry and wet
weather. The Los Angeles River was found to consistently contribute the most zinc,
copper and suspended solids.

Land Use Monitorin.q
The County selected eight land use types to be monitored to identify sources of
pollutants in storm water monitoring. These land uses include retail/commercial, vacant,
high-density single family residential, transportation, light industrial, education,
multifamily residential, and mixed residential. Light industrial, transportation, and
retail/commercial land uses were identified as producing the highest median
concentrations for total and dissolved zinc. Light industrial and transportation displayed
the highest median concentrations for total and dissolved copper, and light industrial
produced the highest concentrations of suspended solids. The land use monitoring data
has not provided significant information to the storm water management program.
However, the required event mean concentrations were not all derived during the last
five years of monitoring, so the program will be continue until it is complete.

Critical Source Monitorinq
Five critical sources, including industrial and commercial facilities, were monitored to
evaluate the effectiveness of voluntary good housekeeping and preventative Best
Management Practices. The critical sources included in the study were motor freight,
auto dealers, chemical manufacturing, machinery manufacturing, and rubbedplastics.
No significant difference in storm water quality was found between cdtical source
industries that implemented BMPs and those that did not, except for the metal
fabrication industry, which was identified as producing the h!ghest median
concentrations for zinc, copper, and suspended solids. Due to tlie inability to require or
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control the ~mplementation of BMPs, this study was ineffective at evaluating BMP
effectiveness.

Receivin.q Water Study
A three-year study was conducted to assess the impacts of urban storm water runoff,
specifically ecosystem health, on the receiving waters of the Santa Monica Bay. The
study examined plume characteristics, water column and seafloor biology. Ballona and
Malibu Creek were compared to evaluate the effects of different watershed types. The
study discerned the presence of well-developed plumes containing toxic materials,
identified zinc and copper as contaminants in Ballona Creek, and concluded that
sediments offshore of Baltona Creek generally had higher concentrations of urban
contaminants. These findings demonstrate the need for further studies.

Vl. DISCUSSIONS OF SPECIAL PROVISIONS

A. Public Information and Participation Program

Broad Leqal Authority: CWA sections 402(p)(3)(B)(ii-iii), CWC section 13377, and
Federal NPDES regulations 40 CFR 122.26(d)(2)(I)(B,C,E, and F) and 40 CFR
!22.26(d)(2)(iv).

Specific Legal Authority:
Federal NPDES regulation 40 CFR 122.26(d)(2)(iv)(A)(6) provides that the proposed
management program include "A description of a program to reduce to the maximum
extent practicable, pollutants in discharges from MS4s associated with the application of
pesticides, herbicides, and fertilizer which will include, as appropriate, controls such as
educational activities, permits, certifications, and other measures for commercial
applicators and distributors, and controls for application in public right-of-ways and at
municipal facilities."

Federal NPDES regulation 40 CFR 122.26(d)(2)(iv)(B)(6) provides that the proposed
management program include "A description of education activities, public information
activities, and other appropriate activities to facilitate the proper management and
disposal of used oil and toxic materials."

To satisfy the Public Education and Outreach minimum control measure, the Permittee
needs to:

¯ Implement a public education program to distribute educational materials to the
community, or conduct equivalent outreach activities about the impacts of storm
water discharges on local waterbodies and the steps that can be taken to reduce
storm water pollution; and

¯ Determine the appropriate BMPs and measurable goals for this minimum control
measure (EPA).

Backqround:

Implementation of a PIPP is a critical BMP and a necessary component of a storm water
management program. The State Board Technical Advisory Committee "recognizes that
education with an emphasis on pollution prevention is the.fundamental basis for solving
nonpoint source pollution problems." The USEPA (Fact Sheet 2.3) finds that "An
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informed and knowledgeable community is critical to the success of a storm water
management program since it helps insure the following:

¯ Greater support for the program as the public gains a greater understanding of the
reasons why it is necessary and important. [...];

¯ Greater compliance with the program as the public becomes aware of the personal
responsibilities expected of them and others in the community, including the
individual actions they can take to protect or improve the quality of area waters."

Furthermore, the public can provide valuable input and assistance to a municipal storm
water management program and, therefore, should play an active role in the
development and implementation of the program. EPA states that an active and
involved community is crucial to the success of a storm water management program
because it allows for:

¯ Broader public support since citizens who participate in the development and
decision making process are partially responsible for the program and, therefore,
may be less likely to raise legal challenges to the program and are more likely to take
an active role in its implementation;

¯ Shorter implementation schedules due to fewer obstacles in the form of public and
legal challenges and increased sources in the form of citizen volunteers;

¯ A broader base of expertise and economic benefits since the community can be a
valuable, and free, intellectual resource; and

¯ A conduit to other programs as citizens involved in the storm water program
development process provide important cross-connections and relationships with
other community and government programs. This benefit is particularly valuable
when trying to implement a storm water program on a watershed basis, as
encouraged by EPA.

Discussion:

Based on the background information, the County should continue its comprehensive
educational storm water and urban runoff outreach program, which is designed to
measurably increase public knowledge and change behavior regarding storm water
pollution. The first five-year public education plan was successful at studying
segmentations of Los Angeles County residents to determine those who pose the
greatest threat to storm water quality and those who represent the greatest opportunity
to respond to a public education program and at providing a baseline measurement of
residents’ storm water-related practices and habits. This information was used to target
the residents who are most likely to change their behaviors to improve storm water
quality. Using various communication tactics and activities, the program successfully
reached 83% of County residents with pollution prevention messages (Five-Year Storm
Water Public Education Strategic Analysis).

Although the Program has been successful at certain goals it should be continued. It
must be augmented to continue increasing public awareness of specific storm water
issues. According to the USEPA, materials and activities should be relevant to local
situations and issues, and incorporate a variety of strategies to ensure maximum
coverage. This is addressed in Part P.4 by requiring the development of watershed and
pollutant-specific education programs.

Also, EPA encourages partnerships and cooperation. "It is generally more cost-effective
to use an existing program ..... than to have numerous operators developing there own
local programs" (Fact Sheet 2.3). Quarterly meetings will provide the opportunity for
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permit’tees to coordinate their outreach efforts and efficiently build on the County’s
existing program with local, watershed-specific efforts.

Furthermore, "Directing materials or outreach programs toward specific groups of
commercial, industrial, and institutional entities likely to have significant storm water
impacts is recommended" (Fact Sheet 2.3). The Permittee conducted educational site
visits to Phase I industrial facilities, auto repair shops, retail gasoline outlets, and
restaurants during the last 5-year permit cycle. The next step in this targeted outreach
program is education at the corporate level to facilitate employee compliance, as
described in Part P.5. Also, a non-regulatory business assistance program wilt
encourage small businesses that lack access to the expertise necessary to comply with
storm water regulations to implement pollution prevention measures.

Specific significant changes in the draft permit and their justifications are described
below.

1. Program for Residents

NEW REQUIREMENT:
The Principal Permittee shall organize Public Outreach Strategy meetings with all
Co-permittees on a quarterly basis. The Principal Permittee shall provide
guidance for Co-permittees to augment the regional outreach and education
program. Co-permittees shall coordinate regional and local outreach and
education to reduce duplication of efforts.

J USTI FIC ATION:
¯ This requirement is based on the need for coordination between all

Permittees. Since the Program inception, Permittees have been required to
conduct e~tucation activities within their own jurisdictions. The lack of
guidance and coordination has led to duplicate efforts and confusion about
developing appropriate programs that are consistent with and augment the
Principal Permittee’s regional education program. This requirement will
ensure that all Permittees are coordinated for the most efficient and effective
Program. It will also help identify Permittees with insufficient Programs.

¯ The Storm Water Phase II Fact Sheet 2.3 states that it is generally more cost-
effective to have numerous operators coordinate to use an existing program
than all developing their own local programs. Therefore, Permittees should
build on the regional program with additional information specific to local
needs.

NEW REQUIREMENT:
The Principal Permittee and Co-permittees shall coordinate to develop outreach
programs that target the watershed-specific pollutants listed in Table 1 within 6
months of the permit adoption date. It may be appropriate to address metals in
the Industrial/Commercial businesses program. Region-wide pollutants may be
included in the Principal Permittee’s mass media efforts.

Table 1. Target Pollutants for Outreach
Watershed Target Pollutants for Outreach
Bal/ona Creek Trash, Pathogen Indicators, Metals
Malibu Creek Trash, Nutrients, Pathocjen Indicators
Los Angeles River Trash, Nutrients (Nitrogen), Pathogen Indicators, Metals, Pesticides
San Gabde/ River Trash, Nutrients (Nitrogen), Pathogen Indicators, Metals
Dominguez Channel Trash, Pathogen Indicators
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JUSTIFICATION:
¯ This requirement will allow the Program and/or local efforts to focus on target

pollutants. Citizens must be aware of priority pollutants and their causes for
any improvement to occur. Page 3 of the SQMP states that the components
within the phases that roll-out over the next four years will be fluid to reflect
the evolving message for each targeted audience. This implies that the
Permittee realizes the need to target pollutants and specific audiences and
had already planned to address this.

¯ Fact Sheet 2.3 states that municipalities should strive to make their materials
and activities relevant to local situations and issues, and to incorporate a
variety of strategies to ensure maximum coverage. It also recommends
directing materials or outreach programs toward specific groups of
commercial, industrial, and institutional entities likely to have significant storm
water impacts.

¯ This is a necessar~ step in the implementation of current and future TMDLs.

¯ Although it may not be appropriate to target heavy metals through the
Program for Residents, it may be accomplished through the site inspection
program. The Industrial/Commercial Program will prioritize facilities by their
threat to water quality and whether or not they generate pollutants for which
the water body is impaired, so it will be consistent with this requirement and
Table 1.

2. Programs for Businesses

NEW REQUIREMENT:
The Principal Permittee shall develop and implement a Corporate Outreach
Program to educate corporate heads about storm water regulations. The
Program shall target gas stations and restaurant chains.

JUSTIFICATION:
¯ Facility owners and representatives at the corporate level are not typically

present during site visits or inspections. They need to be educated about
applicable storm water regulations so they can set rules and direct
management to ensure compliance at the facility level.

¯ This has already been discussed as the next step following the last five years
of outreach to these businesses.

NEW REQUIREMENT:
Permittees shall develop and implement a Business Assistance Program to
provide confidential, technical resource assistance to small businesses to help
them understand and comply with storm water regulations.

JUSTIFICATION:
¯ Many small businesses do not have the resources or expertise necessary to

understand and implement storm water regulations. A non-regulatory
assistance program that educates businesses about pollution prevention will
help them comply and cut costs, so they can continue to be competitive.
Hiring consultants and implementing structural BMPs can put many small
operators out of business.
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¯ The City of Los Angeles has been implementing a successful business
outreach program through the Hazardous and Toxic Materials Office since
1988.

Fact Sheet 2.3 recommends directing materials or outreach programs toward
specific groups of commercial, industrial, and institutional entities likely to
have significant storm water impacts.

Alternative funding sources, such as grants and loans may.be available to
fund such a program.

3. Performance Standards

NEW PERFORMANCE STANDARD:
The Discharger shall ensure that a minimum of 35 million impressions per year
are made on the general public about storm water via print, local TV access.
local radio, or other appropriate media.

JUSTIFICATION:
¯ According to the Principal Permittee’s Year Four (1999-2000) Highlights,

approximately 85 million impressions were made through advertising, media
relations, customized coffee jackets, corporate partnerships, special events,
and business outreach. Hits on the www.888CleanLA.com website have
been consistently increasing, indicating a greater public interest, as well as
impressions. It can be anticipated that mass media coverage will become
more efficient after the final Program study is complete in the summer of
2001. Also, Increased media attention and public interest in current issues
such as trash TMDLs is expected. The County originally proposed that it
would make a minimum of 50 million impressions per year, however, this
number has been reduced to 35 due to the increasing cost of advertising.

¯ The requirement is consistent with the number of impressions required in the
City of Long Beach Municipal Storm Water Permit Order (99-060) and the
Ventura County Municipal Storm Water Permit. The City of Long Beach is
required to make a minimum of 1.5 million impressions per year. With a total
population of approximately 426, 000 people, they must impress each person
approximately 3.5 times per year. Ventura County is also required to
impress every resident approximately 3 times. The 11.4 million people in Los
Angeles County must be impressed approximately 3 times per year.

NEW PERFORMANCE STANDARD:
The Discharger shall provide all Unified School Districts within its jurisdiction
with materials, including videos, live presentations, brochures, and other
media necessary to educate a minimum of 50 percent of all school children
(K-12) every 2 years on storm water pollution. All Co-permittees shall
cooperate with funding and implementing this requirement. Cooperative
efforts with other agencies may also be used to accomplish this requirement.

JUSTIFICATION:
This requirement is consistent with the City of Long Beach Municipal
Storm Water Permit.

¯ It is also justified by the performance of Los Angeles County’s School
Environmental Education Program. According to data provided by the
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County, the Program has been reaching approximately 50 percent of
elementary and secondary schools in the County every 2 years. It is also
expected that the required coordination among permittees will increase
the effectiveness and range of this Program.

NEW PERFORMANCE STANDARD:
Corporate Outreach for all gas station and restaurant chain corporations shall
occur once every 2 years, not less than twice during the permit cycle.

J USTI FIC ATIO N:
This performance standard is required because it is consistent with the
frequency of previous and current inspections. This program will replace the
need for educational site visits or inspections of gas stations. The resources
saved by not inspecting gas stations can be used to fund this program. Also,
a corporation can encompass many gas stations or restaurants, so the
number of consultations will be significantly less than that of previously
required educational site visits.

NEW PERFORMANCE STANDARD:
Permittees shall assist (through site visits, telephone consultations~
presentations or material distribution) all qualifying businesses that request
assistance, or 1000 businesses per year, whichever is less.
J USTI FICATIO N:
This number was determined based on the performance of the City of LA’s
existing program

B. Industrial/Commercial Inspections Program

Leqal Authority
The Phase I regulations 40 CFR 122.26(d)(2) require, in part, that the applicant (i)
develop adequate legal authority, (ii) perform a source identification, and (iv) develop a
management program to reduce the discharge of pollutants to the maximum extent
practicable using management practices, control techniques and system design and
engineering methods, and such other provisions which are appropriate. Specifically, with
regards to industrial controls, the management plan shall include the following.

40 CFR 122.26(d)(2)(iv)(C), A description of a program to monitor and control pollutants
in storm water discharges to municipal systems from municipal landfills, hazardous
waste treatment, disposal and recovery facilities, industrial facilities that are subject to
section 313 of title III of the Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act of 1986
(SARA), and industrial facilities that the municipal permit applicant determines are
contributing a substantial pollutant loading to the municipal storm sewer system. The
program shall:
(1) Identify priorities and procedures for inspections and establishing and implementing
control measures for such discharges;
(2) Describe a monitoring program for storm water discharges associated with industn’al
facilities .....

Background

The municipality is ultimately responsible for discharges from their MS4. Because
industrial awareness of the program may not be complete, thero may be facilities within
the MS4 area that should be permitted but are not (non-fliers). In addition, the Phase I

13

R0001570



regulations that require industries to obtain permits is based on SiC Code. This has
been shown to be not comprehensive in identifying industries that may significant
sources of storm water pollution (by industries we also mean commercial businesses.
"lndustnes" is ~ntended as a generic term) that should be permitted. Another concern is
that the permitting authority may not have adequate resources to provide the necessary
oversight of permitted facilities. Therefore, it is in the municipality’s best interest to
assess the specific situation and implement an industrial/commercial inspection and
enforcement program to control the contribution of pollutants to and through their MS4 to
the maximum extent practicable.

In the preamble for its 1990 regulations, US EPA clearly states the intended strategy for
discharges of storm water associated with industrial activity: "...Municipal operators of
large and medium municipal separate storm sewer systems are responsible for obtaining
system-wide or area permits for their system’s discharges. These permits are expected
to require that controls be placed on storm water discharges associated with industrial
activity which discharge through the municipal system." US EPA notes also in the
preamble that "... municipafities will be required to meet the terms of their permits
related to industrial dischargers."

In the Guidance Manual For the Preparation of Part 2 of the NPDES Permit
Applications for Discharges from Municipal Separate Storm Sewer Systems - US
EPA November 1992 (Guidance Manual) in Chapter 3.0 it is specified that municipal
applicants must demonstrate that they possess adequate legal authority to:

¯ Control construction site and other industrial discharges to MS4;
¯ Prohibit illicit discharges and control spills and dumping;
¯ Carry out inspection, surveillance, and monitoring procedures.

The document goes on to explain that "control", in this context means not only to require
disclosure of information, but also to limit, discourage or terminate a storm water
discharge to the MS4. Also, a municipality, to satisfy its permit conditions, may need to
impose additional requirements on discharges from permitted industrial facilities,
as well as discharges from industrial facilities and construction sites not required
to obtain permits.

In the same Guidance Manual, Chapter 6.3.3, it is stated that the municipality is
ultimately responsible for discharges from their MS4. Consequently, the proposed storm
water management program should describe how the municipality will help EPA and
authorized NPDES States to:

¯ Identify pdodty industries discharging to their systems;
¯ Review and evaluate storm water pollution prevention plans and other procedures

that industrial facilities must develop under general or individual permits;
¯ Establish and implement BMPs to reduce pollutants from these industrial facilities

(or require industry to implement them); and
Inspect and monitor industrial facilities that the industries discharging storm water
tot the municipal systems are in compliance with their NPDES storm water permit, if
required.

Discussion

Recognizing that the municipality is ultimately responsible for the quality of storm water
discharges in the MS4, the municipalities should evaluate the industrial/commercial
sector and determine their compliance with the permit requirements and contribution to
the MS4 and potential impacts to the receiving waters. The following areas must be
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addressed in order to implement a meaningful industrial/commercial inspection and
enforcement program that has the ability to control and reduce the contribution of
pollutants from industrial/commercial sites to the maximum extent practicable.

¯ Source Identification
rn Identification of industrial/commercial sites discharging to the MS4 (by SIC codes

and narrative if needed)
[] Characterization of activities, materials used and potential for contributing

pollutants and what type of pollutants

¯ Pollution Prevention
~ Key concept, many times overlooked. Prevent, before it happens. Pro-active

rather than Reactive. It is more difficult to treat after the pollutant was released
or mixed with runoff. Best management practices and other site-specific controls
are often most appropriate for reducing pollutants in storm water discharges
associated with industrial activity.

¯ Threat to Water Quality Prioritization
~ Identify impaired water bodies and link with activities and industrial/commercial

sites that may contribute specific pollutants creating (or potentially contributing
to) the water quality impairment

¯ Through existing ordinance, order, or similar means, the ability to
> enter premises;
> conduct inspections;
> review and evaluate SWPPPs;
> adequate BMP implementation and monitoring results; and,
~ appropriate enforcement procedures and actions

in order to address the following elements:

¯ BMP Implementation
¯ Monitoring of Industrial/Commercial Sites
¯ Inspection of Industrial/Commercial Sites
¯ Enforcement Measures for Industrial/Commercial Sites

It may be necessary to update existing ordinances if they do not provide sufficient legal
authority to implement the previous components.

Reporting of Non-compliant Sites and Coordination with State activities

¯ Recognizing the dual coverage envisioned by the US EPA regulations, and
suggested partnership between local and State authorities, municipalities
shall coordinate with State activities for the implementation of the General
Industrial Activities Storm Water Permit (GIASP). The net result should be a
better and improved coordinated program with greater impact on limiting and
eliminating (as a final goal) the contribution of pollutants to the receiving
water and the capacity of the receiving water to sustain and/or restore the
beneficial uses without impairments.

¯ Based on the dual coverage and partnership approach between permitting
authority and municipalities intended by the US EPA in the storm water
regulations (see letter dated December 19, 2000, from Alexis Strauss,
Director, Water Division, US EPA Region IX, to Dennis Dickerson, Executive
Officer, RWQCB-LA), and in order to best use limited resources at the State
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and Municipal level, Regional Board staff requires the following
improvements.

¯ Recognizing that this permit represents a third generation permit and building
on the experience and tools developed under the previous permits, the
Industrial/Commercial component must be elevated to a
Inspection/Enforcement program, in order to have the municipalities to control
the storm water discharges associated with industrial activities from
industrial/commercial facilities to the maxim_urn extent practicable. The
business PIPP component should be continued- under the auspices of the
Public Education program.

¯ For all:

implement baseline BMPs using the tools already developed, and develop
new ones for additional sectors where necessary;

-~ use of existing checklist for inspection

~ a municipal industrial/commercial inspection program should focus on the
following categories in the order of priority

¯ Gas stations. They may be the target of a focused educational program using
and engaging corporate or franchise association as a conduit for the outreach
efforts. Frequency: once in 24 months but not tess than two times during the life
of the permit.

¯ Restaurants. Frequency: once per year. The County Health Department Code
may need to be amended to require inspection of storm water practices.

¯ Automotive services. Frequency: once in 24 months not less than twice per
permit cycle..

¯ Phase one facilities. Frequency: once in 24 months not less than twice per
permit cycle. In first phase, all facilities will be inspected, but facilities with no
exposure need not be addressed in the second phase inspection effort.

¯ Other commercial facilities (tied with 303(d) list impairments). Frequency:
once in 24 months not less than twice per permit cycle.

¯ Municipalities will use their enforcement tools to assure compliance with
the implementation of baseline BMPs. In addition, facilities identified needing
coverage under the GIASP will be referred to the Regional Board as non-fliers.

C.    Programs for Construction Sites

Construction is an activity that is common in the County of Los Angeles. Construction
activity may include the rewiring or replumbing of a home or business to denuding native
vegetation and the grading of hundreds of acres of land for the construction of hundreds
of homes where previously there were none.

Each type of construction activity has its own source of pollutants. For rewidng and
replumbing of a home or building, there may not be a soil disturbance resulting in
exposed areas that become subject to erosion. However, when there is grading and
development of areas larger than a house footprint for example, the potential for erosion
increases. As the exposed area is increased and the erosion potential increases, the
engineering methods to mitigate or prevent erosion get more complex. The
implementation of BMPs such as sandbags as the sole BMP is futile on a 50 acre sloped
and graded area but is usually effective on a fiat small area such as a single house. A
municipality issues permits with requirements to enforce municipal codes and building
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codes. In this Permit renewal, Regional Board staff have drafted language that provides
more consistency among the Permittees and that distinguishes among the different
types and sizes of construction activity that occur within our Region.

Environmental Effects of Construction Activity

There are different environmental effects of construction activity. At a construction site
one may find an earthmover being fueled with diesel or an engine being maintained after
losing its oil while grading. One may find a slope eroding away for lack of erosion
controls or find a street covered in flowing mud due to alack c~ sediment controls. One
may also see a crew of workers painting a house and then cleaning brushes or
equipment in the street with a flowing garden hose and all the paint or anything else
being washed down the gutter, into a catch basin inlet, to the storm drain, and into one
of our waterways in violation municipal codes, and state and federal law.

As written in the California Storm Water Best Management Practice Handbook for
Construction Activity 1993, "Construction usually increases the amount of impervious
area causing more of the rainfall to runoff, and increasing the speed at which runoff
occurs. Unless properly managed, this increased runoff will erode natural and/or
unprotected watercourses causing the water course to widen .... Sedimentation can also
contribute to accelerated filling of reservoirs, harbors, and drainage systems."

The prevention of erosion is a key objective to the proposed modifications to the
construction program under this draft Order. The Permittees currently oversee of
construction sites within the respective Permittees jurisdiction. The oversight of smaller
construction sites (those sites under 5 acres)is inconsistent among Permittees. Some
Permittees have incorrectly assumed that responsibility begins only after a discharge of
pollutants (sediments for example) has left the site. This was not intended in either the
Phase I Federal Regulations promulgated on November 16, 1990 or in Board Order 96-
054. In this permit reissuance, Regional Board staff proposes to eliminate these
inconsistencies and require that the municipalities better coordinate oversight of
construction activity within their jurisdiction. The Permittees are ultimately responsible for
what enters and exits the portion of the storm drain system that they own and/or operate.
It is in the best interest of the Permittees to become familiar with what enters their
system and to control as necessary the discharges allowed into their storm drain system.

Changes proposed to the Permit:

¯ Regional Board staff propose that the Permittees implement requirements for the use
of effective erosion and sediment controls at construction sites regardless of size,
where applicable.

The need for proper erosion and sediment controls is very apparent dudng and
immediately after the rains that we experfence in Southern California. The
environmental effects of erosion are well documented and erosion is something that
can be prevented or reduced with the proper foresight and implementation of proper
BMPs.

¯ Requirements for structural source control and non-structural Best Management
Practices (BMPs) for controlling runoff at construction sites.

The need to properly control runoff at construction sites is great. When erosion
occurs the sediments generated begin to flow down hill. With adequately engineered
and impleme.nted structural or non-structural BMPs,. the detrimental environmental
effects can be eliminated or minimized with these BMPs: Currently, there are many
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manuals and guidance handbooks available to guide a developer. The municipalities
in general are aware of these BMPs and working with Regional Board staff, the
requirements can be quickly implemented.

¯ Each Permittee shall require the preparation, submittal, and implementation of a
Local Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (Local SWPPP) or compliance with a
minimum set of BMPs for construction sites of less than 1 acre.

This requirement is intended to bring the smaller sites into environmental compliance
by requiring the implementation of erosion and sediment control or pollution
prevention BMPs on smaller sites that other wise would potentially not have any
requirements for pollution control. This does not necessarily require that a permit be
issued to the small site operator however.

¯ Each Permittee shall require the preparation, submittal, and implementation of a
Local Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (Local SWPPP) prior to issuance of a
grading permit for construction projects that meet one or more of the following
criteria: will resuit in soil disturbance of one acre or more in size; is within, directly
adjacent to, or is discharging directly to an environmentally sensitive area; or is
located in a hillside area.

This is to ensure that a site that is being graded but is less than the size
requirements for a General Construction Activities Storm Water Permit (GCASP)
have oversight by the local permitting authority. Currently, there are inconsistent
requirements for grading among the Permittees and this change would bnng
consistency and environmental protection for smaller sites conducting grading
activities.

¯ The Permittees shall have a mechanism to review, approve, and enforce any erosion
control plan submitted to the Permittee for implementation at construction sites within
the legal boundary of the Permittees jurisdiction regardless of size and regardless of
whether a GCASP exists for the sites. This mechanism shall be through the
requirement of Local Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plans on projects within the
Permittees jurisdiction of 1 acre or more.

The Permittees need to take an active role in what the operators of construction sites
are doing to prevent erosion and not wait for the detrimental effects of a rain on a site
with inadequate erosion controls and the flow of sediments off site to react with an
enforcement action.

¯ The Permittees, on those sites that need a GCASP shall not issue a grading permit
until such time that the Notice of Intent to comply with the State Permit and a copy of
the Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan is submitted to the local authority. This
also applies to property transfers between developers.

This is currently a requirement in Board Order No. 96-054 but not all Permittees have
completely or consistently implemented this. Regional Board staff inspect
construction sites covered by a GCASP. The Permittees are optimizing the
implementation of the State Permit when they implement this requirement. Regional
Board staff has found that on occasion, a Permittee issues a grading permit where
no state permit has been obtained. State-municipal coordination reduces the
amount of sites that Regional Board staff inspect for State requirements. With this
requirement fully implemented, Regiona! Board staff believe that the number of
construction s#es covered by a State Permit will increase from approximately 1000 to
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1500 solely as a result of consistency among the Permittees in issuing grayling
permits

Wet weather inspections are required of all construction sites 1 acre or greater. The
Permittees need to conduct wet weather inspections to ensure compliance with local
ordinances.

If all sites are inspected, this allows the Permittees to ascertain compliance and
focus educational and enforcement efforts on those that most need it. Additionally,
Regional Board staff can assist the Permittees in compliance oversight by
conducting joint inspections. The City of Los Angeles estimates that there will be an
increase of 15, 000 sites. As this is the largest Permittee it is anticipated that this
new requirement will not be as burdensome on the rest of the Perrnittees.
Nonetheless, these inspections will be essential to reducing the discharge of
pollutants to waters of the United States to the maximum extent practicable.

D. Program to Eliminate Illicit Connections and Illicit Discharges

Backqround

During dry weather, much of the discharge to storm drain systems consists of wastes
and wastewater from non-storm water sources. A significant amount of such discharges
may be from illicit discharges or connections, or both. Illicit discharges may occur either
through direct connections, such as deliberate or mistaken piping, or through indirect
connections, such as dumping, spillage, subsurface infiltration, and washdowns.

The objective of a municipalities’ illicit connection/illicit discharge (IC/ID) elimination
program should be to detect illicit connections and illicit discharges to the storm drain
system, and to promptly eliminate such discharges and connections. Municipalities
typically employ the approaches listed below to achieve this objective:

(i) Mapping locations of outfalls of the MS4 and the names and locations of all
waters of the U.S. that receive discharges from the outfalls.

(ii) Adopting a storm water/urban runoff ordinance to prohibit unauthorized non-
storm water discharges into the MS4, and implementing appropriate enforcement
procedures and actions.

(iii) Implementing a program to detect and eliminate non-storm water discharges to
the MS4, including illegal dumping.

(iv) Educating public employees, businesses, and the general public about the
dangers associated with illegal discharges and improper disposal.

(v) Establishing a public reporting hotline or other mechanism to report illicit
discharges and illegal dumping.

(vi) Establishing measurable goals to evaluate successful program implementation.

Existinq ICIID Elimination Proqram

The Regional Board approved a model IC/ID elimination program for the Permittees’
SQMP on March 23, 1999, and all Permittees implemented this program by July 1999.
No performance standards are specified in the existing permit or model program.

All Permittees reported that they implemented the IC/ID Program. Their estimates of
fiscal resources required to implement their program ranged widely, with two cities,
Culver City and Hermosa Beach, estimating expenditures of $4.2 million and $2.8
million, respectively. At the other end of the range, four cities estimated $0
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expenditures, namely La Habra Heights, Lawndale, Maywood (which does not operate a
storm drain system), and West Covina. Based on Permittees’ estimates of expenditures,
the Permittees expended an average of $113,900 in 1999/00. Removing the anomalous
estimates for Culver City and Hermosa Beach, the high ranges up to $564,809, as
estimated by the City of Los Angeles, and averaged $32,500.

The Permittee’s IC/ID activities are summarized in the Attachment A, and results of
these activities are summarized in Tables 1 through 12. The reports of suspected illicit
discharges and connections, as summarized in the tables, do not appear to bear a
relationship with IC/ID expenditures by each Perrnittee.

Illicit Connections: As designed in the model program, Permittees with storm drain
systems under their management rely upon field screening, during regularly scheduled
maintenance of the storm drain system, to locate illicit connections. However, most
Permittees cannot estimate the length of the storm drain system that was field-screened;
nor did the Regional Board require reporting such information.

For the 1999/00 annual reporting period, very few Permittees reported illicit connections.
The attached tables show that the numbers of illicit connections varied widely among
Permittees, with about half reporting no illicit connections, and with the County reporting
877 suspected illicit connections. Part of the reason for this range is that the County is
responsible for maintaining over half1 of the storm drain system. Also, several
Permittees believe that few - if any - illicit connections have been identified in many
cities because: (a) many cities are primarily residential, and illicit connections are
unlikely to occur from residential land use; and (b) cities in the County of Los Angeles
are relatively new vis a vis their eastern counterparts, and adequate controls were in
place at the time storm drain connections were installed.

Illicit Discharqes: As designed in the model program, Perrnittees eliminate illicit
discharges by preventing spills and, for those that do occur, by responding promptly. To
prevent spills, Permittees enacted ordinances prohibiting non-storm water runoff, and
are following spill prevention guidance. To respond to discharges, Permittees implement
containment and cleanup procedures, coordinate with other agencies, investigate the
cause of the discharge and -when the source and responsible party is know - take
enforcement action. Additionally, employee training is provided on all of the above.

As with illicit connections, the numbers of illicit discharges varies widely for the annual
reporting pedod 1999/00. The County reported a total of 788 suspected illicit
discharges. Among the Cities, results at the high end include 1,876 in the City of Los
Angeles, 700 in the City of Beverly Hills, and 450 in Santa Monica. At the other end of
the range, many cities reported no incidents of suspected illicit discharges. Based on
information provided to date, staff cannot account for this wide range. Audits of the
Permittees programs should help clarify this.

Reportin,q: As designed in the model program, Perrnittees have implemented
procedures to receive reports of illicit discharge and disposal incidents, and to promptly
respond and report such incidents. Most rely upon the countywide hotline system
maintained by the County. For hazardous substances, Permittees implement additional
reporting procedures.

Proposed IC/ID Elimination Proqram

The Special Provisions Section of the proposed permit requires the Permittees to revise
their IC/ID Elimination Program in the SQMP within 180 days of adoption. As specified

The exact length of storm drain systems operated by most cities is unknown.
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in the proposed permit, the key revision to the IC/ID Elimination Program shall include a
proactive screening program for illicit discharges in priority areas. As Permit’tees have
pointed out, and as staff acknowledges, residential land uses are less likely to have illicit
connections. However, staff remains concerned that adequate controls have been in
place at all times for proper connections to the storm drain system. Staffs concern is
based upon the wide range of illicit connections reported by Perrnittees with no apparent
relation to land use, and also incidents of illicit connections reported separately to the
Regional Board. Accordingly, the proposed permit specifies that the Permittees shall
revise the SQMP to evaluate illicit connections, pr_ioritize s_uspected problem areas, and
implement a proactive field screening program for such areas (that does not rely upon
screening during Permittees’ regularly scheduled maintenance of the storm drain
system). As set forth in on page 3-3 and in Appendix I of the Permittees’ model
program, screening tools for the proactive program will include dye tests, smoke tests,
and "IV inspections.

E. Public Agency Activities

Many Permittees conduct activities that ultimately result in the enhancement of the lives
of the residents of the cities in which they live. Some of these activities include but are
not limited to: sewage system operations; public construction activities; vehicle
maintenance; material storage; street and road maintenance; landscaping; recreational
facility management; parking facility management; and public industrial activities; and
many other activities. These are essential services that unfortunately have potential side
effects. These side effects that are albeit preventable or treatable. The Permittees also
conduct some activities that are required to have separate coverage under the 1990
storm water regulations. These services or activities undertaken by the Permittees or by
their contractors sometimes mirror industrial activities and construction activities that a
Permittee would actually place requirements upon if the work were undertaken by and
for a private party The changes proposed by Regional Board staff are to bring
consistency to requirements in this draft permit so that the end effect is pollution
prevention. The changes include:

In sewage system operations, the proposed change is that each Permittee will be
required to implement a response plan in case of an overflow of the sewage system
to the storm drain system. The response plan will have different requirements
dependent upon whether the Permittee neither owns nor operates or maintains the
sewer system to whether the Permittee owns and operates the sewer system.
Because the responsibilities are different, the expectations of the Regional Board
should therefore be different and the proposed language reflects this.

¯ In public construction activity management, the proposed changes include generally,
that the requirements in the construction section of the draft permit also apply to the
Permittees public construction sites.

This is proposed to reduce the possibility of a public construction site from becoming
a source of pollutants. A public construction site should be a model of what to do
efficiently and effectively.

¯ Each Permittee with a construction site that meets the size requirements for a
GCASP shall obtain a permit from the State for the construction activity. Currently
the size threshold is 5 acres but will change to 1 acre on March 10, 2003. However,
a municipality of less than 100,000 people need not apply for the state permit for a
construction activity until March 10, 2003.
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Th~s change is for consistency and will assist in the tracking of construction s~tes
operated by Permittees.

~, ¯ For each Permittee owned construction site, the Permittee shall inspect and replace
any ineffective BMPs when found.

This is to ensure that a properly designed and implemented BMP is properly
maintained and is in proper working order during rains.

¯ Each Permittee will be required to design and cor’~struct public facilities using
construction and post-construction BMPs consistent with the Standard Urban Storm
Water Mitigation Plans (SUSMPs) required under the Construction Planning section
of the draft permit.
This is to be consistent with private projects and their planning, design, and
construction requirements.

¯ For Permittee owned or operated vehicle maintenance, material storage areas, and
corporation yards the Permittees will implement site specific storm water pollution
prevention plans to minimize pollutant discharges in storm water discharges. Vehicle
and equipment wash areas will be required to be self contained or covered, equipped
with a clarifier, or other pretreatment device and or properly connected to the
sanitary sewer. This requirement will take effect when a new facility is constructed or
when an existing site is remodeled or reconstructed.

This is to be consistent with private projects and their planning, design, and
construction requirements.

¯ For landscape and recreational facilities the changes proposed include the handling
and storage of materials under cover or on secondary containment and the
inspection of such areas.

These changes are minimal and simply reflect good house keeping practices that are
easily and inexpensively made.

¯ For storm drain operation and maintenance the changes proposed are the inspection
and clean out of catch basin inlets between May 1 and September 30 of each year
and the classification of priority catch basins as those 40% or more full for additional
cleaning between October 1 and April 30.

This is to be consistent with the Ventura County Municipal Storm Water Permit.

¯ The Permittees shall keep records of catch basins cleaned and record overall
quantity of wastes collected.

This change is a tool to assist the Permit’tees in tracking cleaning and amounts of
wastes collected that can also be reported to the public and to federal and state
agencies as to what was prevented from flowing to waters of the U.S.

¯ For storm drain maintenance each Permittee must visually monitor their open
channels for debris and identify and prioritize areas of illicit discharge for regular
inspection and at least annually remove trash and debris from the channels.
Permittees will review existing maintenance activities. After clean out, the matedal
will be properly disposed of.
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The annual clean out is a continuation of the 1996 Permit but the visual monitoring is
a new requirement to assist the Permittees in priontizing clean outs and mobilizing
cleaning crew&

¯ For street and road maintenance each Permittee will conduct street sweeping on
¯ curbed public streets in their permitted area at a monthly average not less than 4
times per month in areas generating high volumes of trash and at a monthly average
not less than 2 times per month in areas generating moderate volumes of trash on
traffic collector streets and residential areas (except that for any Permittee within an
area subject to a trash TMDL, the Permittee may implement a program which
maximizes trash removal by using an effective combination of street sweeping, catch
basin clean outs, installation of treatment devices, and/or implementation of any
other BMPs that achieve waste load allocations).

The changes in frequency are to be consistent with the Ventura County Municipal
Storm Water Discharge Permit. The language pertaining to complying with a Total
Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) Waste Load Allocation (WLA) is new and was created
to provide the Permittees subject to TMDLs flexibility in complying with both the
TMDL and this Order. By complying with the TMDL, the Permittee will be complying
with this Order as it pertains to the listed sections only.

¯ Permittee-owned parking lots shall be kept clear of debris and oil buildup and
cleaned no less than 2 times per month and/or inspected no less than 2 times per
month to determine if cleaning is necessary.

The proposed change is to require the inspection of the lots and to clean them when
necessary. The proposed cleanup of oil spots and debris is to keep lots from
becoming significant sources of pollutants.

¯ Each Permittee snail require that sawcutting wastes be recovered and disposed of
properly and that in no case shall waste be allowed to enter the storm drain.

Previously the requirement was that sawcutting not occur during a rain except by
emergency. This requirement provides flexibility in implementation of BMPs with the
ultimate result being no discharge of pollutants allowed to enter the storm drain
system.

¯ Concrete and other street and road maintenance materials and wastes shall be
managed to prevent pollutant discharges; and

This requirement provides flexibility in implementation of BMPs with the ultimate
result being no discharge of pollutants allowed to enter the storm drain system.

¯ The washout of concrete trucks and chutes shall only occur in designated areas and
never into storm drains, open ditches, streets, or catch basins leading to the storm
drain system.

Regional Board staff have seen inconsistent implementation of this requirement and
have revised the language to be clearer while providing flexibility in implementation
of BMPs with the ultimate result being no discharge of pollutants allowed to enter the
storm drain system.
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F. New Development And Significant Redevelopment

Water Quality and Storm Water

The water quality impacts of urbanization and urban storm water discharges
have been summarized by several recent USEPA reports.1 Urbanization causes
changes in hydrology and increases pollutant loads which adversely impact
water quality and impair the beneficial uses of receiving waters. Increases in
population density and imperviousness result-in-changes to stream hydrology
including:

(i)    increased peak discharges compared to predevelopment levels;
(ii) increased volume of storm water runoff with each storm compared to pre-

development levels;
(iii) decreased travel time to reach receiving water; (iv) increased frequency

and severity of floods;
(iv) reduced stream flow during prolonged periods of dry weather due to

reduced level of infiltration;
(v) increased runoff velocity during storms due to a combination of effects of

higher discharge peaks, rapid time of concentration, and smoother
hydraulic surfaces from chanetlization, and

(vi) decrease infiltration and diminish groundwater recharge.

The Los Angeles County municipal storm water management MS4 program
conducts monitoring to:

(i) quantify mass emissions for pollutants,
(ii) identify critical sources for pollutants of concern in storm water;
(iii) evaluate BMP effectiveness, and
(iv) evaluate receiving water impacts.

The monitoring indicates that instream concentrations of pathogen indicators
(fecal coliform and streptococcus), heavy metals (such as Pb, Cu, Zn,) and
pesticides (such as diazinon) exceed state and federal water quality criteria.~ The
mass emissions of pollutants to the ocean are significant from the urban
Watershed Management Areas (WMAs) such as the Los Angeles River WMA,
Ballona Creek WMA, and Coyote Creek WMA with the Los Angeles River WMA
providing more than seventy percent of the Ioadings. Critical sources data for
facilities (such as auto-salvage yards, primary metal facilities, and automotive
repair shops) showed that total and dissolved heavy metals (Pb, Cu, Zn, and
Cd), and total suspended solids (TSS) exceeded state and federal water quality
criteria by as much as a hundred times. The results are consistent with a limited
term study conducted by the Regional Board to characterize storm water runoff in
the Los Angeles region before the issuance of MS4 permits.3 Storm water runoff
data from predominant landuses showed similar pattems. Light-industrial,
commercial and transportation landuses showed the highest range of
exceedances. A pesticide (diazinon) showed higher ranges from residential
landuse. The data for polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs), a known

~ Storm Water Phase II Report to Congress (USEPA 1995); Report to Congress on the Phase II Storm Water Regulations
(USEPA1999); Coastal Zone Management Measures Guidance (USEPA 1992)

2 Los Angeles County 1998-1999 Storrnwater Monitoring Report, Los Angeles County Department of Public Works (1999). Data

summarizes results of storm water monitoring for the most recent year and the past five years.
3 Storm Water Runoff in Los Angeles and Ventura Counties, Final Report (1988), California Regional Water Quality Control Board,
Los Angeles, SCCWRP Conthbut~o~C292. This study found the highest mean concentratk~ns of pollutants of �oncern such as
heavy metals in ttm urban watershed rivers and that they contributedsignificant loads to the ocean.
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pollutant of concern in urban storm water runoff, is inconclusive but improved
analytical methods may yield more definitive results next year. Receiving water
impacts studies found that storm water discharges from urban watersheds exhibit
toxicity that are attributable to heavy metals. Biosurveys of the sea-bottom
showed bioaccumulation of toxicants. Sediment analysis showed higher
concentrations of pollutants such as Pb and PAHs than rural watersheds (2 to 4
times higher). In addition, toxicity of dry weather flows was observed with the
cause of toxicity undetermined.1 Previous studies have found chemical
concentration of pollutants that exceed state and federal water quality criteria in
storm drains flowing to the ocean,2 and that there are adverse health impacts
from swimming near them?

Treatment BMP requirements on new development and redevelopment offer the
most cost effective strategy to reduce pollutant loads to surface waters. Retrofit
of existing development will be expensive and may be considered on a targeted
basis. Studies on the economic impacts of watershed protection indicate that
storm water quality management has a positive or at least neutral economic
effect while greatly improving the quality of surface waters.4

Municipal storm water regulations at 40 CFR 122.26 require that pollutants in
storm water be reduced to the maximum extent practicable (MEP). The USEPA’s
definition is intentionally broad to provide maximum flexibility in MS4 permitting
and to and to give municipalities the opportunity to optimize pollutant reductions
on a program-to-program basis.5 The definition of MEP has generally been
applied to mean implementation of economically achievable management
practices. Because storm water runoff rates can vary from storm to storm, the
statistical probabilities of rainfall or runoff events become economically significant
and are central to the control of pollutants through cost effective BMPs. Further,
it is recommended that storm water BMPs be designed to manage both flows
and water quality for best performance, e It is equally important that treatment
BMPs once implemented be routinely maintained.

Financing the MS4 program offers a considerable challenge for municipalities. A
proven successful financing mechanism is the establishment of a storm water
utility.7 Utility fees, which are assessed on the property owner based on some
estimate of storm water runoff generated for the site, are a predictable and
dedicated source of fund. Utility fees can also provide a mechanism to provide
incentives to commercial and industrial property owners to reduce impervious
surface areas. Such incentives offer flexibility to property owners to choose the
better economic option - paying more fees or improvements to reduce runoff
from the site.

~ Toxicity of Dry WeatherFIow from the Santa Monica Bay Watershed, Bay, S. et al (1996), Bull. Southem California Acad. Sci.
5(1 ), pp. 33-45. The paper describes preliminary results on dry weather toxicity which have been confirmed by the MS4 monitoring
program.
2 Chemical Contaminant Release into Santa Monica Bay, Fina/Report, American Oceans Campaign, Santa Monica (1993)

~ The Health Effects of Swimming in Ocean Water Contaminated by Storm Drain Runoff, Halle, R.W. et al. (1999), E pidemiology 10:
355-363). The study found higher risks of respiratory and gastTointestJnal symptoms from swimmers.
~ The Economics of Watershed Protection, T. Schuler (1999), Center for Watershed Protection, Endicott, MD. The article
summarizes nationwide studies to support the statement that watershed planning and storm water management provide positive
economic benefits.
s Storm Water Phase II Final Rule - Pre-Federal Register Version, p 87 (USEPA 1999). See USEPA’s discussio~ in response to

challenges that the definition is sufficientJy vague to be deemed adequate notice for purposes of compliance with the regulatmn.
e Urban Runoff Pollution - Summary Thoughts - The State of Practice Today and For the 21= Century. WaL Sci. Tecta. 39(2) pp.

¯ 353-360. L.A. Roesner (1999)7 Preliminary Data Summary of Urban Storm Water Best Management Practices (1999), Re~3rt No:EPA-82.1-R-99-012, USEPA..

The document reviews municipal financing mechanisms and summarizes expenence in the U.S. to date.
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REVIEW OF DESIGN STANDARDS

The American Society of Civil Engineers (ASCE) and the Water Environment
Federation (WEF) have recommended a numerical BMP design standard for
storm water that is derived from a mathematical equation to maximize treatment
of runoff volume for water quality based on rainfall/runoff statistics and which is
economically sound (ASCE/WEF 1998).1 The maximized treatment volume is
cut-off at the point of diminishing returns for rainfall/ runoff frequency. On the
basis of this equation the maximized runoff volume for 85 percent treatment of
annual runoff volumes in California can range from 0.08 to 0.86 inch depending
on the imperviousness of the watershed area and the mean rainfall.2

Other methods of establishing numerical BMP design standards include: (i)
Percent treatment of the annual runoff; (ii) Full treatment of runoff from rainfall
event equal to or less than a predetermined size; (iii) Percent reduction in runoff
based on a rainfall event of standard size? These numerical design standards
have been applied to Development Planning in Puget Sound, WA; Alexandria,
VA; Montgomery County, MD; Denver, CO, Orlando, FL Portland, OR and
Austin, TX.

The City of Seattle requires that where new development coverage is 750 square
feet or more, storm water detention be provided based on a 25 year storm return
frequency and a peak discharge rate not to exceed 0.2 cubic foot per second.4
Additionally, for projects that add more than 9,000 square feet in developmental
coverage, the peak drainage water discharge rate is limited to 0.15 cubic feet per
second per acre for a two-year storm. The City of Denver requires new
residential, commercial, and industrial developments to capture and treat the 80th
percentile runoff event. This capture and proper treatment is estimated to remove
80 to 90 percent of the annual TSS load which is a surrogate measure for heavy
metal and ~etroleum hydrocarbon pollutants.5

Some States have established numerical standards for sizing storm water post-
construction BMPs for new development and significant redevelopment. The
State of Maryland has established storm water numerical criteria for water quality
of 0.9 to 1 inch and BMP design standards in a unified approach combining water
quality, stream erosion potential reduction, groundwater recharge, and flood
control objectives.6 The State of Florida has used numerical criteria to require
treatment of storm water from new development since 1982 including BMPs
sized for 80 percent (95 percent for impaired waters) reduction in annual total
suspended solids load derived from the 90 percent (or greater for impaired
waters) annual runoff treatment volume method for water quality.7 The State of
Washington has proposed at least six different approaches of establishing storm
water numerical mitigation criteda for new development which add 10,000 square
feet of impervious surface or more for residential development and 5,000 square

’ In Urban Runoff Quality ManagemenL WEF Manual of Practice No. 23, ASCE Manual and Report on Engineering Practice No. 87.
WEF, Alexandria, VA; ASCE, Reston, VA. 259 pp. (1998).2 Sizing and Design Criteria for Storm Water Treatment Controls, Presentation to California Storm Water Quality Task Force.
November 13, 1998. Sacramento, CA. L.A. Roesner, Camp Dresser McKee.
3 Sizing and Design Cdteda for Stormwater Quality Infrastructure, Presentation at California Regional Water Quality Con~’o~ Board

Workshop on Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plans, August 10, 1999, Alhambra, CA., R.A. Brashear, Camp Dresser
McKee.4 City of Seat~e Municipal Code, Chapter 22.802.015 - Storm water, drainage and erosion control requirements.

Urban Storm Drainage, Criteria Manual - Volume 3, Best Management Practices, Urban Drainage and Rood Control Dis~ct,
Denver, CO (1999). Manual provides detail design criteda for new development for ~ Denver Meti’o~otitan area.

Maryland Storm Water Design Manual o (Maryland Department of ~eEnvironment 2000)..
Florida Development Manual: A Guide to sound Land and Water Management (~a Department of Envirotwmntal Protection

19xx). The manual describes structural and non-structural cor=sti’uction and post const~-’tior~ BMPs design c~t~ia.
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feet of impervious surface or more for other types of development~. The
mitigation criteria options include the 90t" percentile 24-hour rainfall event and the
six month 24 hour rainfall event. The State of Maryland

On a national level, the USEPA is planning to standardize minimum BMP design
and performance criteria for post-construction BMPs under Title III of the Clean
Water Act and will likely build from the experience of effective state and local
programs to establish national criteria.2 The USEPA, based on the National
Urban Runoff Program, supports the first half-inch of rainfall as generating first
flush runoff? First flush runoff is associate~d w~th the highest pollutant
concentrations, and not pollutant load. The USEPA considers the first flush
treatment method, the rainfall volume method, and the runoff capture volume
method as common approaches for sizing of water quality BMPs.

BACKGROUND IN THE LOS ANGELES REGION

Los Angeles County and municipalities within the County (except the City of Long
Beach) implement a municipal storm water program to reduce storm water and
urban runoff pollution under the requirements of Board Order No. 96-054. The
Los Angeles County Municipal Storm Water Permit include requirements that
Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plans (SUSMPs) be prepared for priority
planning projects and that they include appropriate Best Management Practices
(BMPs) and guidelines to reduce pollutants in storm water to the maximum
extent practicable (Permit Pt. 2. Ill.A)

On April 22, 1999, the Regional Board approved a List of BMPs for MS4
Permittees to select from and require implementation of the most effective BMPs
in their Development Planning and Development Construction programs (Board
Resolution No. 99-03).

Los Angeles County Department of Public Works (LACDPW), on behalf of the
Permit’tees, submitted SUSMPs for Regional Board Executive Officer on July 22,
1999, which was revised and resubmitted on August 12, 1999.

The Regional Board on January 26, 2000, approved a Final SUSMP which
included requirements for the following categories. The Regional Board
Executive Officer issued a Board Approved Final SUSMP on March 8, 2000,
which established new development and significant redevelopment conditions for
all projects in the following categories,

(i) 10 or more home subdivision;
(ii) 100,000+ square-foot commercial development;
(iii) automotive repair facilities;
(iv) retail gasoline outlets;
(v) restaurants;
(vi) parking lots more than 5,000 square feet or more than 25 parking

spaces

~ Storm Water Management in Washington State Volumes 1 - 5. Public Review Draft (Washington Department of Ecology 1999).
The volumes 1.3 and 5 are most relevant to new development standards and cover Hydrologic and Flow Control Designs. Minimum
Technical Requirements and Treatment BMPs. The volumes ~11 be adopted as statewide standards in eady 2000 after completion
of public heanngs according to Me agency.
2 Stotrn Water Phase II Final Rule - 64 Fed. Reg. 68759. See USEPA’s discussion o~ coe, s’o’uctJon and post-consl~uc~ott BMP
requirements for Phase I1.

A Watershed Approach to Urban Runoff: Handbook fo~ Decisionrnakem, Terene Institute and USEPA Region 5 (1996), See
discussion on sizing rulesfor water quality puq:x~es, p 36.
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(vii) hillside located single-family dwelling,
(viii) construction projects adjacent to, in, or discharging directly to

environmentally sensitive areas

The SUSMP included numerical design criteria for structural and treatment
control BMPs.

Numerfcal Design Standard

Mitigate (infiltrate or treat) storm water runoff from either:

1. each runoff event up to and including the 85th percentile 24-hour runoff event
determined as the maximized capture storm water volume for the area from the
formula recommended in Urban Runoff Quafity Management, WEF Manual of
Practice No. 23/ ASCE Manual of Practice No. 87, (1998), or

2. the annual runoff volume, based on unit basin storage water quality volume, to
achieve 80 percent or more volume treatment by the method recommended in
California Stormwater Best Management Practices Handbook - Industrial/
Commercial, (1993), or

3. the volume of runoff produced from each and every storm event up to and including
0.75 inch of rainfall, prior to its discharge to a storm water conveyance system, or

4. the volume of runoff produced from each and every storm event up to and including
a historical-record based reference 24-hour rainfall criterion for "treatment" (0.75 inch
average for the Los Angeles County area) that achieves approximately the same
reduction in pollutant loads achieved by the 85th percentile 24-hour runoff event,

The Regional Board action was appealed to the State Water Resources Control Board
by a coalition of cities, the Building Industry of Southern California, and the Western
States Petroleum Association. The State Board issued a precedential decision~ on the
matter in Order WQ 2000-11, largely sustaining the SUSMP as approved by the
Regional Board. The State Board amended the SUSMP to limit its application to
discretionary projects as defined by CEQA, eliminated the category for projects in
environmentally sensitive areas, and set aside the requirement for retail gasoline outlets
to treat storm water until a threshold is developed in the future. In addition the State
Board articulated its support for Regional solutions and the mitigation banking.

The Regional Board staff proposes to modify SUSMP requirements to clarify
implementation, make it consistent with recent Regional Board actions, and where
appropriate cure procedural and other deficiencies identified by the State Board in its
SUSMP ruling. In the revised permit, staff proposes to:

(a) require SUSMPs for Hillside developments that are 10,000 square feet or more.
Hillside residential homes below the threshold would be required to incorporate BMPs to
facilitate drainage and pollutant removal but would not be subject to the numerical
mitigation criteria. Currently, all hillside developments regardless of size are subject to
the numerical mitigation criteria.

I State Water Board Order WQ 20~)-11: SUSMP; Memorandum from C~ief Counsel to Regiot~l Board Executive Officers, (Decettter 26,

2000) discusses stat~w~de policy implications of the decision.
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(b) require Retail gasoline stations be subject to the numerical mitigation criteria, where
they meet certain thresholds such as: (a) projected gasoline output of 25,000 gallons per
month or more; (b) four or more fueling islands, (c) 24 or more dispensing meters; (d)
projected average daily traffic of 100 cars or more; and (e) 5,000 square feet or more of
surface area.

(c) amend the 100,000 square feet commercial development to include heavy industrial
development. The category will be designated ’industrial/commercial’.

(d) lower the industrial/ commercial category threshold from 100,000 square feet to 1-
acre (40,000 square feet) beginning March 9, 2003, to be consistent with U.S. EPA
Phase 2 Final Rule for small construction projects.

(e) require the application of new development requirements to all de~,elopments, both
ministerial and discretionary. As presently implemented the SUSMP requirements apply
to only discretionary projects as defined under the California Environmental Quality Act.

(f) require to include as a category projects situated in, adjacent to, or discharging
directly to environmentally sensitive areas where the development (a) creates 2,500
square feet or more of impervious area, or (b) alter the area of imperviousness of the
site to ten or more percent of the naturally occurring condition, and (c) discharge storm
water and urban runoff that is likely to impact a sensitive biological species or habitat.

(g) include numerical mitigation criteria for flow-based structural and treatment BMPs to
be consistent with recent municipal storm water permits issued by the Regional Board.1
These criteria are:

(a) the flow of runoff produced from a rain event equal to at least 0.2 inches per
hour intensity, or

(b) the flow of runoff produced from a rain event equal to at least two times the
85~ percentile hourly rainfall intensity for Los Angeles County

(c) the flow of runoff produced from a rain event that will result in treatment of the
same portion of runoff as treated using volumetric standards above

In addition staff propose that under the New Development Requirements Permittees
update CEQA Documents with immediate effect and General Plans no later than 18
months from permit adoption to address storm water considerations. Both these
requirements currently exist in the permit but there is no firm deadline for complying with
the requirement.

VII. MONITORING PROGRAM

Backqround:

Using data collected from a monitoring program, storm water management efforts can be
prioritized, helping limited resources be most effective in improving receiving water quality. For
example, a monitoring program can provide data that can allow for specific receiving waters and
watersheds to be targeted for urban runoff management and education efforts based on their

I Board Order No. 00-018; NPDES Pe~rnit No. CAS004002. Waste Discharge R~quirements for Municipal Ston’n Warm" and Url~n

Runoff Discharges within Ventura Count~ Roo(I Contro~ Disthct, County of Ventura, and the Cities of Ventura County
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need. Particular pollutants and their sources can also be identified and targeted using
monitoring data. In addition, monitoring data can be useful in assessing the effectiveness of an
urban runoff management program. Successful efforts that have resulted in receiving water
quality improvements can be analyzed for application elsewhere, while areas that need greater
efforts can also be identified. In general, a comprehensive monitoring program can supply a
wealth of data that can be used in a wide range of applications for improving water quality.

The following is a discussion of each of the principal aspects of the proposed monitoring
program.

Previous Monitorin,q and Future Recommendations:

Monitoring of storm water quality in Los Angeles County began in the 1994-95 storm season, as
a requirement of the 1990 Municipal Storm Water permit. Over the past five years, the storm
water monitoring program consisted of four main components: mass emission monitoring, land
use monitoring, critical source monitoring, and a Santa Monica Bay receiving water study.
Many other studies that provide information on the impacts of municipal storm water discharge
on receiving waters have bee.n conducted in the Southern California Bight. The Storm Water
Monitoring Program should be based on a sound understanding of storm water issues and the
results of previous monitoring efforts to avoid duplicative or unproductive monitoring and to
ensure that the data collected is the most scientifically valid and useful as practicable.

Storm Water Monitorin,q Pro,qram:

The objectives of this program include, but are not limited to, discharge characterization, source
identification, and assessment of the chemical, physical, and biological impacts to receiving
waters resulting from municipal storm water discharges.

A. Mass Emissions Monitoring
¯ NEW REQUIREMENT:

The Principal Perrnittee shall monitor mass emissions from six stations, as
opposed to four. Dominguez Channel and Coyote Creek have been added.
The number of storm events required to be monitored was decreased so the
resources could be shifted to another part of the monitoring program.

JUSTIFICATION:
The Dominguez Channel watershed contains the highest percentage of
impervious area. The Center for Watershed Protection has linked overall
watershed imperviousness to storm water quality problems. Also, the
Dominguez Channel Watershed is a highly industrialized area and the storm
water runoff needs to be characterized to determine its contribution of
pollutants in the San Pedro Bay. The County has been monitoring a Coyote
Creek mass emission station and proposed to continue to do so because the
Coyote Creek watershed covers 22 percent of the San Gabriel River
watershed.

NEW REQUIREMENT:
Several detection limits have been decreased, pursuant to the California
Toxics Rule. To be in compliance with state and federal regulations, all
MDLs shall be less than CTR and Ocean Plan standards. If this is not
feasible, the Discharger shall use analytical methods with the lowest MDL.
All parameters with lower detection limits, pursuant to the CTR, shall be
monitored for at all stations, even if they passed the 25% test in the previous
permit. The Policy for Implementation of Toxics Standards for Inland Surface
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Waters, Enclosed Bays, and Estuaries of California, 2000 was used to
determine MDLs.

~, B. Toxicity Studies

¯ NEW REQUIREMENT:
The Principal Permittee shall conduct water column toxicity studies for each
mass emission station. Toxicity Identification Evaluations (TIE) will be
conducted when consecutive samples show toxicity. When a toxic pollutant
is identified, Toxicity Reduction Evaluations (TRE) will be conducted.

JUSTIFICATION:
Previous storm water quality monitoring has identified toxicity in the Los
Angeles River, the San Gabriel River, Ballona Creek, and the Santa Monica
Bay demonstrating the need for continued studies and source identification.
The TIE requirement is consistent with that in the City of Long Beach
Municipal Storm Water Permit. Toxicity testing and TIEs are also required at
all mass emission stations in Ventura County. TREs are necessary follow
actions for identifying toxicity. TRE’s include identifying the source of a toxic
pollutant, determining and implementing appropriate management measure
to reduce or eliminate the pollutant, and then confirming the reduction in
toxicity from that pollutant.

C. Tributary/Source Identification Monitoring

¯ NEW REQUIREMENT:
The Principal Permittee shall develop and implement a tributary/source
identification monitoring program. At a minimum the program shall consist of
station identification, monitoring, and analysis of data for a minimum of 20
tributary stations throughout the five established receiving waters. The
objective of this requirement is to identify the sources of pollutants in each
receiving water.

JUSTIFICATION:
This requirement is in response to the need for source identification and to
better characterize the watersheds. Existing monitoring data has identified
the need for locating sources of toxicity and contamination. The number of
stations is based on the total number of major, impaired tributaries in Los
Angeles County watersheds.

D. Receiving Waters Studies

¯ NEW REQUIREMENT:
The Principal Permittee shall study the impacts of storm water on receiving
waters, including sediment toxicity, sediment transport, plume dispersion, and
benthic communities. The Principal Permittee is encouraged to participate in
regional monitoring to accomplish the goals of the receiving waters studies.
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E. Urban Stream Bioassessment Monitoring
¯ NEW REQUIREMENT:

The Principal Permittee shall develop and implement an urban stream
bioassessment monitoring program, consisting of station identification,
sampling, monitoring, and analysis of data for a minimum of 20 stations in
order to determine the biological and physical integrity of urban streams
within Los Angeles County.

JUSTIFICATION:
Bioassessment monitoring is now a standard requirement for point source
dischargers through individUal NPDES permits. This data will compliment
and be valuable to the Statewide Ambient Monitoring Program. This
requirement is consistent with the San Diego MS4 permit.

F. General
NEW REQUIREMENT:
All samples will be analyzed for Total Suspended Solids (TSS) and
Suspended-Sediment Concentration (SSC), and particle size distribution.

JUSTIFICATION:
The basis for this requirement is the USGS study, "Comparability of
Suspended-Sediment Concentration and Total Suspended Solids Data",
August 2000. According to the study, the use of the TSS analytical method to
determine concentrations of suspended material can result in unacceptably
large errors and is fundamentally unreliable. The TSS analytical method for
measuring the concentration of suspended solid-phase material in surface
waters involves measuring the dry weight of sediment from a subsample of
the original, whereas SSC data are produced by measuring the dry weight of
sediment in the entire sample. To summarize, results of the TSS analytical
method tend to produce data that are negatively biased by 25 to 34% with
respect to SSC data. The biased data can result in errors in load
computations of several orders of magnitude. Furthermore, there is no
reliable, straightforward way to adjust TSS data to estimate suspended
sediment without corresponding SSC data.

The study indicates that two factors associated with TSS analysis can
contribute to biased data. Using a pipette or pouring can cause the
subsample to be deficient in sand-sized material, due to rapidly falling sand-
sized material and large particles that can plug the pipette. Whereas the
amount of sand-sized material in a SSC sample has no bias because all
sediment in the original sample is used. Bias was found to be proportional to
the percentage of sand-sized particles in samples. Therefore, Particle size
distribution data should be determined to help determine the most
appropriate and accurate method of obtaining suspended sediment data.

Total maximum Daily Loads Scheduled for Implementation in Los Angeles County
Watershed Within 5 Years

Waterbody TMDL
Malibu Coliform
Malibu Nutrients
Malibu Creek Lakes and Metals
Tributaries
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Ballona Creek Trash
Ballona Creek Coliform
Ba!lona Creek Historic Pesticides
Ballona Creek Metals
Dominguez Channel/LA Harbor Coliform
Los Angeles River Trash
Los Angeles River Nutrients
Los Angeles River Coliform
Los Angeles River Chlorp~,rifos
Los Angeles River Metals
San Gabriel River Nutrients
San Gabriel River Coliform
San Gabriel River Metals
San Gabriel Lakes Coliform
Santa Monica Bay Beaches I Coliform
Santa Monica Bay Beaches I Metals
Santa Monica Bay Beaches I Chlordane

33

R0001590



ATTACHMENT A

Table 1: Illicit Connections 1999/00
County of Los Angeles, and Ballona Creek and Urban Santa Monica Bay

Watershed Mana~lement Areas
Permittee ~ Number of Illicit Connections: I

,Investigated Exempt Discharges Removed Other
~

I Terminated
i County of .Los Angeles i~ 877 124 ,: 0 -

~ 336 4172 ’,,
Beverly Hills i 0 , ’

Culver City None ~
El Segundo 0 0 0 , 0 0
Hermosa Beach None ’
Manhattan Beach 0
Palos Verdes Estates 0 1 3 3 0
Rancho Palos Verdes None
Redondo Beach 0
Rolling Hills 0 0 0 0
Rolling Hills Estates 0
Santa Monica 70 10 50 10 0
West Hollo/wood None

Total 947 135 53 349 417

Table 2: II!icit Discharges 1999/00
County of Los Angeles, and Ballona Creek and Urban Santa Monica Bay

Watershed Management Areas
Permittee Number of Illicit Dischar~les:

Inves- i No Exempt Under Discon- Source
tigated IEv=denc Different tinued Not

~ e NPDES Determined i
i Permit

County of Los 788 95 15 2 411 265
!Angeles
i Beverly Hills 700 70
iCulver City 25 0
, El Segundo 10 7
i HerTnosa Beach 10 2 0 0 8 0
Manhattan Beach 1 0 0 ~

0 1 ~ 0
~Palos Verdes Estates 6 2 =~ 1 ~ 0 3 0
Rancho Palos Verde~ 6 0 I 0 0 6 0
,Redondo Beach 31 3 i 0 0 25 i 3
i Rolling Hills 0 N/A ! N/A ! N/A N/A N/A
I Rolling Hills Estates 1 1
!Santa Monica 450 5 i 22 5 398 , 20
:.West Holl~vood 9 1 i 0 I 0 8 I 0

Total 2037 185 74 i 42 1413 I 323

The County of Los Angeles report=i under be "Other" category of iIlimt connections thai 126 connections wer~ already pcrnutl~d but not
properly identified, and that 291 illicit connections a~ still under investigation.
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Table 3: Illicit Connections 1999/00
Dominguez Channel and Los Angeles Harbor

Watershed Management Areas

Permittee Number of Illicit Connections:
Investigated t Exempt Discharges    Removed      Other

iCarson 8 ; 0 I 0 0 0
Hawthrone ! None I
J lnglewood i 3
~Lawndale None
Lomita 1 0 1 I 0 0
Torrance 0

Total 12 0 1 0 3

Table 4: Illicit Discharges 1999/00
Dominguez Channel and Los Angeles Harbor

Watershed Management Areas

Permittee                       Number of Illicit Discharges:
Investigated No Exempt Under Discontin Source

Evidence Different ued Not
NPDES Determined
Permit

Carson 24 12 0 0 0 24
Hawthrone 10 0 1 0 9 0
Inglewood 3 I i 3
=Lawndale 2 1 0 ,i 0 ; 1 i 0
i Lomita 14 0 0 0 14 I 0
~Torrance 0 i

Total ! 53 j 13 i 1 0 27 I 24

The City of Inglewood reports that 3 illicit connections are to be eliminated.
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Table 5: Illicit Connections 1999100

~ Los Angeles River
¯ Watershed Management Areas

Permittee Number of Illicit Connections
Investigated i Exempt Discharges Removed Other

~ Terminated
’Alhambra 0 ~ 0 0 : 0 0
Arcadia 0 0 0 i 0 0
Bell 0 N/A N/A ! N/A N/A
Bell Garden 0 0 0 ~ 0 0
Burbank 4 3 I 1
Commerce 14 8 6 0 0
Compton 8 6 2 0 0
Cudahy 0 N/A N/A N/A N/A
El Monte None
Glendale
Hidden Hills 0 N/A N/A N/A N/A
Huntington Park 2 2
La Canada Flintridge 0
Los Angeles 29 7 8 11 3
Lynwood 0 0 0 0 0
Maywood 0 0
Monrovia 0 N/A N/A N/A N/A
Montebello 21 0 11 1 9
Monterey Park 2 0 0 2 0
Paramount 0
Pasadena None
Rosemead 0
San Fernando , None
San Marino ’, 0 N/A ,
Sierra Madre None
Signal Hills None
South El Monte None
South Gate 2 0 1 1
South Pasadena
Temple City
Vernon 1 0 0 0 ,~    1

Total 83 I: 21 ,I 31 18 ii    13
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Table 6: Illicit Discharges 1999/00
Los Angeles River

Watershed Management Areas

Permittee                      Number of Illicit Discharges:
Invetigated i No~ Exempt Under Discontin Source

Evidence/ Different ued Not
, NPDES Determined ~

Alhambra 0 0 0 0 0 0
i 11 1 0 0 10 0

Bell ! 0 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Bell Garden 0 0 0 0 0 0
Burbank 47 2 1 0 43 1

:Commerce 21 4 8 0 9 0
Compton 17 9 5 0 3 0
Cudahy 0 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
El Monte 50 0 0 0 48 2

Hidden Hills 0 N/A N/A N/A N/A
Huntington Park 2 2
La Canada Flintridcje 75 15 0 0 60 0
Los Angeles 1896 227 2 5 700 962
Lynwood 0 0 0 0 0 0
__Ma~vood 1 1
Monrovia 0 N/A N/A N/A NiA
Montebello 13 12 11 0 0 1
Monterey Park 19 0 , 0 0 18 1
Paramount 0
Pasadena ~ 39 1 0 0 37 1
Rosemead I’ 0
iSan Fernando 12 1
San Marino 0 NIA I
Sierra Madre 3 0 0 i 0 3 0
Signal Hills 13 3
South El Monte 15 0
South Gate 28 3

iSouth Pasadena
imemple City
iVernon 10 0 I, 0 ! 0 9 i 0

970Total          2271      278
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Table 7: Illicit Connections 1999100
Malibu Creek and Rural Santa Monica Bay

Watershed Management Areas

¯          Permittee                     Number of Illicit Connections:
Investigated Exempt Discharges Removed Other

Terminated
!Agoura Hills 0 0 0 0
ICalabasas 2 2
Malibu I 15 0 7 I 0

Total : 17 0 7 = 0 2

Table 8: Illicit Discharges 1999/00
Malibu Creek and Rural Santa Monica Bay

Watershed Management Areas

Permittee                      Number of Illicit Discharges:
Investigated’ No Exempt Under Discon Source

Evidence Different tinued Not
NPDES Determined
Permit

Agoura Hills 11 1 0 0 10 0
Cala basas 12 1 10
Malibu 15 7 0 0 7 8

Total 38 ,    9 0 0 27 ; 8
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Table 9: Illicit Connections 1999/00
San Gabriel River

Watershed Management Areas

Permittee                     Number of Illicit Connections:
Investigated! Exempt     Discharged ’ Removed Other

Terminated
IiArtesia : 0

’:Azusa
’Baldwin Park None
Bellflower 0 0 0 0 0
Bradbury 0
Cerritos 0 0 0 0 0
Claremont 0
Covina 0
Diamond Bar 0
Duarte 3 0 1 0 2
Glendora 4 0 1 0 3
Hawaiian Garden 0
City of Industry None
Irwindale 9 0 9 0 0
La Habra Heights 0
La Mirada 1 1
La Puente 0
La Verne 0
Lakewood 11           5            6 0 0
Norwalk 6 0 6 0 N/A
Pico Rivera 0
Pomona 12 10 2 i 0 0
San Gabriel ,~ 2 ; 0 0 i 2 0
Santa Fe Sprincj ~ 0 i N/A N/A N/A N/A
Walnut
West Covina
Whittier 8 3 I 5 2 0

Total I    56 i    19 30 I    4 5
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Table 10: Illicit Discharges 1999/00
San Gabriel River

Watershed Management Areas

Permittee ~= Number of Illicit Dischar~les:

I Investigated    No

Exempt Under Discontin Source
Evidence Different ued Not

NPDES Determine

~ Permit d
Artesia ; 10 4 0 ! 0 4 2
Azusa 1 1
Baldwin Park 27 5 0 0 I 20 2
Bellflower 8 8 0 ~ 0 i 0 0
Bradbury 0
Cerritos 8 0 0 0 8 0
Claremont 4 1 0 0 3
Covina 32 5 4 0 18 5
Diamond Bar 1, 1
Durate 3 3 0 0 0 3
Glendora 14 13 0 0 12 0
Hawaiian Garden 0
City of Industry None
trwindale 23 0 0 0 20 3

1La Habra Heiqhts 1
La Mirada 16 3 ’, 13
La Puente 1 : 1
La Verne , 1 i i 1
Lakewood 17 0 2 ’ 0 i 9 6

! I i 0 0 ~ 6 0Norwalk 6
Pico Rivera ~ 12 : 6 ~ 0 0 6 0
Pomona i 78 18 i 8 10 ’ 16 26
San Gabriel 4 0 0 0 I 3 1
Santa Fe Spring ! 12 3 0 0 0 9
Walnut

~
2 1 1 ] 0

West Covina 48 6 0 0 7 i 35
Whittier 32 12 18 15 17 ! ! 3

Total 361 84 35 27 t 166 96
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA

CALIFORNIA REGIONAL WATER QUALITY CONTROL BOARD
LOS ANGELES REGION

ORDER NO. 01-xxx
NPDES PERMIT NO. CAS004001
WASTE DISCHARGE REQUIREMENTS

FOR
MUNICIPAL STORM WATER AND URBAN RUNOFF DISCHARGES WITHIN THE

COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES, AND THE INCORPORATED CITIES, EXCEPT THE CITIES OF
LONG BEACH AND SANTA CLARITA

FINDINGS

The California Regional Water Quality Control Board, Los Angeles Region (hereinafter referred to
as tiqe Regional Board) finds:

Existinq Permit and Report of Waste Discharqe

I. The Los Angeles County Flood Control District, the County of Los Angeles, and 83
incorporated cities within the Los Angeles County Flood Control District (see Attachment A,
List of Permittees), hereinafter referred to separately as Permittees and jointly as the
Discharger, discharge or contribute to discharges of storm water and urban runoff from
municipal separate storm sewer systems (MS4s), also called storm drain systems. The
discharges flow to water courses within the Los Angeles County Flood Control District and
into receiving waters of the Los Angeles region. These discharges are covered under
countywide waste discharge requirements contained in Order No. 96-054 adopted by this
Regional Board on July 15, 1996, and which rescinded in part Order No. 90-079 adopted by
this Regional Board on June 18, 1990. Order No. 96-054 also serves as a National Pollutant
Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit for the discharge of municipal storm water.

Nature of Discharqes and Sources of Pollutants

2. Storm water discharges consist of surface runoff generated from various land uses in all the
hydrologic drainage basins that discharge into water bodies of the State. The quality of
these discharges varies considerably and is affected by the hydrology, geology, land use,
season, and sequence and duration of hydrologic events. The pdmary constituents of
concern currently identified by the Los Angeles County Flood Control District 1994-2000
Integrated Receiving Water Impacts Report are cyanide, indicator bacteria, total dissolved
solids, turbidity, total suspended solids, nutrients, total aluminum, dissolved cadmium,
copper, lead, total mercury, nickel, zinc, bis(2-ethylhexyl)phthalate, polycyclic aromatic
hydrocarbons (PAHs), diazinon, and chlorpyrifos.

3. Certain pollutants present in storm water and/or urban runoff may be derived from
extraneous sources that Permittees have no or limited jurisdiction over. Examples of such
pollutants and their respective sources are: PAHs which are products of internal combustion
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engine operation, nitrates from atmospheric deposition, heavy metals, lead from fuels,
copper from brake pad wear, zinc from tire wear, dioxins as products of combustion, and bis
(2-ethylhexyl) phthalate and mercury as resulting from atmospheric deposition, and natural-
occurring minerals from local geology. However, Permittees can implement control
measures to reduce entry of these pollutants into storm water and their discharge to
receiving waters.

4. These compounds can have damaging effects on both human health and aquatic
ecosystems. In addition, the high volumes of storm water discharged from MS4s in areas of
urbanization can significantly impact aquatic ecosystems due to physical modifications such
as bank erosion and widening of channels. It is anticipated that, due to the nature of storm
water events (i.e., large volumes of water and high velocities) that there may be short-term,
reversible impacts to beneficial uses that are not directly related to water quality.

5. Water quality assessments conducted by the Regional Board identified impairment, or
threatened impairment, of beneficial uses of water bodies in the Los Angeles region. The
causes of impairments include pollutants of concern identified by the County of Los Angeles
~n the Integrated Receiving Water Impacts Report (1994-2000).

6. Development and urbanization especially threaten environmentally sensitive areas. Such
areas have a much lower capacity to withstand pollutant shocks than might be acceptable in
the general circumstance. In essence, development that is ordinarily insignificant in its
impact on the environment may in a particular sensitive environment become significant.
These environmentally sensitive area include Areas of Special Biological Significance, water
bodies designated with a RARE beneficial use, Significant Natural Areas, and impaired water
bodies listed under Clean Water Act Section 303(d).

7. The increased volume, increased velocity, and discharge duration of storm water runoff from
developed areas greatly accelerates downstream erosion and impairs stream habitat.
Studies have demonstrated a direct correlation between the degree of imperviousness of an
area and the degradation of its receiving waters. Significant declines in the biological integrity
and physical habitat of streams and other receiving waters have been found to occur with as
little as 10 percent conversion from natural to impervious surfaces. Percentage impervious
cover is a reliable indicator and predictor of potential water quality degradation expected
from new development. (Impervious Cover as An Urban Stream Indicator and a Watershed
Management Tool, Schuler, T. and R. Claytor, In, Effects of Water Development and
Management on Aquatic Ecosystems (1995), ASCE, New York.)

Permit Backqround

8. The Permittees have filed a Report of Waste Discharge (ROWD), dated February 1, 2001,
and has applied for renewal of its waste discharge requirements and an NPDES permit to
discharge wastes to surface waters. The ROWD includes the Storm Water Quality
Management Plan (SQMP) and a Monitoring Program.

9. The SQMP contains programs previously approved under Board Order No. 96-054 in the
following areas:
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Public Information and Participation
Development Construction
Illicit Connection/Illicit Discharge Elimination Program
Development Planning
Public Agency Activities

These programs will be revised pursuant to the provisions of this Order after adoption.

10. The Regional Board has reviewed the ROWD and has determined it to be complete under
the reapplication policy of MS4s issued by the USEPA (61 Fed. Reg. 41697). The Regional
Board finds that the Permittee’s proposed Storm Water Management Plan is acceptable.

11. Studies indicate that facilities with paved surfaces subject to frequent motor vehicular traffic
(such as parking lots and fast food restaurants), or facilities which perform vehicle repair,
maintenance, or fueling (automotive service facilities0)are potential sources of pollutants of
concern in storm water. [References: Pitt et al., Urban Storm Water Toxic Pollutants:
Assessment, Sources, and Treatability, Water Environment Res., 67,260 (1995); Results of
Retail Gas Outlet and Commercial Parking Lot Storm Water Runoff Study, Western States
Petroleum Association and American Petroleum Institute, (1994); Action Plan Demonstration
Project, Demonstration of Gasoline Fueling Station Best Management Practices, Final
Report. County of Sacramento (1993).]

12. Retail gasoline outlets are points of convergence for vehicular traffic and are similar to
parking lots and urban roads. Studies indicate that storm water discharges from retail
gasoline outlets have high concentrations of hydrocarbons and heavy metals. [Schueler
and Shepp (1992)]. Pilot studies indicate that treatment control best management practices
installed at retail gasoline stations are effective in removing pollutants, reasonable in capital
cost, easy to operate, and do not present safety risks [Rouge River National Wet Weather
Demonstration Project, Task Product Memorandum - Evaluation of On-line Media Filters
RPO-NPS-TPM59.00, Wayne County, MI, March 1999].

Permit Coverage

13. The requirements in this Order cover all areas within the boundaries of the cities (see
Attachment A) as well as unincorporated areas in Los Angeles County Flood Control District
within the jurisdiction of the Regional Board. The Permittees serve a population of about 11.4
million [Reference: 2000 Census of Population and Housing, Bureau of the Census, U.S.
Department of Commerce (2001)] in an area of approximately 3,100 square miles.
Attachment B shows the map of the permitted area in Los Angeles County Flood Control
District.

14. Federal, state, regional or local entities within the Permittees’ boundaries or in jurisdictions
outside the Los Angeles County Flood Control District, and not currently named in this Order,
may operate storm drain facilities and/or discharge storm water to storm drains and
watercourses covered by this Order. The Permittees may lack legal jurisdiction over these
entities under state and federal constitutions. Consequently, the Regional Board recognizes
that the Permittees will not be held responsible for such facilities and/or discharges. The
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Regional Board will coordinate with these facilities to implement programs that are consistent
with the requirements of this Order.

15. Sources of discharges into receiving waters in the County of Los Angeles but in jurisdictions
outside its boundary include the following:

a) About 34 square miles of unincorporated area in Ventura County drain into Malibu
Creek, thence to Santa Monica Bay,

b) About 9 square miles of the City of Thousand Oaks also drain into Malibu Creek,
thence to Santa Monica Bay, and

c) About 86 square miles of area in Orange County drain into Coyote Creek, thence into
the San Gabriel ,River in the Los Angeles County Flood Control District.

The Regional Board will ensure that storm water management programs for the areas in
Ventura County and the City of Thousand Oaks that drain into Santa Monica Bay are
consistent with the requirements of this Order. The Regional Board will coordinate with the
Santa Aria Regional Board so that storm water management programs for the areas in
Orange County that drain into Coyote Creek are consistent with the requirements of this
Order.

16. This permit is intended to develop, achieve, and implement a timely, comprehensive, cost-
effective storm water pollution control program to minimize the discharge of pollutants in
storm water from the pe.-mitted areas in the County of Los Angeles to the waters of the
United States.

17. Permittees will work cooperatively to control the contribution of pollutants from one portion of
the municipal separate storm sewer system to another portion of the system. Permittees
may control the contribution of pollutants to the municipal separate storm sewer system from
non-permittee dischargers such as Caltrans, the U.S. Department of Defense, and other
state and federal facilities, through interagency agreements.

Federal, State, and Reqional Requlations

18. The Water Quality Act of 1987 added Section 402(p) to the Federal Clean Water Act
(CWA). This section requires the U.So Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA) to
establish regulations setting forth NPDES requirements for storm water discharges in two
phases.

¯ The U.S. EPA Phase 1 regulations were directed at municipal separate storm sewer
systems (MS4) serving a population of 100,000 or more, including interconnected
systems and storm water discharges associated with industrial activities, including
construction activities. The Phase 1 Final Rule was published on November 16, 1990
(55 Fed Reg. 47990).

The U.S. EPA Phase II regulations are directed at other types of storm water
discharges, including small municipal MS4s (serving a population of less than
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100,000), small construction projects (one to five acres), municipal facilities with
delayed coverage under the Intermodal Surface Transportation Efficiency Act of 1991,
and other discharges for which the U.S. EPA Administrator or the State determines that
the storm water discharge contributes to a violation of a water quality standard, or is a
significant contributor of pollutants to waters of the UhRed States. The Phase II Final
Rule was published on December 8, 1999 (64 Fed Reg. 68722).

19. The U.S. EPA published an ’Interim Permitting Approach for Water Quality-Based Effluent
Limitations in Storm Water Permits’ on August 26, 1996 (61 Fed. Reg. 437~). This policy
discusses the appropriate kinds of water quality based effluent limitations to be included in
NPDES storm water permits to provide for the attainment of water quality standards.

20. The U.S. EPA published an ’Interpretative Policy Memorandum on Reapplication
Requirements’ for MS4 permits on August 9, t996 (61 Fed. Reg. 41697). This policy
requires that MS4 reapplications for the next five-year permit term contain certain basic
information and information for proposed changes and improvements to the storm water
management program and monitoring program.

21. U.S. EPA regulations at 40 CFR 122.26(d)(2)(iv)(A) and 40 CFR 122.26(d)(2)(iv)(C) require
that Permittees implement a program to monitor and control pollutants in discharges to the
municipal system from industrial and commercial facilities that contribute a substantial
pollutant load to the MS4. The regulations require that Permittees establish priorities and
procedures for inspection of industrial facilities. This permit consistent with the regulations
incorporates a requirement that Permittees conduct an industrial/commercial inspection
program to control pollutants in storm water discharges from industrial facilities.

22. Section 122.2 of the CWA authorizes the U.S. EPA to delegate its NPDES permitting
authority to states with an approved environmental regulatory program. The State of
California is a delegated State. The Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act (California
Water Code) authorized the State Water Resources Control Board (State Board), through
the Regional Boards, to regulate and control the discharge of pollutants into waters of the
State and tributaries thereto. The State Board entered into a Memorandum of Agreement
[MOA] with the U.S. EPA, on 22 September 1989, to administer the NPDES Program.

23. Section 303(d) of the CWA requires that the State identify a list of impaired water-bodies
and develop and implement Total Maximum Daily Loads (TMDLs) for these waterbodies. A
TMDL specifies the maximum amount of a pollutant that a water-body can receive and still
protect beneficial uses. The U.S. EPA entered into a consent decree with the Natural
Resources Defense Council (NRDC) on March 22, 1999, under which the Regional Board
must adopt all TMDLs for the Los Angeles Region within 13 years from that date. This
permit incorporates a provision to implement and enforce approved load allocations for
municipal storm water discharges and require changes to the Storm Water Quality
Management Plan after pollutants loads have been allocated and approved.

24. Section 6217(g) of the Coastal Zone Act Reauthorization Amendments of 1990 (CZARA)
requires coastal states with approved coastal zone management programs to address non-
point pollution impacting or threatening coastal water quality. CZARA addresses five
sources of non-point pollution: agriculture, silviculture, urban, marinas, and
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hydromodification. This NPDES permit addresses the management measures required for
the urban category, with the exception of septic systems. The Regional Board addresses
septic systems through the administration of other programs.

25. On May 18, 2000, the U.S. EPA established numeric criteria for priority toxic pollutants for
the State of California (California Toxics Rule) 65 Fed. Reg. 31682, for the protection of
human health and aquatic life. These criteria apply to discharges to inland surface waters,
and enclosed bays and estuaries and to the Clean Water Act and its programs. The State
Board adopted the, Policy for Implementation of Toxics Standards for Inland Surface
Waters, Enclosed Bays, and Estuanes of Cafifornia - 2000) on March 2, 2000, for
implementation of the California Toxics Rule (State Board Resolution No. 200-15 as
amended by Board Resolution No. 2000-030). This policy requires that discharges comply
with TMDL derived load allocations as soon as possible but no later than 20 years from the
effective date of the policy.

26. The State Board adopted a revised Water Quality Control Plan for Ocean Waters of
California (Ocean Plan) on July 23, 1997. The Ocean Plan contains water quality objectives
for the coastal waters of California.

27. The Regional Board adopted an updated Water Quality Control Plan (Basin Plan) for the
Los Angeles Region on June 13, 1994. ’Water Quality Control Plan, Los Angeles Region:
Basin Plan for the Coastal Watersheds of Los Angeles and Ventura Counties, (1994).’ rhe
Basin Plan, and amendments thereto, which are incorporated in this Order by reference,
designate the beneficial uses of receiving waters and specify both narrative and numerical
water quality objectives for the receiving waters in Los Angeles County.

28. The Regional Board on April 13, 1998, approved best management practices for sidewalk
washing to minimize the discharge of wash waters to the storm drain system (Resolution No.
98-08). By the same Resolution, the Regional Board prohibited the discharge of municipal
street wash waters to the storm drain system.

29. The Regional Board on April 13, 1998, approved recommended best management practices
for industrial/commercial facilities (Resolution No. 98-08).

30. The Regional Board on April 22, 1999, approved a List of best management practices for
use in development planning and development construction (Resolution No. 99-03)

31. The Regional Board adopted and approved requirements for new development and
significant redevelopment projects in Los Angeles County to control the discharge of storm
water pollutants in post-construction storm water, on January 26, 2000, in Board Resolution
No. R-00-02. The Regional Board Executive Officer issued the approved Standard Urban
Storm Water Mitigation Plans (SUSMPs) on March 8, 2000. The State Board in large part
affirmed the Regional Board action and SUSMPs in Order No. WQ 2000-1 issued on
October 5, 2000. The State Board’s Chief Counsel has issued a statewide policy
memorandum (dated December 26, 2000,) which interprets the Order to provide broad
discretion to Regional Boards and identifies potential future areas for inclusion in SUSMPs
and the types of evidence and findings necessary. Such areas include-ministerial projects,
projects in environmentally sensitive areas, and retail gasoline outlets.
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32. The Regional Board supports a Watershed Management Approach to address water quality
protection in the region. The objective of the Watershed Management Approach should be
to provide a comprehensive and integrated strategy towards water resource protection,
enhancement, and restoration while balancing economic and environmental impacts within a
hydrologically defined drainage basin or watershed. It emphasizes cooperative relationships
between regulatory agencies, the regulated community, environmental groups, and other
stakeholders in the watershed to achieve the greatest environmental improvements with
available resources.

33. To promote a watershed management approach, the County of Los Angeles is divided into
five Watershed Management Areas (WMAs) as follows:

a. Malibu Creek and Rural Santa Monica Bay WMA
b. Ballona Creek and Urban Santa Monica Bay WMA
c. Los Angeles River WMA
d. San Gabriel River WMA
e. Dominguez Channel/Los Angeles Harbor WMA

Permittees may form sub-watershed groups within the WMA. Attachment A, shows the list
of Permittees under each WMA.

34. To facilitate compliance with federal regulation, the State Board has issued two statewide
general NPDES permits: one for storm water from industrial sites [NPDES No. CAS000001,
General Industrial Activity Storm Water Permit (GIASP)] and the other for storm water from
construction sites [NFDES No. CAS000002, General Construction Activity Storm Water
Permit (GCASP)]. The GCASP was reissued on August 19, 1999. The GIASP was
reissued on April 17, 1997. Facilities discharging storm water associated with industrial
activities and construction projects with a disturbed area of five acres or more are required to
obtain individual NPDES permits for storm water discharges, or be covered by these
statewide general permits by completing and filing a Notice of Intent (NQI) with the State
Board. The U.S. EPA guidance anticipates coordination of the state-administered programs
for industrial and construction activities with the local agency program to reduce pollutants in
storm water discharges to the MS4.

35. The State Board, on October 28, 1968, adopted Resolution No. 68-16, "Maintaining High
Quality Water" which established an anti-degradation policy for State and Regional Boards.

36. The State Board, on June 17, 1999, adopted Order No. WQ 99-05, which specifies standard
receiving water limitations language to be included in all municipal storm water permits
issued by the State and Regional Boards.

37. California Water Code (CWC) Section 13263(a) requires that waste discharge requirements
issued by the Regional Board shall implement any relevant water quality control plans that
have been adopted; shall take into consideration the beneficial uses to be protected and the
water quality objectives reasonably required for that purpose; other waste discharges; and
the need to prevent nuisance.
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38. California Water Code Section 13370 et seq. requires that waste discharge requirements
issued by the Regional Boards comply with provisions of the Federal Clean Water Act and
its amendments.

Other Findinqs

39. The Regional Board is the enforcing authority in the Los Angeles Region or the two
statewide general permits, which regulate discharges from industrial facilities and
construction sites, and all NPDES storm water and non-storm water permits issued by the
Regional Board. These industrial and construction sites and discharges are also regulated
under local laws and regulations.

40. The Executive Advisory Committee (EAC) is a representative committee of Permittee
members established to facilitate permit compliance and enhance consistency in program
implementation among Permittees.

41. For water quality purposes, the Regional Board considers that all new development and
significant redevelopment activity in specified categories, that receive approval or permits
from a municipality, are subject to storm water mitigation requirements. The California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) (Pub Resources Code Section 21000 et seq.) requires
that public agencies consider the environmental impacts of the projects they approve for
development. CEQA applies to projects that are considered discretionary and does not
apply to ministerial projects, which involve the use of established standards or objective
measurements. A ministerial project may be made discretionary by adopting local ordinance
provisions that create decision-making discretion.

42. A review of industrial waste/pretreatment records in the County of Los Angeles on illicit
discharges indicates that automotive service facilities and food service facilities sometimes
discharge polluted washwaters to the MS4. The pollutants of concern in such washwaters
include food waste, oil and grease, and toxic chemicals. Other storm water/industrial waste
programs in California have reported similar observations.

Implementation

43. The objective of this Order is to protect the beneficial uses of receiving waters in Los
Angeles County. To meet this objective, this Order requires implementation of BMPs
intended to reduce pollutants in storm water and urban runoff such that ultimately their
discharge will neither cause violations of water quality objectives nor create conditions of
nuisance in receiving waters.

44. The Regional Board recognizes the unique challenges to regulating storm water discharges
through municipal storm sewer systems, including intermittent and variable nature of
discharges, difficulties in monitoring, and limited physical control over the discharge, and
that it will require adequate time to implement and evaluate the effectiveness of best
management practices required in this Order and to determine whether they will adequately
protect the receiving water.
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45. The.SQMP required in this Order builds upon the programs established in Order No. 90-
079, and No. 96-054, consists of the components recommended in the USEPA guidance
manual, and was developed with the cooperation of representatives from the regulated
community and environmental groups. The SQMP includes provisions that promote
customized initiatives, both on a countywide and watershed basis, in developing and
implementing cost-effective measures to minimize discharge of pollutants to the receiving
water. The various components of the SQMP, taken as a whole rather than individually, are
expected to reduce pollutants in storm water and urban runoff to the maximum extent
practicable.

46. The emphasis of the SQMP is pollution prevention through education, public outreach,
planning, and implementation as source control BMPs first and then structural and treatment
control BMPs. Successful implementation of the provisions of the SQMP will require
cooperation and coord, ination of all public agencies in each Permittee’s organization, among
Permittees. and the regulated community. To minimize cost, the Permittees are encouraged
to utilize their existing organizational framework to implement the various activities required
in this Order.

47. This Order provides the flexibility for the Permittees to petition the Regional Board Executive
Officer to substitute a BMP or requirement under the SQMP with an alternative BMP, if they
can provide information and documentation on the effectiveness of the alternative, equal to
or greater than the prescribed BMP in meeting the objectives of this Order.

48. This Order contemplates that the Permittees are responsible for considering potential storm
water impacts when making planning decisions. This Order or any of its requirements are
not intended to restrict or control local land use decision-making authority.

Public Process

49. The Regional Board has notified the Perrnittees and interested agencies and persons of its
intent to issue waste discharge requirements for this discharge, and has provided them with
an opportunity to submit their written view and recommendations.

50. The Regional Board, in a public hearing, heard and considered all comments pertaining to
the discharge and to the tentative requirements.

51. The Regional Board has conducted public workshops to discuss the draft permit.

52. This Order shall serve as a National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES)
Permit, pursuant to Section 402 of the Federal Clean Water Act, or amendments thereto,
and shall take effect 50 days from permit adoption provided the Regional Administrator of
the EPA has no objections.

53. This Order may be modified or alternatively revoked or reissued prior to its expiration date,
in accordance with the procedural requirements of the federal NPDES program, and the
California Water Code for the issuance of waste discharge requirements.
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IT IS HEREBY ORDERED that the Los Angeles County Flood Control District, Los Angeles
COunty, and the Cities of Agoura Hills, Alhambra, Arcadia, Artesia, Azusa, Baldwin Park, Bell,
Bellflower, Bell Gardens, Beverly Hills, Bradbury, Burbank, Calabasas, Carson, Cerdtos,
Claremont, Commerce, Compton, Covina, Cudahy, Culver City, Diamond Bar, Downey, Duarte, El
Monte, El Segundo, Garden& Glendale, Glendora, Hawaiian Gardens, Hawthorne, Hermosa
Beach, Hidden Hills, Huntington Park, Industry, Inglewood, Irwindale, La CaSada Flintridge, La
Habra Heights, Lakewood, La Mirada, La Puente, La Verne, Lawndale, Lomita, Los Angeles,
Lynwood, Malibu, Manhattan Beach, Maywood, Monrovia, Montebello, Monterey Park, Norwalk,
Palos Verdes Estates, Paramount, Pasadena, Pico Rivera, Pomona, Rancho Palos Verdes,
Redondo Beach, Rolling Hills, Rolling Hills Estates, Rosemead, San Dimas, San Fernando, San
Gabriel, San Marino, Santa Fe Springs, Santa Monica, Sierra Madre, Signal Hill, South El Monte,
South Gate, South Pasadena, Temple City, Torrance, Vernon, Walnut, West Covina, West
Hollywood, Westlake Village, and Whittier, in order to meet the provisions contained in Division 7
of the California Water Code and regulations adopted thereunder, and the provisions of the Clean
Water Act, as amended, and regulations and guidelines adopted thereunder, shall comply with the
following:

Part 1. DISCHARGE PROHIBITIONS

Each Permittee shall effectively prohibit non-storm water discharges into the MS4 and
watercourses, except where such discharges are:

1. covered by a separate individual or general NPDES permit for non-storm
water discharges; or

2. in one of the categories below, and meet all conditions specified by the
Regional Board Executive Officer (and which must be included in the
revised SQMP):

a) Categories of natural flow:

(1) Natural springs and rising ground water;

(2) Flows from riparian habitats or wetlands;

(3) Stream diversions, permitted by the State Board; and

(4) Uncontaminated ground water infiltration [as defined by 40
CFR 35.2005(20)].

b)    Category of flows from emergency fire fighting activity.

c) Categories of flows incidental to urban activities, all of which are
subject to conditions that shall be approved by the Regional Board
Executive Officer:

(1) Reclaimed and potable landscape irrigation runoff;

(2) Water line flushing of potable water distribution systems;

(3) Drains for foundations, footings, and crawl spaces;
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(4) Air conditioning condensate;

(5) Dechlorinated swimming pool discharges;

(6) Dewatering of lakes and decorative fountains;

(7) Non-commercial car washing by residents or by non-profit
organizations; and

(8)    Sidewalk rinsing.

The Regional Board Executive Officer may add or remove categories of
non-storm water discharges above. Furthermore, in the event that any of
the aboye categories of non-storm water discharges are determined to be
a source of pollutants by the Regional Board Executive Officer, the
discharge will no longer be exempt from this prohibition unless the
Permittee implements conditions approved by the Regional Board
Executive Officer to ensure that the discharge is not a source of
pollutants. Notwithstanding the above, the Regional Board Executive
Officer may impose additional prohibitions of non-storm water discharges
in consideration of anti-degradation policies.

Part 2. RECEIVING WATER LIMITATIONS

1. Discharges from the MS4 that cause or contribute to the violation of water
quality standards or water quality objectives are prohibited.

2. Discharges from the MS4 of storm water, or non-storm water, for which a
Permittee is responsible shall not cause or contribute to a condition of
nuisance.

3. The Permittee shall comply with the permit through timely implementation
of control measures and other actions to reduce pollutants in the
discharges in accordance with the Storm Water Quality Management
Plan (SQMP) and its components and other requirements of this permit
including any modifications. The SQMP and its components shall be
designed to achieve compliance with receiving water limitations. If
exceedances of water quality objectives or water quality standards
(collectively, water quality standards) persist, notwithstanding
implementation of the SQMP and its components and other requirements
of this permit, the Permittee shall assure compliance with discharge
prohibitions and receiving water limitations by complying with the
following procedure:

a) Upon a determination by either the Permittee or the Regional
Board that discharges are causing or contributing to an
exceedance of an applicable water quality standard, the Permittee
shall promptly notify and thereafter submit a report to the Regional
Board that describes BMPs that are currently being implemented
and additional BMPs that will be implementedto prevent or reduce
any pollutants that are causing or contributing to the exceedances
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of water quality standards. This report may be incorporated in the
annual update of the SQMP and its components unless the
Regional Board directs an earlier submittal. The report shall
include an implementation schedule. The Regional Board may
require modifications to the Report.

b) Submit any modifications to the report required by the Regional
Board within 30 days of notification.

c) Within 30 days following the approval of the report, the Permittee
shall revise the SQMP and its components and monitoring
program to incorporate the approved modified BMPs that have
been and will be implemented, implementation schedule, and any
additional monitoring required.

d) Implement the revised SQMP and its components and monitoring
program according to the approved schedule.

4. So tong as the Permittee has complied with the procedures set forth
above and is implementing the revised SQMP and its components, the
Permit-tee does not have to repeat the same procedure for continuing or
recurring exceedances of the same receiving water limitations unless
directed by the Regional Board to develop additional BMPs,

Part 3. STORM WATER QUALITY MANAGEMENT PLAN IMPLEMENTATION,
MONITORING, AND REPORTING

A. Responsibilities of the Principal Permittee

The Principal Permittee will coordinate and facilitate activities necessary to
comply with the requirements of this Order, but is not responsible for ensuring
compliance of any individual Permittee. The County of Los Angeles is hereby
designated as the Principal Permittee, and as such shall:

!. Coordinates permit activities among Permittees and negotiate NPDES
requirements with the Regional Board.

All Permittees will be given the opportunity to have an active role in,
provide input and participate in the development of permit requirements.
However, the Principal Permittee and the watershed Executive Advisory
Committee (EAC) representative(s) will conduct formal discussions with
the Regional Board on behalf of Permittees.
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2. Provide personnel and fiscal resources for the necessary update of the
SQMP and its components;

3. Convene the Watershed Management Committees (WMCs) constituted
pursuant to Part C, below, upon desigr~ation of representatives;

4. Provide technical and administrative support for committees that will be
organized to implement the SQMP and its components;

5. Implement the Countywide Monitoring Program required in this Order;

6. Provide personnel and fiscal resources for the preparation and submittal
to the Regional Board of annual reports and summaries of other reports
required under the SQMP; and

7. Comply with the "Responsibilities of the Permittees" in Part 3.B., below;

B. Responsibilities of Each Permittees

Each Permittee is responsible for the implementation of the appropriate storm
water management program developed pursuant to the requirements of this
Order, and not for the implementation of the provisions applicable to the Principal
Permittee or other Permittees. A Permittee is required to comply with the
requirements of this Order applicable to discharges, which originate from places
within its boundaries over which it has authority to enforce the requirements of
this Order. Each Permittee shall, within its geographic jurisdiction:

1. Comply with the requirements of the SQMP and its amendments;

2. Coordinate among its internal departments and agencies, as appropriate,
to facilitate the implementation of the requirements of the SQMP and its
components applicable to such Perrnittee in an efficient and cost-effective
manner,

3. Participate in the update of the SQMP and its components;

4. Designate a technically knowledgeable representative to the appropriate
WMC;

5. Implement the SQMP upon approval by the Regional Board Executive
Officer; and,

6. Provide intra-agency coordination (e.g. Fire Department, Building and
Safety, Code Enforcement, etc.) toward the successful implementation of
the provisions of this Order and SQMP components. As such, these
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organizations are expected to actively participate in implementing the
area wide storm water program.

C. Watershed Management Committees (WMCs)

1. Each WMC shall be comprised of a voting representative from each
Permittee in the Watershed Management Area (WMA).

2. The WMC’s chair and secretary shall be chosen by the WMC upon permit
adoption and on an annual basis, thereafter. In the absence of volunteer
Permittee(s) for the positions, the Principal Permittee shall assume those
roles until the WMC chooses members of the committee for the positions.

Each WMC s’hall:

1. Facilitate cooperation and exchange of information among Permittees;

2. Establish additional goals and objectives and associated deadlines for the
WMA, as the program implementation progresses;

3. Prioritize pollution control efforts based on beneficial use impairment(s),
watershed characteristics and analysis of results from studies and the
monitoring program;

4. Develc~ andlor update and monitor the adequate implementation, on an
annual basis, of the tasks identified for the WMA;

5. Assess the effectiveness of, prepare revisions for, and recommend
appropriate changes to the SQMP and its components;

6. Continue the Industrial/Commercial Source Identification program.
Additional industrial/commercial or other types of activities will be
investigated and those identified as priority shall be included in the
program for industrial/commercial businesses.

7. Conduct joint WMC meetings at least four times per year and, as
necessary.

D. Executive Advisory Committee (EAC)

The EAC is constituted by one representative from the Malibu Creek WMA and
by two representatives from each of the other WMAs, along with representatives
from the City of Los Angeles, and the Los Angeles County.
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E. General Requirements

1. Each Permittee shall, at a minimum, adopt and implement the elements
of the SQMP and its components that are consistent with the terms of this
permit.

2. Additionally, modifications to the SQMP made during the term of the
permit including those made in accordance with part 3.F.1. of this permit
shall be implemented.

3. The SQMPs shall, at a minimum, comply with the applicable storm water
program requirements of 40 CFR 122.26(d)(2). The SQMP and its
components shall be implemented so as to reduce the discharges of
pollutants in storm water to the maximum extent practicable. The SQMP
Table of Contents are described in Attachment A.

4. Each Permittee shall be responsible for implementation of the relevant
portions of the SQMPs within its jurisdictional boundaries. The Principal
Permittee shall be responsible for program coordination as described in
3.B., as well as, compliance with the relevant portions of the permit within
its jurisdiction.

F. SQMP Modifications

1. The Permittees shall modify the SQMP and its components adopted with
this Order to make it consistent with the requirements herein. The revised
SQMP and its components will be submitted to the Regional Board
Executive Officer for approval no later than 180 days from the adoption of
this Order.

2. The Principal Permittee shall modify the SQMP to comply with waste load
allocations developed and approved pursuant to the process for the
designation and implementation of Total Daily Maximum Loads (TMDLs)
for impaired water bodies.

3. The Regional Board Executive Officer may approve changes to the
SQMP and its components, except as noted in part 3.F.1., either:

a) Upon petition by the Permittees or interested parties, and after
providing for and considering public comment, or,

b) As deemed necessary by the Regional Board Executive Officer
following notice to the Perrnittees, and after providing for and
considering public comments.

4. The Perrnittees shall modify the SQMP and its components, at the
direction of the Regional Board Executive Officer, to incorporate regional
provisions. Such provisions may include watershed specific requirements
for watersheds shared by Permittees with other MS4 programs.

G.    Legal Authority
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1. Permittees shall possess the necessary legal authority to prohibit
non-storm water discharges, to the maximum extent practicable, to the
storm drain system, including, but not limited to:

a) Prohibit illicit discharges and illicit connections and a requirement
for removal of illicit connections;

b) Prohibit the discharge of wash waters to the MS4 from the
cleaning of gas stations, auto repair garages, or other types of
automotive service facilities;

c) Prohibit the discharge of runoff to the MS4 from mobile auto
washing, steam cleaning, mobile carpet cleaning, and other such
mobile commercial and industrial operations;

d) Prohibit the discharge of runoff to the MS4 from areas where
repair of machinery and equipment which are visibly leaking oil,
fluid or antifreeze, is undertaken;

e) Prohibit the discharge of runoff to the MS4 from storage areas of
materials containing grease, oil, or other hazardous substances,
and uncovered receptacles containing hazardous materials;

f) Prohibit the discharge of chlorinated swimming pool water and
filter backwash to the MS4;

g) Prohibit the discharge of runoff from the washing of toxic materials
from paved or unpaved areas to the MS4;

h) Prohibit washing impervious surfaces in industrial/commercial
areas that results in a discharge of runoff to the MS4; and

i) Prohibit the discharge of concrete or concrete laden wash water
from concrete trucks, pumps, tools, and equipment to the MS4.

j) Prohibit spills, dumping, or disposal of materials into the MS4,
other than storm water, such as:

(1) Litter, landscape debds and construction debris;

(2) Any state or federally banned pesticide, fungicide or
herbicide;

(3) Food wastes; and

(4) Fuel and chemical wastes, animal wastes, garbage,
batteries, and other materials that have potential adverse
impacts on water quality.
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k) Comply with conditions in Permittees ordinances, permits,
contracts, model programs, or orders (i.e. hold dischargers to its
MS4 accountable for their contributions of pollutants and flows);

I) Utilize enforcement mechanisms to require compliance with
Permittees ordinances, permits, contracts, or orders;

m) Control the contribution, or potential contribution, of pollutants in
discharges of storm water runoff associated with industrial
activities (including construction activities) to its MS4 and control
the quality of storm water runoff from industrial sites (including
construction sites). This requirement applies to source control,
treatment control, and structural control BMPs; and,

n) Carry out all inspection, surveillance and monitoring procedures
necessary to determine compliance and non-compliance with
permit conditions, including the prohibition of illicit discharges to
the MS4. Permittees must possess authority to enter, sample,
inspect, review and copy records, and require regular reports from
industrial facilities discharging polluted or potentially polluted
storm water runoff into its MS4 (including construction sites).

o) Require the use of best management practices (BMPs) to prevent
or reduce the discharge of pollutants to MS4s.

p) Adopt and implement an agency-specific storm water and urban
runoff ordinance or amend an existing one, if necessary, to be
able to enforce all requirements of the permit, effective
immediately upon the adoption of this Order.

H. Annual Storm Water Program Report and Assessment

The Principal Permittee shall submit by October 15 of each year beginning the
Year 2002, an Annual Storm Water Program Report and Assessment
documenting the status of the general program and individual tasks contained in
the SQMP, and in accordance with the requirements identified in the Monitoring
and Reporting Program CI-6948 of this Order. The Principal Permittee shall
evaluate the Annual Storm Water Program Report and Assessment with the
results of analyses from the Monitoring and Reporting program. (e.g., if the
monitoring report results show a particular constituent consistently at elevated
levels, that may be a trigger for Permittees to address their programs specifically
for that particular situation and change them accordingly to address the problem).

The Annual Storm Water Program Report and Assessment shall cover the
previous fiscal year from July 1 through June 30, and shall include the
information necessary to assess the Perrnittees’ compliance status relative to this
Order, and the effectiveness of implementation of permit requirements on storm
water quality.
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The Annual Storm Water Program Report and Assessment shall include any
proposed changes to the SQMP and its components as approved by the
Management Committee(s).

The Principal Permittee shall submit by October 15, 2001, the annual program
report for period July 1,2000 through July 26, 2001 documenting the status of
the general program up to permit reissuance and the results of analyses from the
monitoring and reporting program.

I. Storm Water Management Program Budget

1. Each Permittee shall prepare annually a budget summary on resources
applied to the storm water management program. This budget summary
shall include an annual summary identifying the storm water budget for
the following year, using estimated percentages and written explanations
where necessary, for the specific categories noted below:

a) Program management

b) Illicit connection/illicit discharge

c) Development p!anning/devetopment construction

d) Industrial inspection activities (including construction activities)

e) Public Agency Activities

f) Operations and maintenance

g) Municipal Street Sweeping

h) Fleet and Public Agency Facilities

i) Landscape and Recreational Facilities

j) Capital Costs

k) Public Information and Participation

I) Monitoring Program

m) Other

2. Each Permittee, in addition to the budget summary, shall report any
supplemental dedicated budgets, if any, for the same categories.

J. Storm Water Monitoring Report

The Principal Permittee shall submit a Storm Water Monitoring Report on August
15, 2002 and annually on August 15 thereafter, in accordance with the
requirements identified in the Monitoring and Reporting Program Cl-6948 of this
order. The report shall include:
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a) Status of implementation of the monitoring program as described
in the attached Monitoring and Reporting Program CI-6948;

b) Results of the monitoring program; and

c) A general interpretation of the significance of the results, to the
extent that data allows.

K. Modification

The Regional Board Executive Officer or the Regional Board, consistent with 40
CFR 122.41, may approve changes to the SQMP as specified in 3.F.3. The
petition for changes shall be filed no later than 60 days after the Annual
Monitoring Program Report submittal date.

L. Best Management Practice Substitution

The Regional Board Executive Officer may approve any Best Management
Practice (BMP) substitution upon petition by the Permittee(s), if the Permittee can
document that:

1. The proposed alternative BMP or program will meet or exceed the
objective of the original BMP or program in the reduction of stormwater
pollutants; or

2. The fiscal burden of the original BMP or program is substantially greater
than the proposed alternative and does not achieve a substantially
greater improvement in storm water quality; and,

3. The proposed alternative BMP or program will be implemented within a
similar period of time.

The Regional Board Executive Officer may approve any BMP elimination upon
petition by the Permittee(s), if the Permittee can document that the BMP is not
technically feasible and no substitute is available.

Part 4. SPECIAL PROVISIONS

A. Public Information and Participation Program

Permittees shall work collaboratively to implement a comprehensive education/outreach
program with the following objectives:

To measurably increase the knowledge of the target audiences regarding the MS4, the
impacts of storm water pollution on receiving waters, and potential solutions to mitigate the
problems caused;

To measurably change the behavior of target audiences by encouraging implementation
of appropriate solutions;

To involve and engage all sociooeconomic and ethnic groups in Los Angeles County to
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publicly participate in mitigating the impacts of storm water pollution.

1. Programs for Residents

a) The Principal Permittee shall implement the Public Education
Program as outlined in the SQMP, including the continuation of
the following activities:

¯ Advertising
¯ Media Relations
¯ Public Service Announcements
¯ "How To" Instructional Material Distributed in a Targeted and

Activity-Related Manner
¯ Corporate, Community Association, Environmental

Organization and Entertainment Industry Tie-Ins
¯ 1-888-CLEAN-LA and 888CleanLA.com
¯ Events Targeted to Specific Activities and Population Sub-

groups

b) Countywide Hotline

The 888-CLEAN-LA hotline will serve as the general public reporting
contact for reporting clogged catch basin inlets and illicit
discharges/dumping, and general storm water management information.
Each Permittee may establish its own hotline if preferred. Permittees shall
include this information, updated when necessary, in public information,
and the govemment pages of the telephone book as they are
developed/published.

c) "No Dumping" Message

Each Permittee shall mark all storm drain inlets with a legible "no dumping"
message. In addition, signs with prohibitive language discouraging illegal
dumping must be posted at designated public access points to creeks,
other relevant water bodies, and channels by July 26, 2003. Good signage
shall be maintained.

d) Outreach and Education

The Principal Permittee shall implement the second Five-Year Education
Plan as detailed in the SQMP.

Each Permit’tee shall conduct educational activities within its jurisdiction
and participate in countywide events.
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The Principal Permittee shall organize Public Outreach Strategy meetings
with all Co-permittees on a quarterly basis. The Principal Permittee shall
provide guidance for Permittees to augment the regional outreach and
education program. Perrnittees shall coordinate regional and local
outreach and education to reduce duplication of efforts.

The Principal Permittee shall insure that a minimum of 35 million
impressions per year are made on the general public about storm water
quality via print, local IV access, local radio, or other appropriate media.

Each Permittee shall provide all School Districts within its jurisdiction with
materials, including videos, live presentations, brochures, and other media
necessary to educate a minimum of 50 percent of all school children (K-12)
every 2 years on storm water pollution. All Permittees shall cooperate to
implement this requirement. Permittees shall provide the contact
information for their appropriate storm water staff to the Principal Permittee
within 30 days of the date this order is adopted. Cooperative efforts with
other agencies may also be used to accomplish this requirement.

e) Pollutant-Specific Outreach

Permittees shall coordinate to develop outreach programs that target the
watershed-specific pollutants listed in Table 1 no later than [6 months from
the permit adoption date]. Metals may be appropriately addressed through
the Industrial/Commercial businesses program. Region-wide pollutants
may be included in the Principal Permittee’s mass media efforts. Programs
shall be appropriate for the anthropogenic sources of each pollutant.

Table 1. Target Pollutants for Outreach
Watershed Target Pollutants for Outreach
Ballona Creek Trash, Indicator Bacteria, Metals
Malibu Creek Trash, Nutrients, indicator Bacteria
Los Angeles River Trash, Nutrients (Nitrogen), Indicator Bacteria, Metals, Pesticides
San Gabriel River Trash, Nutrients (Nitrogen), Indicator Bacteria, Metals
Dominguez Channel Trash, Indicator Bacteria

Each Permittee shall distribute outreach materials to the general public and
target audiences, such as schools, community groups, contractors and
developers, and at appropriate public counters and events. Outreach
material shall include information on pollutants and sources of concern, as
listed in Table 1.
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2. Programs for Businesses

a) Corporate Outreach

The Principal Permittee shall develop and implement a Corporate Outreach
program to educate corporate heads about storm water regulations. The
program shall target gas stations and restaurant chains. At a minimum,
this program shall include:

(1)    Consulting with corporate heads to explain storm water
regulations;

(2) Distribute and discuss BMP and educational material, and
management suggestions to facilitate employee
compliance.

Corporate Outreach for all gas station and restaurant chain corporations
shall occur once every 2 years, not less than twice during the permit term.

b) Business Assistance Program

Permittees shall develop and implement a Business Assistance Program
to provide confidential, technical resource assistance to small businesses
to help them understand and comply with storm water regulations. At a
minimum, programs shall include:

(1) Qn-site technical assistance or consultation via telephone
to identify and implement pollution prevention methods and
best management practices;

(2) Availability, distribution, and discussion of applicable BMP
and educational materials; and,

(3) Access to information concerning environmental consulting
services, hazardous waste treatment, hauling, disposal
and recycling services, and pollution prevention and
control practices.

Permittees shall provide assistance to small businesses that meet the
following criteria:

(1) Less than 100 employees;

(2) Lack funding for private consulting;

(3) Lack access to the expertise necessary to understand and
comply with storm water regulations; and

(4) Requested assistance, or were referred through the
Industrial/Commercial Inspection Program.
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Permittees shall assist (through site visits, telephone consultations,
presentations or material distribution) all qualifying businesses that request
assistance, or 1000 businesses per year, whichever is less.

The Business Assistance Program shall be a confidential and non-
enforcement program. Permittees shall conduct follow-up independent
of the Business Assistance Program, based on the priorities of the
Industrial/Commercial Inspection Program.

The Principal Permittee shall submit an annual PIPP Update, with the Annual Program
and Assessment Report, to the Regional Board Executive Officer for approval. The
PIPP Update shall include a summary of the overall strategy and any updates or
modifications to the Public Information and Participation Program.

B. Programs for Industrial/Commercial Inspections

Each Permittee shall implement an Industrial/Commercial Program to:

¯ Achieve the control and reduction of pollutants in storm water runoff from all
Industrial/Commercial sites to the maximum extent practicable.

At a minimum the Industrial/Commercial program shall address:

¯ Regulatory mechanism requiring the implementation of proper
Pollution Prevention and control measures at Industrial/Commercial
sites;

¯ Source Identification;

¯ Threat to Water Quality;

¯ Site plan review and BMP Implementation;

¯ Inspection of Industrial/Commercial sites;

¯ Enforcement of pollution prevention and control measures at
Industrial/Commercial sites;

¯ Have sanctions to ensure compliance (established in the regulatory
mechanism).

1. Pollution Prevention (Industrial/Commercial)

Each Permittee shall implement pollution prevention methods in its
Industrial/Commercial Program and shall require its use by
industrial/commercial businesses, where appropriate.
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2. Source Identification (Industrial/Commercial)

Each Permittee shall develop and update annually a watershed-based
inventory of all Industrial/Commercial sites within its jurisdiction
regardless of site ownership. The inventory may be expanded through
designation by the WMC, as additional information becomes available.
This requirement is applicable to all Industrial/Commercial sites
regardless of whether the Industrial/Commercial site is subject to the
GIASP, other individual NPDES permit, or commercial sites. The update
of the database may be performed through new information obtained
through field activities or through other readily available intra-agency
informational databases (e.g. business license, pretreatment permits,
sanitary sewer hook-up permits, etc...) The inventory shall include the
following minimum information for each Industrial/Commercial site:

a) name;

b) address; and

c) a narrative description including SIC codes that best reflects the
principal products or activities performed by each facility. The use
of an automated database system, such as Geographical
Information System (GIS) or web-based is highly recommended,
but not required. Any database already available may be used to
satisfy the requirements of this section. The Permittees may use
other fields of information, as necessary (e.g. to point out
discrepancies between SIC Code designation and type of
activities in reality performed on-site).

3. Threat to Water Quality Prioritization (Industrial/Commercial)

The program for Industrial/Commercial Businesses will address at the
minimum, the following categories of activities:

a) All industrial groups regulated under Phase I of the federal storm
water program;

b) Motor vehicle repair shops, motor vehicle body shops, motor
vehicle parts and accessories facilities;

c) Restaurants. The County Health Department Code shall be
amended to facilitate compliance with this Order. At a minimum,
the Code shall be modified to require inspections for:

(1) Parking lot, alley, sidewalk and street areas. Inspectors will
verify that floormats, filters and garbage containers are not
washed in those areas. They will also verify that no
washwater is poured in those areas.
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(2) Dumpster areas. Inspectors will verify that the dumpster
area is clean with the lid closed and not filled with liquid or
hosed out.

(3) Oil and Grease residue is not poured onto a parking lot,
street or adjacent catch basin.

(4) Parking lot area is cleaned by sweeping and not by hosing
down. The facility uses dry methods for spill cleanup.

d) Other Commercial facilities (contributing or potentially contributing
to the impairments of receiving waters)

4. BMP Implementation

a) Each Permittee shall implement, or require the implementation of,
the designated minimum BMPs, as approved in Resolution No.
98-08, at each industrial/commercial site within its jurisdiction. If
particular minimum BMPs are infeasible at any specific site, each
Permittee shall implement, or require implementation of, other
equivalent BMPs. Each Permittee shall also implement or require
any additional site specific BMPs as necessary to comply with this
Order including BMPs which are more stringent than those
required under the statewide General Industrial Permit.

b) Each Permittee shall implement, or require implementation of,
additional controls for Industrial/Commercial sites tributary to
Clean Water Act section 303(d) impaired water bodies (where a
site discharges pollutants for which the water body is impaired) as
necessary to comply with this Order. Each Permittee shall
implement, or require implementation of, additional controls for
Industrial/Commercial sites within or directly adjacent to or
discharging directly to coastal lagoons or other receiving waters
within environmentally sensitive areas as necessary to comply
with this Order.

5. Inspection of Industrial/Commercial Sites

a) Each Perrnittee shall conduct Industrial site inspections for
compliance with its ordinances, permits. Inspections shall include
review of BMP implementation plans or implementation of the
required minimum BMPs.

b) Each Permittee shall establish inspection frequencies for facilities
described in B.3. above. Each Permittee shall inspect
Industrial/commercial sites, at a minimum:

[Facility Type I Inspection FrequencyRestaurants Once in 24 months, but not less
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than twice during the life of the
permit

Automotive Service Facilities Once in 24 months, but not less
than twice during the life of the
permit

Other Commercial Once in 24 months, but not less
, than twice during the life of the

permit
’ Phase I Facilities* ~ Once in 24 months, but not less
~ ! than twice during the life of the’ I

i permit
* During the first cycle of inspections, all facilities will be investigated,
regardless of exposure or non-exposure. After that cycle is concluded
sites without exposure need not be addressed in the following cycles.

c) Based upon the results of site inspections, each Permittee shall
implement all follow-up actions necessary to comply with
Permittee’s ordinances and this Order.

d) To the extent that Regional Board staff has conducted an
inspection of an Industrial/Commercial site during a particular
year, the requirement for the responsible Permittee to inspect this
site during the same year will be satisfied.

6. Enforcement of Pollution Prevention and Control Measures at
Industrial/Commercial Sites

a) Each Permittee shall enforce its storm water ordinance at all
Industrial/Commercial sites as necessary to maintain compliance
with this Order. Permittee ordinances or other regulatory
mechanisms shall include sanctions to ensure compliance.

7. Reporting of Non-compliant Sites (Industrial/Commercial)

a) Each Permittee shall provide oral notification to the Regional
Board of non-compliant sites that are determined to be in non-
compliance with existing storm water regulations (within 3 days of
discovery) or create an adverse impact or nuisance as it relates to
the quality of the receiving waters of the State within its
jurisdiction, within 24 hours of the discovery.

Such oral notification shall be followed up by a written report to be
submitted to the Regional Board within 5 days of the incidence of
non-compliance. Sites are considered non-compliant when one or
more violations of local ordinances, permits, plans, or this Order
exist on the site.

b) Permittees shall develop and submit cdteda by which to evaluate
events of non-compliance to determine whether they create an
adverse impact or nuisance. These cdteda shall be submitted in
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the SQMP and Annual Report for Regional Board review and
subject to Regional Board Executive Officer’s approval.

C. Programs for Development Planning

1. The Permittees shall implement a development-planning program with
immediate effect that will require all planning priority development and
redevelopment projects to,

a) Minimize impacts from storm water and urban runoff on the
biological integrity of natural drainage systems and water bodies
in accordance with requirements under CEQA, Section 404 of the
CWA, local ordinances and other legal authorities;

b) Maximize the percentage of permeable surfaces to allow more
percolation of storm water into the ground;

c) Minimize the quantity of storm water directed to ~mpermeable
surfaces and the MS4;

d) Minimize pollution emanating from parking lots through the use of
appropriate treatment control BMPs and good housekeeping
practices:

e) Establish reasonable limits on the clearing of vegetation from the
project site including, but not limited to, regulation of the length of
time during which soil may be exposed and in certain
environmentally critical situations, the prohibition of bare soil;

f) Provide for appropriate permanent measures to reduce storm
water pollutant loads in storm water from the development site.

2. Peak Flow Control

The Permittees shall establish and enforce numerical cdteria no later than
[90 days from permit adoption] to control the post-development peak storm
runoff discharge rates in natural drainage systems to maintain or reduce
pre-development peak discharge rates to prevent down-stream erosion,
and to protect stream habitat. Natural drainage systems include, but are
not limited to, the following:
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a) Malibu Creek

b) Topanga Canyon

c) U’pper Los Angeles River

d) Upper San Gabriel River

e) Soft-bottom segments of other receiving waters within Los
Angeles County

3. Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plans

a) Each Permittee shall require that single-family hillside home
developments:

(1) Conserve natural areas

(2) Protect slopes and channels

(3) Provide storm drain system stenciling and signage

(4) Divert roof runoff to vegetated areas before discharge

(5) Direct surface flow to vegetated areas before discharge

b) Each Permittee shall require that a Standard Urban Storm Water
Mitigation Plan as approved by the Regional Board in Board
Resolution No. R 00-02 be implemented for the following
categories of developments with immediate effect:

(1) Single-family hillside residential developments of 10,000
square feet or more

(2) Ten or more unit homes (includes single family homes,
multifamily homes, condominiums, and apartments)

(3) A 100,000 or more square feet industrial/commercial
development

(4) Automotive service facilities (SIC 5013, 5014, 5541, 7532-
7534, and 7536-7539)

(5) Retail gasoline outlets

(6) Restaurants (SIC 5812)

(7) Parking lots 5,000 square feet or more or with 25 or more
parking spaces

c) Each Permittee shall require, no later than 180 days from permit
adoption that a Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plan be
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implemented for all projects located in or directly adjacent to or
discharging directly to an environmentally sensitive area, where,
the development will:

(1) create 2,500 square feet or more of impervious area, or

(2) alter the area of imperviousness of the site to ten or more
percent of the naturally occurring condition, and

(3) discharge storm water and urban runoff that is likely to
impact a sensitive biological species or habitat

4. Numerical Design Criteria

The Permittees shall require that post-construction treatment control BMPs
incorporate, at a minimum, the following design criteria to mitigate (infiltrate,
filter or treat) storm water runoff:

a) Volumetric Structural or Treatment Control BMP

(1) the 85th percentile 24-hour runoff event determined as the
maximized capture storm water volume for the area, from
the formula recommended in Urban Runoff Quality
Management, WEF Manual of Practice No. 23/ ASCE
Manual of Practice No. 87, (1998), or

(2) the volume of annual runoff based on unit basin storage
water quality volume, to achieve 80 percent or more
volume treatment by the method recommended in
Cafifomia Stormwater Best Management Practices
Handbook - Industrial/Commercial, (1993), or

(3) the volume of runoff produced from a 0.75 inch storm
event, prior to its discharge to a storm water conveyance
system, or

(4) the volume of runoff produced from a historical-record
based reference 24-hour rainfall criterion for "treatment"
(0.75 inch average for the Los Angeles County area) that
achieves approximately the same reduction in pollutant
loads achieved by the 85t~ percentile 24-hour runoff event,

AND/OR

b) Flow Based Structural or Treatment Control BMP

(1) the flow of runoff produced from a rain event equal to at
least 0.2 inches per hour intensity, or

(2) the flow of runoff produced from a rain event equal to at
least two times the 85~ percentile hourly rainfall intensity
for Los Angeles County
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(3) the flow of runoff produced from a rain event that will result
in treatment of the same portion of runoff as treated using
volumetric standards above,

5. Applicability of Numerical Design Criteria

The Permittees shall require the following categories of planning priority
projects to design and implement post-construction treatment and structural
controls to mitigate storm water pollution prior to issuing grading or building
permits:

a) Single-family hillside residential developments of 10,000 square
feet or more

b) Ten or more unit home development (includes single family
homes, multifamily homes, condominiums, and apartmentsl

c) A 100,000 or more square feet industrial/commercial
development

d) Automotive service facilities (SIC 5013, 5014, 5541, 7532-7534
and 7536-7539)

e) Retail gasoline outlets [ suggested criteria: projected gasoline
output of 25,000 gallons per month or more; or with four or more
fueling dispensers, or with 24 or more dispensing meters or
projected average daily traffic of 100 cars or more or 5,000 square
feet or more of surface area]

f) Restaurants (SIC 5812) [5,000 square feet or more]

g) Parking lots 5,000 square feet or more or with 25 or more parking
spaces

h) Projects located in, adjacent to or discharging directly to
environmentally sensitive areas that meet threshold conditions
identified above.

6. Each Permittee shall require the implementation of SUSMP and post-
construction control requirements for the following categories of
development planning projects no later than March 9, 2003, to conform to
USEPA Phase II requirements:

a)    One acre (40,000 square feet) industrial/commercial development

7. Site Specific Mitigation

a) Each Permittee shall require a site-specific plan for developments
not requiring a SUSMP but which may potentially have adverse
impacts on post-development storm water quality, where the
following project characteristics exist:

(1) Vehicle or equipment fueling areas;
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(2) Vehicle or equipment maintenance areas, including
washing and repair

(3) Commercial or industrial waste handling or storage

(4) Outdoor handling or storage of hazardous materials;

(5) Outdoor manufacturing areas

(6) Outdoor food handling or processing

(7) Outdoor animal care, confinement, or slaughter

(8) Outdoor horticulture activities

8. Redeveiopment Projects

The Permittees shall apply the SUSMP, or site specific requirements
including post-construction storm water mitigation to all projects that
undergo significant redevelopment in their respective categories.
Significant redevelopment means the creation or addition or replacement
of 5,000 square feet of impervious surface area on an already developed
site. Where significant redevelopment results in an increase of more than
fifty percent of impervious surfaces of a previously existing development,
and the existing development was not subject to post development storm
water quality control requirements, the entire project must be mitigated.

9. Maintenance Agreement and Transfer

Each Permittee shall require that all developments subject to SUSMP and
site specific plan requirements provide verification of maintenance
provisions for structural and treatment control BMPs, including but not
limited to legal agreements, covenants, CEQA mitigation requirements, and
or conditional use permits. Verification at a minimum shall include:

a) The developers signed statement accepting responsibility for
maintenance until the responsibility is legally transferred, and
either

b) A signed statement from the public entity assuming responsibility
for structural or treatment control BMP maintenance and that it
meets all local agency design standards, or

c) Wdtten conditions in the sales or lease agreement, which requires
the recipient to assume responsibility for maintenance and
conduct a maintenance inspection at least once a year, or

d) Wdtten text in project conditions, covenants and restrictions
(CCRs) for residential properties assigning maintenance
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responsibilities to the Home Owners Association for maintenance
of the structural and treatment control BMPs; or

e) Any other legally enforceable agreement that assigns
responsibility for the maintenance of post-construction structural
or treatment control BMPs

t0. Mitigation Funding

The Permittees shall identify no later than [120 days from permit adoption]
a funding mechanism[s] and management framework, for endorsement by
the Regional Board Executive Officer, to support regional solutions to storm
water pollution, where the following situations occur:

a) A waiver for impracticability Is granted or threat to ground water
exists

b) Legislative funds become available

c) Off-site mitigation is required because of loss of enwronmer~tal
habitat

11. California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Document Update

Each Permittee shall modify planning procedures for preparing and
reviewing CEQA documents to consider potential storm water quality
im~3cts and provide for appropriate mitigation, with immediate effect. The
CEQA guidelines shall require consideration of the following:
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a) Potential Impact of project construction on storm water runoff

b) Potential Impact of projects post-construction activity on storm
water runoff.

c) Potential for discharge of storm water from areas from material
storage, vehicle or equipment fueling, vehicle or equipment
maintenance (including washing), waste handling, hazardous
materials handling or storage, delivery areas or loading docks, or
other outdoor work areas.

d) Potential for discharge of storm water to impair the beneficial uses
of the receiwng waters or areas that provide water quality benefit

e) Potential for the discharge of storm water to cause significant
harm on the biological integrity of the waterways and water bodies

f) Potential for significant changes in the flow velocity or volume of
storm water runoff that can cause environmental harm

g) Potential for significant increases in erosion of the project site or
surr~ounding areas

12. General Plan Update

Each Permittee shall update appropriate elements of its General Plans to
include watershed and storm water quality and quantity management
considerations no later than [540 days from permit adoption date].
Appropriate elements include, but are not limited to, water quality
protection, development goals and policies, open space goals and policies,
preservation of and integration with natural features, and water
conservation policies.

13. Targeted Employee Training

Each Permittee shall train its employees in targeted positions (whose jobs
or activities are engaged in development planning) regarding the
requirements of the development planning on an annual basis beginning no
later than [90 d from permit adoption], and more frequently if necessary.

14. Developer Technical Guidance and Information

a) Each Permittee shall develop and make available to developer
development planning guidelines with immediate effect.

b) Permittees shall develop no later than [365 days from permit
adoption] a technical manual for the siting and design of BMPs for
the development community. The technical manual shall at a
minimum include:
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(1) Specifications for treatment control BMPs based on flow-
based and volumetric water quality design criteria for the
purposes of countywide consistency,

(2) Criteria for control of peak discharge rates, velocities and
duration,

(3) Expected pollutant removal performance ranges

(4) Maintenance considerations

(5) Cost considerations

D. Programs for Construction Sites

Each Permitt’ee shall implement a program to control runoff from construction
activity at all construction sites. To accomplish this, the Permittees shall revise
their Construction Development Program in the SQMP within 180 days of
adoption of this Order, subject to the approval of the Executive Officer. The
revisions shall specify a schedule for implementation by each Permittee, and
must contain the following minimum elements, including performance measures,
schedules for implementation, and shall include the following categories of
construction:

a) Five or more acres;

b) Between one and five acres; and

c) Less than one acre.

1. For construction sites less than 1 acre, each Permittee shall:

a) Implement an educational program to discuss storm water
pollution prevention and controls at construction sites and
distribute educational materials targeted to the construction
community during meetings, workshops, pre-construction
meetings, and inspections;

b) Train employees in targeted positions (whose jobs or activities are
engaged in construction activities including construction inspection
staff) regarding the requirements of the storm water management
program no later than (180 days from adoption of this Order), and
annually thereafter; and

c) Require the implementation of a minimum set of BMPs to prevent
pollution and control storm water runoff discharges. These
minimum BMPs shall, at a minimum, include:

¯ Requirements for the use of effective erosion and sediment
controls at construction sites;
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¯ Requirements for structural and non-structural Best
Management Practices (BMPs) for controlling runoff at
construction sites;

¯ Site plan review and verification of BMP implementation; and
¯ Each Permittee is encouraged to prioritize sites to be

inspected during wet weather to determine compliance with
the minimum BMPs.

2. For construction sites one acre and greater each Permittee shall require
that in D. 1 above and require the preparation, submittal, and
implementation of a Local Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (Local
SWPPP), prior to issuance of a grading permit for construction projects,
that meets one or more of the following criteria:

a) Will result in soil disturbance of one acre or more in size;

b) Is within, directly adjacent to, or is discharging directly to an
environmentally sensitive area; or

c) Is located in a hillside area.

The Local SWPPP shall include appropriate construction site BMPs and
maintenance schedules. A State required SWPPP may be substituted by
a Local SWPPP if the Local SWPPP is at least as inclusive as the
requirements for a State SWPPP. The BMPs may be selected from
documents such as the California Storm Water BMP Handbook, the
Caltrans Storm Water Quality Handbook, Ventura County Stormwater
Quality Standard Sheet, American Society of Civil Engineers (ASCE)
database or similar guidance documents. In addition, each Permittee
shall ensure the following minimum requirements are effectively
implemented at all construction sites regardless of size:

d) Sediments generated on the project site shall be retained using
adequate structural drainage controls;

e) No construction-related materials, wastes, spills, or residues shall
be discharged from the project site to streets, drainage facilities or
adjacent properties by wind or runoff;

f) Non-storm water runoff from equipment and vehicle washing and
any other activity shall be contained at the project site; and

g) Erosion from slopes and channels will be prevented by
implementing BMPs including, but not limited to: limiting of grading
scheduled during the wet season; inspecting graded areas during
rain events; planting and maintenance of vegetation on slopes;
and covering erosion susceptible slopes.

The Local SWPPP must include the rationale used for selecting or
rejecting BMPs. The project architect, or engineer of record, or
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authorized qualified designee, must sign a statement on the Local
SWPPP to the effect:

"As the architect/engineer of record, I have selected appropriate BMPs to
effectively minimize the negative impacts of this project’s construction
activities on storm water quality. The project owner and contractor are
aware that the selected BMPs must be installed, monitored, and
maintained to ensure their effectiveness. The BMPs not selected for
implementation are redundant or deemed not appficable to the proposed
construction activity."

The landowner shall sign a statement to the effect:

"1 certif); that this document and all attachments were prepared under my
direction or supervision in accordance with a system designed to assure
that qualified personnel properly gather and evaluate the information
submitted. Based on my inquiry of the person or persons who manage
the system or those persons directly responsible for gathering the
information, to the best of my knowledge and belief, the information
submitted is true, accurate, and complete. I am aware that submitting
false and/or inaccurate information, failing to update the Local SWPPP to
reflect current conditions, or failing to properly and/or adequately
implement the Local SWPPP may result in revocation of grading and/or
other permits or other sanctions provided by law."

The Local SWPPP certification shall be signed by the landowner as
follows:

For a corporation: by a responsible corporate officer which means (a) a
president, secretary, treasurer, or vice president of the corporation in
charge of a principal business function, or any other person who pen~orms
similar policy or decision-making functions for the corporation, or (b) the
manager of the construction activity if authority to sign documents has
been assigned or delegated to the manager in accordance with corporate
procedures;

For a partnership or sole proprietorship: by a general partner or the
proprietor; or

For a municipality or other public agency: by an elected official, a ranking
management official (e.g., County Administrative Officer, City Manager,
Director of Public Works, City Engineer, District Manager), or the
manager of the construction activity if authority to sign Local SWPPPs
has been assigned or delegated to the manager in accordance with
established agency policy.

3. For sites one acre and greater, each Permittee shall inspect all
construction sites with Local SWPPPs (or SWPPPs) for storm water
quality requirements during routine inspections a minimum of once during
the wet season. The Local SWPPP (or SWPPP) shall be reviewed for
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compliance. For inspected sites that have not adequately implemented
their Local SWPPP (or SWPPP), a follow-up inspection to ensure
compliance will take place within 2 weeks. If compliance has not been
attained, the Permittee will take additional actions to achieve compliance
(as specified in Local or State codes). If compliance has not been
achieved, and the site is covered under the State General Construction
Activity Storm Water Permit, each Permittee shall enforce their Local
ordinance requirements and if non-compliance continues the Regional
Board shall be notified for further joint enforcement actions.

4. For sites five acres and greater, each Permittee shall require that in D. 1
above and:

a) Require proof of filing of a Notice of Intent (NOI) for coverage
under the State General Construction Activity Storm Water Permit
and a copy of the SWPPP prior to issuing a grading permit for all
projects requiring coverage under the state general permit. Qn
March 10, 2003, for sites one acre and greater, each Permittee
shall require proof of filing a Notice of Intent (NOI) for coverage
under the State General Construction Activity Storm Water Permit
and a copy of the SWPPP prior to issuing a grading permit for all
projects requiring coverage under the state general permit. The
prepared SWPPP may satisfy the requirement under D.2. (in-lieu
of Local SWPPP).
Each Permittee shall require proof of an NOI and a copy of the
SWPPP at any time a transfer of ownership takes place for the
entire development or portions of the common plan of
development where construction activities are still on-going.

b) Each Permittee shall use an electronic system to track grading
permits issued by each Permittee.

E. Public Agency Activities

1. Each Permittee shall implement a Public Agency program to minimize
storm water pollution impacts from public agency activities. Public
Agency requirements consist of:

¯ Sewage Systems Operations
¯ Public Construction Activities
¯ Vehicle Maintenance/Material Storage Facilities Management
¯ Landscape and Recreational Facilities Management
¯ Storm Drain Operation and Management
¯ Streets and Roads Maintenance
¯ Parking Facilities Management
¯ Public Industrial Activities
¯ Emergency Procedures
¯ Dry Weather Diversions
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2. Sewage System Operations

Each Permit’tee shall implement a response plan for overflows of the
sanitary sewer system within their respective jurisdiction which shall
consist of the following at a minimum:

a) Investigate any complaints received;

b) Immediately respond to overflows by containment; and

c) Notify appropriate sewer and public health agencies when a sewer
overflows to the MS4.

For those Permittees which own and/or operate a sanitary sewer system,
each Permittee shall also implement the following requirements until such
time that they are superceded by the proposed Capacity, Management,
Operation and Maintenance Regulations (CMOM) are promulgated by the
USEPA:

d) A program to prevent sewage spills or leaks from sewage facilities
from entering the MS4; and

e) Identify, repair, and remediate sanitary sewer blockages,
exfiltration, overflow, and wet weather overflows from sanitary
sewers to the MS4.

3. Public Construction Activities Management

a) Each Permittee shall implement a program to control runoff from
construction activity at all construction sites. To accomplish this,
the Permittees shall revise their Construction Development
Program in the SQMP within 180 days of adoption of this Order,
subject to the approval of the Executive Officer. The revisions
shall specify a schedule for implementation by each Permittee,
and must contain the following minimum elements, including
performance measures, schedules for implementation, and shall
include the following categories of construction:

(1) Five or more acres;

(2) Between one and five acres; and

(3) Less than one acre.

b) Each Permittee shall comply with requirements 1, 2, and 3 in the
Construction Section of this Order and with the following
requirements at all public construction sites:

(1) Design and construction of public facilities shall be
consistent with the requirements and dates specified for
private development in Part 4.C Programs for
Development Planning;
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(2) Prepare and retain site-specific SWPPPs for municipal
construction sites;

(3) Implement construction and post-construction storm water
controls as required of private construction projects,
including numerical mitigation criteria for post-construction
BMPs;

(4) Implement a program to ensure that SWPPPs and BMPs
implemented are effective;

(5) Inspect public construction sites and implement changes
as necessary to maintain or replace ineffective BMPs in
order to protect water quality; and

(6) Each Permittee shall obtain coverage under the State of
California General Construction Activities Storm Water
Discharge Permit coverage for public construction sites for
sites 5 acres or greater (or part of a larger area of
development, etc...) except that a municipality under
100,000 in population need not obtain coverage under a
separate permit until March 10, 2003.

c) On March 10, 2003, each Permittee shall obtain coverage under
the State of California General Construction Activities Storm
Water Discharge Permit coverage for public construction sites for
sites 1 acre or greater (or part of a larger area of development,
etc...).

3. Vehicle Maintenance/Material Storage Facilities/Corporation Yards Management

a) Each Permittee shall implement pollution prevention plans for
public vehicle maintenance facilities and material storage facilities
which have the potential to discharge pollutants into storm water.

b) Each Permittee shall implement BMPs to minimize pollutant
discharges in storm water including but not be limited to:

(1) Good housekeeping practices;

(2) Material storage control;

(3) Vehicle leaks and spill control; and

(4) Illicit discharge control;
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c) Each Permittee shall require that all vehicle/equipment wash
areas be self-contained or covered, or equipped with a clarifier, or
other pretreatment device, and properly connected to the sanitary
sewer to prevent the discharge of pollutants to the MS4 for new
facilities or during redevelopmer~t of existing sites.

d) Each Permittee shall, for each municipal yard covered under
Phase I of the Federal Storm Water Regulations, obtain separate
coverage under the State of California General Industrial Activities
Storm Water Discharge Permit except that a municipality under
100,000 in population need not file the NOI until March 10, 2003.

4. Landscape and Recreational Facilities Management

Each Permittee shall continue to implement the following requirements
with the following additions:

a) Each Permittee shall implement a standardized protocol for the
routine and non-routine application of pesticides, herbicides
(including preemergents), and fertilizers.

b) There shall be no application of pesticides or fertilizers
immediately before, during, or immediately after a rain event or
when water is flowing off the area to be applied.

c) The Permittee shall ensure that staff applying pesticides are
certified by the California Department of Food and Agriculture, or
are under the direct supervision of a certified pesticide applicator.

d) Each Permittee shall implement procedures to encourage
retention and planting of native vegetation and to reduce water,
fertilizer, and pesticide needs;

e) Each Permittee shall store fertilizers and pesticides indoors or
under cover on paved surfaces or use secondary containment;

f) Each Pen’nittee shalll reduce the use, storage, and handling of
hazardous materials; and

g) Each Permittee shall regularly inspect storage areas.

5. Storm Drain Operation and Management

Each Permittee shall implement the following BMPs for storm drain inlet
Maintenance (except that for any Permittee within an area subject to a
trash TMDL, the Permittee may implement a program which maximizes
trash removal by using an effective combination of street sweeping, catch
basin clean outs, installation of treatment devices, and/or implementation
of any other BMPs that achieve waste load allocations):
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a) Inspect and clean catch basins between May 1 and September 30
of each year;

b) Classify priority catch-basins to be those that are 40 percent full;

c) Cleaning of priority catch basins, as necessary, between October
1 and April 30;

d) Keep record of catch basins cleaned;

e) Recording of the overall quantity of catch basin waste collected;
and

f) Each Permittee shall submit a record (preferably as a GIS layer)
bf all catch basins in a municipality and identify which are city-
owned/county-owned, and which are priority for more frequent
cleaning.

Each Permittee shall implement BMPs for Storm Drain Maintenance that
shall include but not be limited to:

a) A program to visually monitor open channel storm drains for
debris and identify and prioritize problem areas of illicit discharge
for regular inspection;

b) A review of current maintenance activities to assure that
appropriate storm water BMPs are being utilized to water quality;

c) Removal of trash and debris from open channel storm drains shall
occur a minimum of once per year before the storm season;

d) Minimize the.discharge of contaminants during MS4 maintenance
and clean outs;

e) Recording of the overall quantity of catch basin waste collected;
and

f) Proper disposal of material removed.

6. Streets and Roads Maintenance

a) Each Permittee shall conduct street sweeping on curbed public
streets in their permitted area according to the following schedule
(except that for any Permittee within an area subject to a trash
TMDL, the Permittee may implement a program which maximizes
trash removal by using an effective combination of street
sweeping, catch basin clean outs, installation of treatment
devices, and/or implementation of any other BMPs that achieve
waste load allocations):

(1) At a monthly average not less than 4 times per month in
areas generating high volumes of trash;
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(2) At a monthly average not less than 2 times per month in
areas generating moderate volumes of trash on traffic
collector streets and residential areas.

b) Permittee-owned parking lots shall be kept clear of debris and oil
buildup and cleaned no less than 2 times per month and/or
inspected no less than 2 times per month to determine if cleaning
is necessary.

c) Each Permittee shall require that sawcutting wastes be recovered
and disposed of properly and that in no case shall waste be
allowed to enter the storm drain.

d) Concrete and other street and road maintenance materials and
wastes shall be managed to prevent pollutant discharges; and

e) The washout of concrete trucks and chutes shall only occur in
designated areas and never into storm drains, open ditches,
streets, or catch basins leading to the storm drain system.

Each Permittee shall train their employees in targeted positions (whose
interactions, jobs, and activities affect storm water quality) regarding the
requirements of the storm water management program to:

a) Promote a clear understanding of the potential for maintenance
activities to pollute storm water; and

b) Identify and select appropriate BMPs.

7. Emergency Procedures

Each Permittee shall continue to repair essential public services and
infrastructure in a manner to minimize environmental damage in
emergency situations such as: earthquakes; fires; floods; landslides; or
windstorms. BMPs shall be implemented to the extent that measures do
not compromise public health and safety. After initial emergency
response or emergency repair activities have been completed, each
Permittee shall implement BMPs as required under this Order.

F. Program to Eliminate Illicit Connections and Discharges

Permittees shall eliminate all illicit connections and illicit discharges to the storm
drain system, and shall document and report all such cases. To accomplish this,
the Permittees shall revise their Program for Elimination of Illicit Connection and
Illicit Discharge (IC/ID Program) within 180 days of Permit adoption. This
revision, which is subject to the approval of the Executive Officer, must specify a
schedule for implementation by each Permittee, and must contain the following
minimum elements, including performance measures and schedules.
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1. General Elements

a) Implementation: Upon Executive Officer approval of the revised
IC/ID Program, each Permittee must develop an Implementation
Program which specifies hew each-Permittee is implementing the
revised IC/ID Program from the SQMP. This Implementation
Program must be documented, and available for review and
approval by the Regional Board when requested.

b) Management and Tracking System: All Permittees shall make
use analytical tools, such as a Geographic Information System or
a comparable tool suited to their storm drain system, that will
enable the Lead Permittee to manage and track all suspected illicit
connections and illicit discharges into the storm drain system.
Furthermore, within one year from Permit adoption, the Lead
Permittee shall have the capability to locate all permitted
discharges, and to track and evaluate patterns and trends of illicit
connections and illicit discharges in the entire storm drain system,
including portions operated by other Permittees.

c) Training: Complete. within 180 days of Permit adoption, training
for all tar§eted employees who are responsible for identification,
investigation, termination, cleanup, and reporting of illicit
connections and discharges. Furthermore, conduct refresher
training on an annual basis thereafter.

d) Documentation and Reporting: Document and report all illicit
connections, illicit discharges, and hazardous substances that
enter the storm drain, within times specified below.

2. Illicit Connection Elements

a) Baseline Screening: Permit’tees shall continue to screen the
storm drain system for illicit connections during scheduled
infrastructure maintenance. On an annual basis, Permittees shall
report, to the Lead Permittee, on the location and length of open
channels or closed storm drains that have been screened, and on
the status of suspected, confirmed, and terminated illicit
connections.

b) Priority Screening: In addition to the baseline screening that will
occur during regularly scheduled maintenance, Permittees shall
design and implement a proactive storm drain screening of priority
areas. Permittees shall consider, among others, the following
factors when designating priority areas: an analysis past illicit
connections; and a review of documentation for storm drain
connections made in the six months following the 1994 Northridge
Earthquake, and in the year following the 1992 civil unrest.

c) Investigation: Upon discovery through either baseline or priority
screening, or upon receiving a report of a suspected illicit
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connection, Permittees shall initiate an investigation within 21
days, to determine the source of the connection, the nature and
volume of discharge through the connection, and the responsible
party for the connection.

d) Termination: Upon confirmation of the illicit nature of a storm
drain connection, Permittees shall ensure termination of the
connection within 180 days, using enforcement authority as
needed. For those cases of illicit connections that require more
than 180 days to eliminate due to lengthy court proceedings, the
Regional Board Executive Officer may grant time extensions on a
case by case basis.

3. Illicit .Discharge Elements

a) Abatement and Cleanup: Respond, within 72 hours of discovery
or a report of a suspected illicit discharge, with activities to abate,
contain, and clean up all illicit discharges, including hazardous
substances.

b) Investigation: As soon as practicable, during or immediately
following containment and cleanup activities, take enforcement
action as appropriate.

PART 5. DEFINITIONS.

The following are definitions for terms applicable to this Order:

"Adverse Impact" means a detrimental effect upon water quality or beneficial uses caused by
a discharge or loading of a pollutant or pollutants.

"Anti-degradation policies" refers to the Statement of Policy with Respect to Maintaining
High Quality Water in California (State Board Resolution No. 68-16) which protects surface and
ground waters from degradation. In particular, this policy protects waterbodies where existing
quality is higher than that necessary for the protection of beneficial uses including the protection
of fish and wildlife propagation and recreation on and in the water.

"Applicable Standards and Limitations" means all State, interstate, and federal standards
and limitations to which a "discharge" or a related activity is subject under the CWA, including
"effluent limitations, "water quality standards, standards of performance, toxic effluent standards
or prohibitions, "best management practices," and pretreatment standards under sections 301,
302, 303, 304, 306, 307, 308, 403 and 404 of CWA.

"Authorized Discharge" means any discharge that is authorized pursuant to an NPDES
permit or meets the conditions set forth in this Order.

"Automotive Repair Shop" means a facility that is categorized in any one of the following
Standard Industrial Classification (SIC) codes: 5013, 5014, 5541,7532-7534, or 7536-7539.
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"BAT/BCT Criteria" means treatment-based standards for reducing the discharge of pollutants,
as defined in 40 CFR subchapter N, for specific categories of industrial facilities subject to storm
water effluent limitations guidelines, new source performance standards, or toxic pollutant
effluent standards. Effluent limitations have been defined jn 4_0 CF’_R for the reduction of toxic
pollutants using Best Available Technology Economically Achievable (BAT) and for the
reduction of conventional pollutants using Best Conventional Pollutant Control Technology
(BCT).

"Basin Plan" refers to the Water Quality Control Plan, Los Angeles Region, Basin Plan for the
Coastal Watersheds of Los Angeles and Ventura Counties, adopted by the Regional Board on
June 13, 1994 and subsequent amendments.

"Beneficial Uses" means the existing or potential uses of receiving waters in the permit area
as designated by the Regional Board in the Basin Plan.

"Best Management Practices (BMPs)" are methods, measures, or practices designed and
selected to reduce or eliminate the discharge of pollutants to surface waters from point and
nonpoint source discharges including storm water. BMPs include structural and nonstructural
controls, and operation and maintenance procedures, which can be applied before, during,
and/or after pollution producing activities.

"Commercial Development" means any development on private land that is not heavy
industrial or residential. The category includes, but is not limited to: hospitals, laboratories and
other medical facilities, educational institutions, recreational facilities, plant nurseries, multi-
apartment buildings, car wash facilities, mini-malls and other business complexes, shopping
malls, hotels, office buildings, public warehouses and other light industrial complexes.

"Construction" means constructing, clearing, grading, or excavation that results in soil
disturbance. Construction includes structure teardown. It does not include routine maintenance
to maintain original line and grade, hydraulic capacity, or original purpose of facility, nor does it
include emergency construction activities required to immediately protect public health and
safety.

"Control" means to minimize, reduce, eliminate, or prohibit by technological, legal, contractual
or other means, the discharge of pollutants from an activity or activities.

"Dechlorinated Swimming Pool Discharge" shall mean swimming pool discharges which
have no measurable chlorine and do not contain any detergents, wastes, or additional
chemicals not typically found in swimming pool water. The term does not include swimming
pool filter backwash.

"Development" shall mean any construction, rehabilitation, redevelopment or reconstruction of
any public or private residential project (whether single-family, multi-unit or planned unit
development); industrial, commercial, retail and other non-residential projects, including public
agency projects; or mass grading for future construction.

"Directly Adjacent" means situated within 200 feet of the contiguous zone required for the
continued maintenance, function, and structural stability of the environmentally sensitive area.
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"Director" shall mean the Director of Public Works of the County and Person(s) designated by
and under the Director’s instruction and supervision.

"Directly Discharging" means outflow from a drainage conveyance system that is composed
entirely or predominantly of flows from the subject, property, development, subdivision, or
industrial facility, and not commingled with the flows from adjacent lands.

"Discharge" when used without qualification means the "discharge of a pollutant."

"Discharge of a Pollutant" means: Any addition of any "pollutant" or combination of pollutants
to "waters of the United States" from any "point source" or, Any addition of any pollutant or
combination of pollutants to the waters of the "contiguous zone" or the ocean from any point
source other than a vessel or ’other floating craft which is being used as a means of
transportation. The term discharge includes additions of pollutants into waters of the United
States from: surface runoff which is collected or channeled by man; discharges through pipes,
sewers, or other conveyances owned by a State, municipality, or other person which do not lead
to a treatment works; and discharges through pipes, sewers, or other conveyances, leading into
privately owned treatment works. This term does not include an addition of pollutants by any
"indirect Discharger."

"Disturbed Area" means an area that is altered as a result of clearing, grading, and/or
excavation.

"Effluent limitation" means any restriction imposed by the Regional Board on quantities,
discharge rates, and concentrations of "pollutants" which are "discharged" from "point sources"
into "waters of the United States," the waters of the "contiguous zone," or the ocean.

"Environmentally Sensitive Areas" means an area "in which plant or animal life or their
habitats are either rare or especially valuable because of their special nature or role in an
ecosystem and which would be easily disturbed or degraded by human activities and
developments" (California Public Resources Code § 30107.5). Areas subject to storm water
mitigation requirements are: areas designated as an Area of Special Biological Significance
(ASBS) by the State Water Resources Control Board; an area designated as a Significant
Natural Area by the California Department of Fish and Game; an area listed in the Regional
Board Basin Plan as supporting the "Rare, Threatened, or Endangered Species (RARE)"
beneficial use; or an area identified by the Permittees as environmentally sensitive for water
quality purposes, based on the Regional Board Basin Plan and Clean Water Act Section 303(d)
Impaired Water-bodies List for Los Angeles County. Refer to Attachment XXX for a map of
Significant Natural Areas.

"Executive Advisory Committee" refers to the committee composed of representatives of the
Los Angeles County Flood Control District, the City of Los Angeles, and the five Watershed
Management Areas.

"General Construction Activities Storm Water Permit (GCASP)" is the general NPDES
permit adopted by the State Water Resources Control Board which authorizes the discharge of
storm water from construction activities under certain conditions.
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"General Industrial Activities Storm Water Permit (GIASP)" is the general NPDES permit
adopted by the State Water Resources Control Board which authorizes the discharge of storm
water from certain industrial activities under certain conditions.

"Hillside" means property located in an area with known erosive soil conditions, where the
development contemplates grading on any natural slope that is 25% or greater and where
grading contemplates cut or fill slopes.

"Illicit Connection" shall mean any man-made conveyance that is connected to the storm
drain system without a permit, excluding roof drains and other similar type connections.
Examples include channels, pipelines, conduits, inlets, or outlets that are connected directly to
the storm drain system.

"Illicit Discharge" means any discharge to the storm drain system that is prohibited under local,
state, or federal statutes, ordinances, codes, or regulations. The term illicit discharge includes all
non storm-water discharges except discharges pursuant to an NPDES permit, discharges that are
identified in Part 1 of this order, and discharges authorized by the Regional Board Executive
Officer.

"Illicit Disposal" means any disposal, either intentionally or unintentional!y, of material(s) or
waste(s) that can pollute storm water.

"Industrial/Commercial Facility" means any facility involved and/or used in either the
production, manufacture, storage, transportation, distribution, exchange or sale of goods and/or
commodities, and any fac~i~ty involved and/or used in providing professional and non-professional
services. This category of facilities includes, but is not limited to, any facility defined by the
Standard Industrial Classifications (SIC). Facility ownership (federal, state, municipal, private) and
profit motive of the facility are not factors in this definition.

"Infiltration" means the downward entry of water into the surface of the soil.

"Local SWPPP" refers to the Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan required by the local
agency if the project is not subject to the Statewide Construction Activities General Permit.

"Maximum Extent Practicable (MEP)" refers to the standard for implementation of storm water
management programs to reduce pollutants in storm water. It is the maximum extent possible
taking into account equitable consideration and competing facts, including, but not limited to: the
gravity of the problem, public health dsk, societal concern, environmental benefits, pollutant
removal effectiveness, regulatory compliance, public acceptance, implementability, cost and
technical feasibility. Section 402(p)(3)(B)(iii) of the CWA requires that municipal permits "shall
require controls to reduce the discharge of pollutants to the maximum extent practicable,
including management practices, control techniques and system, design and engineering
methods, and such other provisions as the Administrator or the State determines appropriate for
the control of such pollutants.
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"Method Detection Limit (MDL)" is the minimum concentration of a substance that can be
,measured and reported with 99 percent confidence that the analyte concentration is greater
than zero, as defined in 40 CFR 136, Appendix B.

"Minimum Level (ML)" is the concentration at which the entire analytical system must give a
recognizable signal and acceptable calibration point. The ML is the concentration in a sample
that is equivalent to the concentration of the lowest calibration standard analyzed by a specific
analytical procedure, assuming that all the method specified sample weights, volumes, and
processing steps have been followed.

"Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System (MS4)" means a conveyance or system of
conveyances (including roads with drainage systems, municipal streets, catch basins, curbs,
gutters, ditches, manmade channels, or storm drains) owned by a State, city, county, town or
other public body, that is designed or used for collecting or conveying storm water, which is not
a combined sewer, and which is not part of a publicly owned treatment works.

"National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES)" means the national program
for issuing, modifying, revoking and reissuing, terminating, monitoring and enforcing permits,
and imposing and enforcing pretreatment requirements, under sections 307,402, 318, and 405
of CWA. The term includes an "approved program."

"New Development" means land disturbing activities; structural development, including
construction or installation of a building or structure, creation of impervious surfaces; and land
subdivision.

"Non-Storm Water Discharge" means any discharge to a storm drain that is not composed
entirely of storm water.

"Nuisance" means anything that meets all of the following requirements: (1) is injurious to
health, or is indecent or offensive to the senses, or an obstruction to the free use of property, so
as to interfere with the comfortable enjoyment of life or property; (2) affects at the same time an
entire community or neighborhood, or any considerable number of persons, although the extent
of the annoyance or damage inflicted upon individuals may be unequal; (3) occurs during, or as
a result of, the treatment or disposal of wastes.

"Parking Lot" means land area or facility for the temporary parking or storage of motor vehicles
used personally, for businesses or for commerce with a lot size of 5,000 square feet or more, or
with 25 or more parking spaces.

"Permit" means an authorization, license, or equivalent control document issued by EPA or an
"approve State" to implement the requirements of 40 CFR Parts 122, 123, and 124. "Permit"
includes an NPDES "general permit" (§ 122.28). Permit does not include any permit which has
not yet been the subject of final agency action, such as a "draft permit" or a "proposed permit."

"Permittee(s)" means Co-Permittees and refers to any agency named in this Order as being
responsible for permit conditions within its jurisdiction. Permittees to this Order include the Los
Angeles County Flood Control District, Los Angeles County, and the cities of Agoura Hills,
Alhambra, Arcadia, Artesia, Azusa, Baldwin Park, Bellflower, Bell Gardens, Beverly Hills,
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Bradbury, .Burbank, Calabasas, Carson, Cerritos, Claremont, Commerce, Compton, Covina,
Cudahy, Culver City, Diamond Bar, Downey, Duarte, El Monte, El Segundo, Gardena, Glendale,
Glendora, Hawaiian Gardens, Hawthorne, Hermosa Beach, Hidden Hills, Huntington Park,
Industry, Inglewood, Irwindale, La Canada Flintridge, La Habra Heights, Lakewood, La Mirada,
La Puente, La Verne, Lawndale, Lomita, Los Angeles, Lynwood, Malibu, Manhattan Beach,
Maywood, Monrovia, Montebetlo, Monterey Park, Norwalk, Palos Verdes Estates, Paramount,
Pasadena, Pico River& Pomona, Rancho Palos Verdes, Redondo Beach, Rolling Hills, Rolling
Hills Estates, Rosemead, San Dimas, San Fernando, San Gabriel, San Marino, Santa Fe
Springs, Santa Monica, Sierra Madre, Signal Hill, South El Monte, South Gate, South
Pasadena, Temple City, Torrance, Vernon, Walnut, West Covina, West Hollywood, Westlake
Village, and Whittier.

"Phase I Facilities" are the categories of facilities which are required to obtain an NPDES
permit for storm water discharges associated with "industrial activity" as required by 40 CFR
122.26(c).

"Pollutants" means those "pollutants" defined in Section 502(6) of the federal Clean Water Act
(33.US.C.§1362(6)), or incorporated into California Water Code §13373. Examples of
pollutants include, but are not limited to the following:
¯ Commercial and industrial waste (such as fuels, solvents, detergents, plastic pellets,

hazardous substances, fertilizers, pesticides, slag, ash, and sludge);
¯ Metals such as cadmium, lead, zinc, copper, silver, nickel, chromium, and non-metals such

as phosphorus and arsenic;
¯ Petroleum hydrocarbons (such as fuels, lubricants, surfactants, waste oils, solvents,

coolants, and grease)
¯ Excessive eroded soils, sediment, and particulate materials in amounts which may

adversely affect the beneficial use of the receiving waters, flora or fauna of the State;
¯ Animal wastes (such as discharge from confinement facilities, kennels, pens, recreational

facilities, stables, and show facilities);
¯ Substances having characteristics such as pH less than 6 or greater than 9, or unusual

coloration or turbidity, or excessive levels of fecal coliform, or fecal streptococcus, or
enterococcus;

The term "pollutant" shall not include uncontaminated storm water, potable water or reclaimed
water generated by a lawfully permitted water treatment facility.

The term "pollutant" also shall not include any substance identified in this definition, if through
compliance with the best management practices available, the discharge of such substance has
been eliminated to the maximum extent practicable. In an enforcement action, the burden shall
be on the person who is the subject of such action to establish the elimination of the discharge
to the maximum extent practicable through compliance with the best management practices
available.

"Potable Water Distribution Systems" means sources of flows from ddnking water storage,
supply and distribution systems including flows from system failures, pressure releases, system
maintenance, well development, pump testing fire hydrant flow testing; and flushing and
dewatering of pipes, reservoirs, vaults, and wells.
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"Priority Pollutants" are those constituents referred to in 40 CFR 401.15 and listed in the EPA
NP.DES Application Form 2C, pp. V-3 through V-9.

"Project" means all development and land disturbing activities. The term is not limited to
"Project" as defined under California Environmental Quality Act (P~Jb Resources Code Section
21065).

"Rain Event" means any rain event greater than 0.1 inch in 24 hours.

"Receiving Waters" means all surface water bodies within the permit area that are identified in
the Basin Plan.

"Redevelopment" means, but is not limited to, the expansion of a building footprint or addition
or replacement of a structure; structural development including an increase in gross floor area
and/or exterior construction or remodeling; replacement of impervious surface that is not part of
a routine maintenance activity; land disturbing activities related with structural or impervious
surfaces. Redevelopment that results in the creation or addition of 5,000 square feet or more of
impervious surfaces is subject to the requirements for storm water mitigation. If the creation or
addition of impervious surfaces is fifty percent or more of the existing impervious surface area,
then storm water runoff from the entire area (existing and additions) must be considered for
purposes of storm water mitigation. If the creation or additions is less than fifty percent of the
existing impervious area, then storm water runoff from only the addition area needs mitigation.

"Regional Administrator" means the Regional Administrator of the Regional Office of the
Environmental Protection Agency or the authorized representative of the Regional
Administrator.

"Restaurant" means a facility that sells prepared foods and drinks for consumption, including
stationary lunch counters and refreshment stands selling prepared foods and drinks for
immediate consumption (SIC Code 5812).

"Runoff" means any runoff including storm water and dry weather flows from a drainage area
that reaches a receiving water body or subsurface. During dry weather it is typically comprised
of many base flow components either contaminated with pollutants or uncontaminated.

"Side Walk Rinsing" means pressure washing of paved pedestrian walkways with average
water usage of 0.006 gallons per square foot, with no cleaning agents, and properly disposing of
all debris collected, as authorized under Regional Board Resolution No. 98-08.

"Site" means the land or water area where any "facility or activity" is physically located or
conducted, including adjacent land used in connection with the facility or activity.

"Source Control BMP" means any schedules of activities, prohibitions of practices,
maintenance procedures, managerial practices or operational practices that aim to prevent
storm water pollution by reducing the potential for contamination at the source of pollution.

"SQMP" shall mean the Los Angeles Countywide Stormwater Quality Management Plan.
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"Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP)" shall mean a plan, as required by a State
General Permit, identifying potential pollutant sources and describing the design, placement and
implementation of BMPs, to effectively prevent non-stormwater Discharges and reduce
Pollutants in Stormwater Discharges during activities covered by the General Permit.

"Storm Water" shall mean any surface flow, runoff, and/or drainage associated with rainstorm
events and/or snowmelt.

"Stormwater Quality Management Plan" shall mean the Los Angeles Countywide Stormwater
Quality Management Plan, which includes descriptions of programs, collectively developed by
the Permittees in accordance with provisions of the NPDES Permit, to comply with applicable
federal and state law, as the same is amended from time to time.

"Structural BMP" means any structural facility designed and constructed to mitigate the
adverse impacts of storm water and urban runoff pollution (e.g. canopy, structural enclosure).
The category may include both treatment control BMPs and source control BMPs.

"SUSMP" means the Los Angeles Countywide Standard Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plan.
The SUSMP shall address conditions and requirements of new development.

"Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL)" means the sum of the individual waste toad allocations
for point sources and load allocations for nonpoint sources and natural background.

"Toxicity Identification Evaluation" refers to a set of procedures to identify the specific
chemical(s) responsible for toxicity. These procedures are performed in three phases
(characterization, identification, and confirmation) using aquatic organism toxicity tests.

"Toxicity Reduction Evaluation" is a study conducted in a step-wise process to identify the
causative agents of effluent or ambient toxicity, isolate the sources of toxicity, evaluate the
effectiveness of toxicity control options, and then confirm the reduction in toxicity.

"Treatment" means the application of engineered systems that use physical, chemical, or
biological processes to remove pollutants. Such processes include, but are not limited to,
filtration, gravity settling, media absorption, biodegradation, biological uptake, chemical
oxidation and UV radiation.

"Treatment Control BMP" means any engineered system designed to remove pollutants by
simple gravity settling of particulate pollutants, filtration, biological uptake, media absorption or
any other physical, biological, or chemical process.

"Water Column Toxicity" means a 70 percent survival rate for a single test or an average of
g0 percent survival for three consecutive tests.

"Water Quality Standards and Water Quality Objectives" applicable to the Permittee include
those contained in the Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Plan (Basin Plan), the
California Ocean Plan, the National Toxics Rule, the California Toxics Rule, and other state or
federally approved surface water quality plans. Such plans are used by the Regional Board to
regulate all discharges, including storm water discharges.

April 13, 2001 53
Draft

R0001650



Order No. 01-XXX CAS614001

¯ point Source Bioassessment Sampling Procedures" for professional
bioassessment as set forth in the CSBP. Results of the Urban Stream
Bioassessment Monitoring shall be reported annually as part of the
Annual Storm Water Monitoring Report. Results shall include:

a) All physical, chemical and biological data collected in the
assessment;

b) Photographic documentation of assessment and reference
stations;

c) Documentation of quality assurance and control procedures:

d) Analysis that shall include calculation of the metrics used in the
CSBP;

e) Comparison of mean biological and habitat assessment metric
values between assessment and reference stations;

f) Electronic data formatted to the California Department of Fish and
Game Aquatic Bioassessment Laboratory for inclusion in the
Statewide Access Bioassessment Database.

6. A professionai environmental laboratory shall perform all sampling,
laboratory, quality assurance, and analytical procedures.

F. Bacteria
The Principal Permittee and the City of Los Angeles shall participate in the
Southern California Coastal Waters Research Project’s development and
calibration of water quality models in an effort to characterize the presence and
persistence of indicator bacteria in dry and wet weather. This includes
participation in the Beach Water Quality Workgroup and coordinating results of AB
411 monitoring with storm water management activities.

G. Trash Monitoring
Perrnittees shall participate in the development of a baseline trash monitoring
program with the respective Permittees, pursuant to the Los Angeles River and
Ballona Creek trash TMDLs. The Principal Perrnittee is encouraged to implement
the program in the watersheds that are not presently listed on the 303(d) list for
impairment for trash.

H. Natural Stream Study
The Principal Permittee and Permittees in the Malibu Watershed shall participate
in, or seek funding to conduct, a study of the impacts of development and peak
flow on erosion and habitat in natural stream channels in the Malibu Creek
watershed.

I. BMP Effectiveness Study
The Principal Permittee shall conduct or participate in studies to evaluate the
effectiveness of structural and treatment control storm water best management
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practices. The objectives of this study shall include the following:
¯ Monitor the reduction of pollutants of concern in storm water

(including, but not limited to: trash, suspended sediment, pathogen
indicators, nutrients, heavy metals, and oil and grease) from a
minimum of three different BMPs that have been properly installed
within the year preceding monitoring. Mot~oring shall be continued
until the effectiveness of the BMP can be determined.

¯ Evaluate the requirements, feasibility and cost of maintenance for
each BMP.

¯ Develop recommendations for appropriate BMPs for the reduction of
pollutants of concern in storm water in Los Angeles County.

The Principal Permittee may participate in the Santa Monica Bay
Restoration Foundation’s proposed study, "Performance Evaluation of
Structural BMPs for Storm water Pollution Control in the Santa Monica
Bay Watershed" to meet this requirement. Participation includes
collaboration and resource contribution to expand the scope of the
proposed study.

J. Standard Monitoring Provisions

1. The Principal Permittee shall retain records of all monitoring information.
including all calibration and maintenance of monitoring instrumentation,
copies of all reports required by this Order, and records of all data used to
complete the Report of Waste Discharge and application for this Order,
for a period of at least five (5) years from the date of the sample,
measurement, report, or application. This period may be extended by
request of the Regional Board or EPA at any time and shall be extended
during the course of any unresolved litigation regarding this discharge.

Records of monitoring information shall include:
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a)    The date, exact place, and time of sampling or measurements;

b) The individual(s) who performed the sampling or measurements;

c) The date(s) analyses were performed;

d) The individual(s) who performed the analyses;

e) The analytical techniques or methods used; and,

f) The results of such analyses.

2. All sampling, sample preservation, and analyses must be conducted
according to test procedures under 40 CFR Part 136, unless other test
procedures have been specified in this Order.

3. All chemical, bacteriological, and bioassay analyses shall be conducted at
a laboratory certified for such analyses by an appropriate governmental
regulatory agency.

4. If no flow occurred during the reporting period, the monitoring report shall
so state.

5. For any analyses performed for which no procedure is specified in the
EPA guidelines or in this Monitoring and Reporting Program, the
constituent or parameter analyzed and the method or procedure used
must be specified in the monitoring report.

6. Whenever feasible, all MDLs shall be less than California Toxic Rule and
Ocean Plan standards. If this is not feasible, the Principal Permittee shall
use analytical methods with the lowest MDL.

7. All samples shall be analyzed for SSC and TSS, until the Regional Board
Executive Officer determines the most accurate method to quantify
concentrations of suspended solid-phase material in surface waters.

8. The Regional Board Executive Officer or the Regional Board, consistent
with 40 CFR 122.41, may approve changes to the Monitoring and
Reporting Program, after providing the opportunity for public comment,
either:

a) By petition of the Principal Permittee or by petition of interested
parties after the submittal of the Annual Monitoring Program
Report. Such petition shall be filed not later than 60 days after the
Annual Monitoring Program Report submittal date, or

b) As deemed necessary by the Regional Board Executive Officer
following notice to the Principal Permittee.
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ATTACHMENT 1

LIST OF CONSTITUENTS IN MONITORING PROGRAM
AND ASSOCIATED DETECTION LIMITS

CONSTITUENTS USEPA METHOD DETECTION LIMIT

Conventional Pollutants (mg/L)

Oil and Grease 413.2 1
Total Phenols 420.1 0.1
Cyanide 335.2 0.0.1
pH 150.1 0- 14
Temperature None
Dissolved Oxygen --- Sensitivity to 5 mg/L

Bacteria

Total Coliform 9221B <20mpn/!00ml
Fecal Coliform 9221 B <20mpn/100ml
Fecal Streptococcus 9221B <20mpn/100ml

General (mg/L)

Dissolved Phosphorus 300 0.05
Total Phosphorus 300 0.05
Turbidity 180.1 0.1NTU
Suspended-Sediment Concentration 2
Total Suspended Solids 160.2 2
Total Dissolved Solids 160.1 2
Volatile Suspended Solids 160.4 2
Total Organic Carbon 415.1 1
Total Petroleum Hydrocarbon 418.1 1
Biochemical Oxygen Demand 405.1 2
Chemical Oxygen Demand 410.4 20-900
Total Ammonia-Nitrogen 350.2 0.1
Total Kjeldahl Nitrogen 351.2 0.1
Nitrate-Nitrite 4110 0.1
Alkalinity 310.1 2
Specific Conductance 120.1 1 umho/cm
Total Hardness 130.2 2
MBAS 425.1 <0.5
Chloride 4110 2
Fluoride 4110 0.1
Sulfate 4110 2

CONSTITUENTS USEPA METHOD DETECTION LIMIT
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Metals (Total and Soluble)
(pg/L)

202.1 100
Aluminum 204.2 0.5*
Antimony

206.2 1 *
Arsenic 208.2 100
Barium 210.2 0.5*
Beryllium

212.3 250
Boron 213.2 .25*
Cadmium 215.2 200
Calcium 218.2 0.5*
Chromium 219.2 0.5*
Copper 5*
Hex. Chromium 7196

Iron 236.2 100

239.2                      0.5*Lead
242.1 200

Magnesium
243.2 30

Manganese
245.1 0.2"

Mercury
249.2 1"

Nickel
258.1 100

Potassium
270.2 1"

Selenium
272.2 .25*

Silver 50
Sodium 273.1

1"
Thallium 279.2

Zinc 289.2 1 *

Semivolatile Organic Compounds
(pglL)

Acids 8250

Benzoic Acid 8250 <5

Benzyl Alcohol 8250 <5

2-Chlorophenol 8250 <2

2, 4-Dichlorophenol 8250 1"

2, 6-Dichlorophenol 8250 <2

4-Dimetylphenol 8250 <2

4, 6-Dinitro-2-metylphenol 8250 <3

2,4-Dinitrophenol 8250 <3

2-Methylphenol 8250 <3

4-Methylphenol 8250 <3

2-Nitrophenol 8250 <3

4-Nitrophenol 8250 <3

4.Chloro-3-methylphenol 8250 1 *

Pentachlorophenol 8250 1"

Phenol 8250 <1

2,3,4,6-Tetrachlorophenol 8250 <1

2,4,5-Trichlorophenol 8250 <1
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2,4.,6-Trichlorophenol 8250 < 1

CONSTITUENTS USEPA METHOD DETECTION LIMIT

Base/Neutral 8250 (pg/L)

Acenapthene 8250 <0.5
Acenapthylene 8250 0.2*
Acetophenone- 8250 <3
Aniline 8250 <3
Anthracene 8250 2.0*
4-Aminobiphenyl 8250 <3
Benzidine 8250 <3
Benzo(a)anthracene 8250 < 1
4-Chloroaniline 8250 < !
1 -C hlo ro napthalene 8250 < 1
p-Dimethylaminoazobenzene 8250 <3
7,12-Dimethytbenz(a)-anthracene 8250 <1
a-,a-Dimethylphenethylamine 8250 <3
Benzo(a)pyrene 8250 < 1
BeP, zo(b)fiouranthene 8250 < 1
Benzo(k)flouranthene 8250 < 1
Chlordane 8250 < 1
Bis(2-chloroethoxy)methane 8250 <1
Bis(2-chlorisopropyl)ether 8250 <1
Bis(2-chloroethyl)ether 8250 <1
Bis(2-ethylhexyl)phtalate 8250 <3
4-Bromophenyl phenyl ether 8250 <1
Butyl benzyl phthalate 8250 <3
2-Chloronapthalene 8250 < 1
4-Chlorophenyl phenyl ether 8250 <1
Chrysene 8250 <1
Dibenz(a,j)acridine 8250 <3
Dibenz(a,h)anthracene 8250 0.1 *
1, 3-Dichlorobenzene 8250 <0.5
1, 4-Dichlorobenzene 8250 <0.5
1, 2-Dichlorobenzene 8250 <0.5
3, 3-Dichlorobenzidine 8250 <3
Diethylphthalate 8250 <0.5
Dimethylphthalate 8250 <0.5
Di-n-butylphthalate 8250 <3
2,4-Dinitrotoluene 8250 <0.5
2, 6-Dinitrotoluene 8250 <0.5
Diphenylamine 8250 <3
1,2-Diphenylhydrazine 8250 1"
Di-n-octylphtalate 8250 <3
Ethyl methanesulfonate 8250 <3
Fluoranthene 8250 .05*
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Fluorene 8250 0.1"

CONSTITUENTS USEPA METHOD DETECTION LIMIT

Base/Neutral (continued) 8250 (pg/L)

Hexachlorobenzene 8250 <0.5
Hexachlorobutadiene 8250 < 1
Hexachlorocyclopentadiene 8250 <3
Hexachloroethane 8250 < 1
Indeno(1, 2, 3-cd)pyrene 8250 0.05*
Isophorone 8250 <0.5
3-Methylcholanthrene 8250 <3
Methyl methanesulfonate 8250 <3
Napthalene 8250 0.2"
1 -Napthytamine 8250 <3
2oNapthylamine 8250 <3
2-Nitroanitine 8250 <3
3-Nitroanitine 8250 <3
4-Nitroaniline 8250 <3
Nitrobenzene 8250 <0.5
N-Nitroso-di-n-butylamine 8250 <3
N-Nitrosodimethylamine 8250 <3
N-Nitrosodiphenylamine 8250 1 *
N-Nitroso-dioN-propylamine 8250 < 1
N-Nitrosopiperidine 8250 <3
Pentachlorobenzene 8250 <3
Phenacitin 8250 <3
Phenanthrene 8250 0.05*
2-Picoline 8250 <3
Pronamide 8250 <5
Pyrene 8250 0.05*
5-Tetrachlorobenzene 8250 <3
1, 2, 4,-Trichlorobenzene 8250 <0.5

Pesticides 608 pg/L

Aldrin 608 0.005*
alpha-BHC 608 0.05
beta-BHC 608 0.05
delta-BHC 608 0.05
gamma-BHC (Lindane) 608 0.05
Carbofuran 531.1 <5
Chlordane 608 0.05
4, 4’-DDD 608 0.05*
4, 4’-DDE 608 0.05*
4, 4’-DDT 608 0.01"
Benzaton 515.1 <2
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Dieldrin 608 0.01"
Endosulfan I 608 <0.1
Endosulfan II 608 <0.1
Endosulfan sulfate 608 0.05*
Endrin 608 0.01"
Endrin aldehyde 608 0.01"
Giyphosate 547 <.5
Heptachlor 608 0.01 *

CONSTITUENTS USEPA METHOD DETECTION LIMIT

Pesticides (continued) 8250 (pg/L)

Heptachlor epoxide 608 0.01 *
Methoxychlor 608 <0.5
Toxaphene 608 0.5*
2.4-D 515.1 <0.02
2,4,5-TP-SILVEX 515.1 <0.2

Polychlorinated Biphenyls 608 (pg/I)
Aroclor- 1016 608 0.5*
Aroclor-1221 608 0.5*
Arocior- 1232 608 0.5"
Aroclor-1242 608 0.5*
Aroclor-1248 608 0.5*
Aroclor- 1254 608 0.5"
Aroclor-1260 608 0.5"

Herbicides (pg/L)

Diazinon 0.01
Chlorpyrifos 0.05
Diuron 1
Malathion 1
Prometryn 507 2
Atrazine 507 2
Simazine 507 <2
Cyanazine 507 2
Molinate 507 <.01
Thiobencarb 507 <. 1

Volatile Organic Compounds (VOCs)    8240A (pg/L)

Acetonitrile 8240A 10.0
Acrolein 8240A 2*
Acrylonitrile 8240A 0.5
Benzene 8240A 0.5
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Bromoform 8240A 0.5
2-Butanone 8240A 10.0
Carbon Disulfide 8240A 10.0
Carbon Tetrachloride 8240A 0.5
Chlorobenzene 8240A 0.5
Chlorodibronmethane 8240A 0.5
Chloroethane 8240A 0.5
2-Chloroethyl vinyl ether 8240A 1.0
Chloroform 8240A 0.5
Dibromomethane 8240A 0.5
1,2-Dibromo-3Chloropropane 8240A <.01
1,4-Dich!oro-2-butene 8240A 10.0
Dichlorobromomethane 8240A 0.5
Dichlorodifluoromethane 8240A 0.5
1, 1-Dichloroethane 8240A 0.5
1, 2-Dichloroethane 8240A 0.5
1. 1-Dichtoroethene 8240A 0.5
CONSTITUENT USEPA METHOD " DETECTION LIMIT

VOCs (continued) 8240A (pg/L)

trans-1,2-Dichtoroethene 8240A 0.5
1~ 2-Dichloropropane 8240A 0.5
cis- 1, 3-Dichloropropene 8240A 0.5
trans-1, 3-Dichloropropene 8240A 0.5
Ethanol 8240A 10.0
Ethylbenzene 8240A 0.5"
Ethylene Dibromide 8240A <.01
Ethylene Oxide 8240A 10.0
Ethyl Metcrylate 8240A 0.5
2-Hexanone 8240A 5.0
Iodomethane 8240A 0.5
Methyl Bromide 8240A 5.0
Methyl Chloride 8240A 5.0
Methylene Chloride 8240A 1.0
4-Methyl-2-pentanone 8240A 5.0
Styrene 8240A 0.5
1, 1, 2,2-Tetrachloroethane 8240A 0.5
Tetrachtoroethane 8240 0.5
Toluene 8240A 0.5*
Trichlorofluoromethane 8240A ! .0
1, 2,3-Trichloropropane 8240A 0.5
Trichloroethene 8240A 0.5
1, 1, 1-Trichloroethane 8240A 1.0
1, 1,2-Trichloroethane 8240A 1.0
1,1,2oTrichloro-
1,2,2 triflluoroethane 8240A <.5
Vinyl acetate 8240A 5.0
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Vinyl chloride 8240A 0.5
Xylene (Total) 8240A 0.5

* Method Detection Limits have been decreased pursuant to the California Toxics Rule
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Attachment 2
Total maximum Daily Loads Scheduled for Implementation in Los Angeles County

Watershed Within 5 Years

Waterbody, I TMDL Consent Decree Year
Malibu Coliform 2002
Malibu Nutrients 2002
Malibu Creek Lakes and Metals
Tributaries
Ballona Creek Trash 2001
Ballona Creek Coliform 2006
Ballona Creek Historic Pesticides ~ 2004
Ballona Creek Metals 2004
Dominguez Channel/LA Harbor Coliform 2002
Los Angeles River Trash I 2001
Los Angeles River Nutrients I 2001Los Angeles River Coliform i 2001
Los Angeles River ! Chlorpyrifos 2006
Los Angeles River ~ Metals 2004
San Gabriel River i Nutrients 2003
San Gabriel River ! Coliform
San Gabriel River I Metals 2006
San Gabriel Lakes

~ ColiformSanta Monica Bay Beaches I Coliform 2002
Santa Monica Bay Beaches Metals 2004
Santa Monica Bay Beaches Chlordane 2006
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’;Waters of the State" means any surface water or groundwater, including saline waters, within
boundaries of the state.

"Waters of the United States" or "Waters of the U.S." means:

a. All waters that are currently used, were used in the past, or may be susceptible to
use in interstate or foreign commerce, including all waters which are subject to
the ebb and flow of the tide;

b. All interstate waters, including interstate "wetlands";
c. All other waters such as intrastate lakes, rivers, streams (including intermittent

streams), mudflats, sandflats, "wetlands," sloughs, prairie potholes, wet
meadows, playa lakes, or natural ponds the use, degradation, or destruction of
which would aff.ect or could affect interstate or foreign commerce including any
such waters:
1.     Which are or could be used by interstate or foreign travelers for

recreational or other purposes:
2. From which fish or shellfish are or could be taken and sold in interstate or

foreign commerce: or
Which are used or could be used for industrial purposes by industries in
interstate cOmmerce:

d. All impoundments of walers ott-,e~-wise defined as waters of the United States under
this definition;

e. Tributaries of waters identified in paragraphs (a) through (d) of this definition;
f. The territorial sea; and
g. "Wetlands" adjacent to waters (other than waters that are themselves wetlands)

identified in paragraph (a) through (f) of this definition.

Waste treatment systems, including treatment ponds or lagoons designed to meet the
requirements of CWA (other than cooling ponds as defined in 40 CFR 423.22(m), which
also meet the criteria of this definition) are not waters of the United States. This
exclusion applies only to man-made bodies of water, which neither were originally
created in waters of the United States (such as disposal area in wetlands) nor resulted
from the impoundment of waters of the United States. Waters of the United States do
not include prior converted cropland. Notwithstanding the determination of an area’s
status as prior converted cropland by any other federal agency, for the purposes of the
Clean Water Act, the final authority regarding Clean Water Act jurisdiction remains with
US EPA.

"Wet Season" means the calendar period beginning October 1 through April 15.

"Whole Effluent Toxicity" means the aggregate toxic effect of an effluent measured directly by
a toxicity test.
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,,- PART 6. STANDARD PROVISIONS
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A. Standard Requirements

1. The Permittees shall comply with all provisions and requirements of this
permit.

2. Should the Permittees discover a failure to submit any relevant facts or
that it submitted incorrect information in a report, it shall promptly submit
the missing or correct information.

3. The Permittees shall report all instances of non-compliance not otherwise
reported at the time monitoring reports are submitted.

4. This Order includes the attached Monitoring and Reporting Program, and
Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plan, which are a part of the
permit and must be complied with in the same manner as with the rest of
the requirements in the permit.

B. Public Review

1. All documents submitted to the Regional Board in compliance with the
terms and conditions of this Permit shall be made available to members
of the public pursuant to the Freedom of Information Act (5 US.C.
Section 552 (as amended) and the Public Records Act (California
Government Code Section 6250 et seq.).

2. All documents submitted to the Executive Officer for approval shall be
made available to the public for a 30-day period to allow for public
comment.

C.    Duty to Comply [40 CFR 122.41(a)]

1. The Principal Permittee must comply with all of the terms, requirements,
and conditions of this Order. Any violation of this order constitutes a
violation of the Clean Water Act, its regulations and the California Water
Code, and is grounds for enforcement action, Order termination, Order
revocation and reissuance, denial of an application for reissuance; or a
combination thereof.

2. A copy of these waste discharge specifications shall be maintained by
each Permittee so as to be available during normal business hours to
Permittee employees and members of the public.

3. Any discharge of wastes at any point(s) other than specifically described
in this Order is prohibited, and constitutes a violation of the Order.

D. Duty to Mitigate [40 CFR 122.41 (d)]

The Permittees shall take all reasonable steps to minimize or prevent any
discharge that has a reasonable likelihood of adversely affecting human health or
the environment.
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,,- E. Inspection and Entry [40 CFR 122.41(i)]

The Regional Board, USEPA, and other authorized representatives shall be
allowed:

1. Entry upon premises where a regulated facility is located or conducted, or
where records are kept under conditions of this Order;

2. Access to copy any records that are kept under the conditions of this
Order;

3. To inspect any facility, equipment (including monitoring and control
equipment), practices, or operations regulated or required under this
Order; and,

4. To photograph, sample, and monitor for the purpose of assuring
compliance with this Order, or as otherwise authorized by the Clean
Water Act and the California Water Code.

F Proper Operation and Maintenance [40 CFR 122.41 (e)]

The Permittees shall at all times properly operate and maintain all facilities and
systems of treatment and (and related appurtenances) that are installed or used by
the Permittees to achieve compliance with this Order. Proper operation and
maintenance includes adequate laboratory controls and appropriate quality
assurance procedures. This provision requires the operation of backup or auxiliary
facilities or sir-lilar system that are installed by a Permittee only when necessary to
achieve compliance with the conditions of this Order.

G.    Signatory Requirements [40 CFR 122.41(k)]

Except as otherwise provided in this Order, all applications, reports, or
information submitted to the Regional Board shall be signed by the Director of
Public Works, City Engineer, or authorized designee under penalty of perjury.

H. Reopener and Modification [40 CFR 122.41 (f)]

1. This Order may only be modified, revoked, or reissued, prior to the
expiration date, by the Regional Board, in accordance with the procedural
requirements of the Water Code and Title 23 of the California Code of
Regulations for the issuance of waste discharge requirements, and upon
prior notice and hearing, to:

a) Address changed conditions identified in the required reports or
other sources deemed significant by the Regional Board;

b) Incorporate applicable requirements or statewide water quality
control plans adopted by the State Board or amendments to the
Basin Plan;
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c) Comply with any applicable requirements, guidelines, and/or
regulations issued or approved pursuant to CWA Section 402(p);
and/or,

d) Consider any other federal, or state laws or regulations that
became effective after adoption of this Order.

2. After notice and opportunity for a hearing, this Order may be terminated
or modified for cause, including, but not limited to:

a) Violation of any term or condition contained in this Order;

b) Obtaining this Order by misrepresentation, or failure to disclose all
relevant facts; or,

c) A change in any condition that requires either a temporary or
permanent reduction or elimination of the authorized discharge.

3. This Order may be modified, revoked and reissued, or terminated for
cause.

4. The filing of a request by the Principal Permittee for a modification,
revocation and re-issuance, or termination, or a notification of planned
changes or anticipated noncompliance does not stay any condition of this
Order.

5. This Order may be modified to make corrections or allowances for
changes in the permitted activity listed in this section, following the
procedures at 40 CFR Part 122.63, if processed as a minor modification.
Minor modifications may only:

a) Correct typographical errors, or

b) Require more frequent monitoring or reporting by the Permittee.

I. Severability

The provisions of this permit are severable; and if any provision of this permit or
the application of any provision of this permit to any circumstance is held invalid,
the application of such provision to other circumstances and the remainder of this
permit shall not be affected.

J. Duty to Provide Information [40 CFR 122.41(h)]

The Permittees shall furnish, within a reasonable time, any information the
Regional Board or USEPA may request to determine whether cause exists for
modifying, revoking and reissuing, or terminating this Order. The Permittees shall
also furnish to the Regional Board, upon request, copies of records required to be
kept by this Order.

April 13, 2001 58
Draft

R0001666



Order No. 01-XXX                                                    CAS614001

K. Twenty-four Hour Reporting1

1. The Permittees shall report any noncompliance that may endanger health
or the environment. Any information shall be provided orally within 24
hours from the time any Permittee becomes aware of the circumstances.
A written submission shall also be provided within five days of the time
the Permittee becomes aware of the circumstances. The written
submission shall contain a description of the noncompliance and its
cause; the period of noncompliance, including exact dates and times and,
if the noncompliance has not been corrected, the anticipated time it is
expected to continue; and steps taken or planned to reduce, eliminate,
and prevent reoccurrence of the noncompliance.

2. The Regional Board may waive the required written report on a case-by-
case basis.

L. Bypass [40 CFR 122.41(m)]2

Bypass (the intentional diversion of waste streams from any portion of a treatment
facility) is prohibited. The Regional Board may take enforcement action against
Permittees for bypass unless:

1. Bypass was unavoidable to prevent loss of life, personal injury or severe
property damage. (Severe property damage means substantial physical
damage to property, damage to the treatment facilities that causes them
to become inoperable, or substantial and permanent loss of natural
resources that can reasonably be expected to occur in the absence of a
bypass. Severe property damage does not mean economic loss caused
by delays in production.);

2. There were no feasible altematives to bypass, such as the use of
auxiliary treatment facilities, retention of untreated waste, or maintenance
during normal periods of equipment down time. This condition is not
satisfied if adequate back-up equipment should have been installed in the
exercise of reasonable engineering judgment to prevent a bypass that
could occur during normal periods of equipment downtime or preventive
maintenance;

3. The Perrnittee submitted a notice at least ten days in advance of the need
for a bypass to the Regional Board; or,

1 This provision applies to incidents where effluent limitations (numerical or narrative) as

provided in this Order or in the Los Angeles County SQMP are exceeded, and which endanger
public health or the environment.

2 This provision applies to the operation and maintenance of storm water controls and BMPs as

provided in this Order or in the Los Angeles County SQMP_.
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¯ 4. Permittees may allow a bypass to occur that does not cause effluent
limitations to be exceeded, but only if it is for essential maintenance to
assure efficient operation. In such a case, the above bypass conditions
are not applicable. The Permittee shall submit notice of an unanticipated
bypass as required.

M. Upset [40 CFR 122.41(n)]3

1. A Permittee that wishes to establish the affirmative defense of an upset in
an action brought for non compliance shall demonstrate, through properly
signed, contemporaneous operating logs, or other relevant evidence that:

a) An upset occurred and that the Permittee can identify the cause(s)
of the upset;

b) The permitted facility was being properly operated by the time of
the upset;

c) The Permittee submitted notice of the upset as required; and,

d) The Permittee complied with any remedial measures required.

2. No determination made before an action for noncompliance, such as
during administrative review of claims that non-compliance was caused
by an upset, is final administrative action subject to judicial review.

3. In any enforcement proceeding, the Permittee seeking to establish the
occurrence of an upset has the burden of proof.

N. Property Rights [40 CFR 122.4(g)]

This Order does not convey any property rights of any sort, or any exclusive
privilege.

O. Enforcement

1. Violation of any of the provisions of the NPDES permit or any of the
provisions of this Order may subject the violator to any of the penalties
described herein, or any combination thereof, at the discretion of the
prosecuting authority; except that only one kind of penalties may be
applied for each kind of violation. The Clean Water Act provides the
following:

a) Criminal Penalties for:

(1)    Negligent Violations:
The CWA provides that any person who negligently violates
permit conditions implementing sections 301, 302, 306,

~ Supra. See footnote number 2.
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307, 308, 318, or 405 of the Act is subject to a fine of not
less than $2,500 nor more than $25,000 per day of violation,
or by imprisonment for not more than 1 year, or both.

(2) Knowing Violations:
The CWA provides that any person who knowingly violates
permit conditions implementing sections 301,302, 306, 307,
308, 318, or 405 of the Act is subject to a fine of not less
than $5,000 nor more than $50,000 per day of violation, or
by imprisonment for not more than 3 years, or both.

(3) Knowing Endangerment:
The CWA provides that any person who knowingly violates
permit conditions implementing sections 301,302, 307,308,
318, or 405 of the Act and who knows at that time that he is
placing another person in imminent danger of death or
serious bodily injury is subiect to a fine of not more than
$250,000, or by imprisonment for not more than t5 years, or
both.

(4) False Statement:
The CWA provides that any person who knowingly makes
any false material statement, representation, or certification
in any application, record, report, plan, or other document
filed of required to be maintained under the Act or who
knowingly falsifies, tampers with, or renders inaccurate, any
monitoring device or method required to be maintained
under the Act, shall upon conviction, be punished by a fine
of not more than $10,000 or by imprisonment for not more
than two years, or by both. If a conviction is for a violation
committed after a first conviction of such person under this
paragraph, punishment shall be by a fine of not more than
$20,000 per day of violation, or by imprisonment of not more
than four years, or by both. (See section 309(c)(4) of the
Clean Water Act.)

Civil Penalties

The CWA provides that any person who violates a permit condition
implementing sections 301,302, 306, 307, 308, 318, or 405 of the
Act is subject to a civil penalty not to exceed $27,500 per day for
each violation.
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2.    The California Water Code provides that any person who violates a waste
discharge requirement provision of the California Water Code is subject to
civil penalties of up to $5,000 per day, $10,000 per day, or $25,000 per
day of violation; or when the violation involves the discharge of pollutants,
is subject to civil penalties of up to $10 per gallon per day or $25 per
gallon per day of violation; or some combination thereof, depending on
the violation or combination violations.

P. Need to Halt or Reduce Activity not a Defense [40 CFR 122.41(c)]

It shall not be a defense for a Permit’tee in an enforcement action that it would
have been necessary to halt or reduce the permitted activity in order to maintain
compliance with the conditions of this Order.

Q. Modifications to this Order

This Order may be modified, revoked, or reissued, prior to the expiration date as
follows:

1. To address changed conditions identified in the required technical reports
or other sources deemed significant by the Regional Board;

2. To incorporate applicable requirements or statewide water quality control
plans adopted by the State Board, or amendments to the Basin Plan;

3. To comply with any applicable requirements, guidelines, or regulations
issued or approved under Section 402(p) of the CWA, if the requirement,
guideline, or regulation so issued or approved contains different
conditions or additional requirements not provided for in this Order. The
Order as modified or reissued under this paragraph shall also contain any
other requirements of the CWA then applicable; or,

4. Any amendments under the Clean Water Act.

R.    Regional Board Order No. 96-054 is hereby rescinded.

S. This Order expires on July 26, 2006]. The Principal Permittee must submit a
Storm Water Quality Management Plan in accordance with Title 23, California
Code of Regulation, not later than 180 days in advance of such date as
application for reissuance of waste discharge requirements.

I, Dennis A. Dickerson, Executive Officer, do hereby certify that the foregoing is a full, true, and
correct copy of an order adopted by the California Regional Water Quality Control Board, Los
Angeles Region, on July 26, 2001.

Dennis A. Dickerson
Executive Officer

April 13, 2001 62
Draft

R0001670



Order No 01-XXX CAS614001

April 13, 2001 63
Draft

R0001671



Order No. 01-XXX CAS614001

State of California
CALIFORNIA REGIONAL WATER QUALITY CONTROL BOARD

LOS ANGELES REGION

MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM

FOR

STORM WATER MANAGEMENT/URBAN RUNOFF DISCHARGES
FOR

LOS ANGELES COUNTY FLOOD CONTROL DISTRICT,
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS, AND THE CITIES OF LOS ANGELES COUNTY

NPDES PERMIT NO. CAS614001 (CI 6948)

1. Program Reporting Requirements

A. Program Management

Permittees shall submit, by October 15, 2001, the Annual Storm Water Report and
Assessment for the period July 1, 2000, through July 26, 2001 documenting the status of
the general program up to permit reissuance and the results of analyses from the
monitoring and reporting program.

The Principal Permittee shall submit, by October 1 of each year beginning the year
2002, an Annual Storm Water Report and Assessment documenting the status of the
general program and individual tasks contained in the SQMP, and an integrated
summary of the results of analyses from the monitoring program described under !1.
Monitoring Requirements.

The Annual Storm Water Report and Assessment shall include any proposed changes to
the SQMP as approved by the Executive Advisory Committee. The Annual Storm Water
Report and Assessment Report shall cover each fiscal year from July 1 through June 30.
At a minimum, the annual report will include the following:

1. A comparison of program implementation results to performance
standards established in this Order and in the SQMP;

2. Status of compliance with permit requirements including implementation
dates for all time-specific deadlines. If permit deadlines are not met,
Permittees shall report the reasons why the requirement was not met,
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how the requirements will be met in the future, including projected
implementation date;

3. An assessment of the effectiveness of SQMP requirements to reduce
storm water pollution. This assessment will be based upon the specific
record-keeping information requirement in each major section of the
permit, monitoring data, and any other information related to program
effectiveness. Beginning in the Year 2002, to the extent that data
collected in monitoring requirements included herein and existing
monitoring data allows, the Principal Permittee shall include an analysis
of trends, land use contributions, pollutant source identifications, BMP
effectiveness, and impacts on beneficial uses;

4. An analysis of the data to identify areas of the Program coverage which
cause or contribute to exceedances of water quality standards or
objectives, predominate land uses in these areas, and potential sources
of pollutants in those areas;

5. Discussion of the compliance record and the corrective actions taken or
planned that may be needed to bring the discharge into full compliance
with the waste discharge requirements.

B. Public Information and Participation Program

Proqrams for Residents

1. Number of storm drain inlets and designated public access points to
creeks, channels, and other relevant water bodies in each Perrnittees’
systems that are marked or posted with a no dumping message. If the
requirement that 100 percent of storm drains inlets are marked/signed is
not met, each Permittee shall report the reasons why, and how the
requirement will be met in the future, including the implementation date.

2. Description of activities on distributing brochures, community outreach
efforts, public communication efforts and educational programs in schools
including an estimate of the number of impressions per year made on the
general public about storm water quality via print, local "IV access, local
radio presentations, meetings or other appropriate media;

3. Description of the quarterly Public Outreach Strategy meetings, including
percentage of Perrnittee attendance, effectiveness at coordinating
Permittee education programs, and overall effectiveness based on
Permittee evaluations. Also, a description of each Permittee’s
participation in and contribution to the Public Education and Participation
Program.

4. Description of activities for the Pollutant-Specific Outreach programs,
including creating and distributing outreach materials to the general public
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and target audiences, such as schools, community groups, contractors
and developers, and at appropriate counters and events.

Proqrams for Businesses

1. Description of the Corporate Outreach program, including the number of
consultations with corporate heads of gas stations and restaurant chains
and the percentage of the total.

2. Description of the Business Assistance Program, including the number of
businesses that requested assistance and the number that were assisted
through site visits, telephone consultations, presentations, or material
distribution.

C. Programs for Industrial/Commercial Inspections

1. An annual update of the watershed-based inventory of all
Industrial/Commercial sites identified as a threat to water quality. This
includes all Phase I industrial facilities, motor vehicle repair shops, motor
vehicle body shops, motor vehicle parts and accessories facilities,
restaurants, and other facilities that contribute or have the potential to
contribute to impairments of receiving waters. The inventory shall include
at a minimum: facility name, site address, SIC code and narrative
description of activities performed at each facility.

2. Number of restaurants, automotive businesses, industrial facilities, and
other commercial facilities targeted under the program. During the past
year, the number of industrial and commercial inspections conducted, the
number of non-compliant sites, and the number of industrial facilities the
Permittees have identified that have failed to file an NOI.

3. The percentage of targeted staff trained annually.

D. Programs for Planning and Land Development

1. Total number and percent of all development projects reviewed and
conditioned to meet SUSMP requirements by category such as
residential, commercial, and industrial.

2. Total square feet of impervious area conditioned for mitigation by
development and redevelopment category.

3. Significant date rewrite completed of General Plan with storm water
considerations.

4. Percent and total number of targeted staff trained annually [100 percent].

5. Date CEQA guidelines revision completed to include storm water
mitigation conditions.
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¯ 6. Date BMP design and sizing technical manual completed and made
available electronically.

E. Programs for Construction Sites

1. Number of construction projects requiring local SWPPPs in the past year
and the percentage of projects in categories requiring submittal of a local
SWPPP for which local SWPPPs were completed.

2. Number and type of enforcement actions, applicable to storm water
enforcement, taken at construction sites during the past year.

3. Description of the outreach program to the construction community and
assessment of its effectiveness; This assessment should include a
discussion of the number of inspections, site visits, or other meetings
conducted.

4. The percentage of targeted staff trained annually.

F. Programs for Illicit Discharge and Illegal Connection Control

1. Annual update of the analytical tool used to manage and track illicit
connections and discharges, including an evaluation of patterns and
trends of illicit connections and illicit discharges in the entire storm drain
system.

2. Location and length of open channels and closed storm drains that were
screened by all Permittees, and the status of all suspected, confirmed,
and terminated illicit connections.

3. Number of reports of illicit discharges that Permittees responded to,
percentage that were identified as actual illicit discharges, and
percentage of the actual illicit discharges where the incident was either
cleaned up, referred to another responsible agency and/or follow
up/education with the discharger was conducted.

4. Percentage of cleanup and abatement activities that occurred within 72
hours of discovery or report of a suspected illicit discharge and
justification for response activities that exceeded 72 hours.

5. For groups of identified illicit discharge types where the probable causes
for the discharge can be identified, report probable causes and the
actions taken to prevent similar discharges from occurring;

6. Number of illicit connections identified in the past year;

7. Percentage of investigations that were initiated within 21 days of
identification or a report of an illicit connection and justification for those
that exceeded 21 days.

8. Number of illicit connections eliminated in the past year;
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9. Percentage of illicit connections terminated within 180 days of
identification and justification for terminations that exceeded 180 days.

10. Number and type of enforcement actions for storm water illicit discharges
and/or illicit connections taken in thepastyear;

11. A summary from records on illicit discharges and connections which
includes type of material, type of source, date of initial inspection,
enforcement action taken, date of follow-up inspection, date of
conclusion/clean up/removal/follow up/education;

12. The percentage of targeted employees trained annually.

G. Programs for Facilities Maintenance

1. A summary which at a minimum includes the quantity, predominant types
and likely sources of trash removed from catch basin inlets;

2. A summary of the total curb miles of streets swept annually and the
percentage of total curb miles swept annually as a function of total curb
miles;

3. The percentage of targeted staff trained annually; and,

H. Pollutants of Concern

1. A pr3gress report on sources of pollutants of Concern, BMPs for their
control, and implemented BMP effectiveness.

I. Monitoring Program Management

1. The Principal Permittee shall submit a Storm Water Monitoring Report on
August 15, 2002, and annually on August 15, thereafter. The report shall
include:

a) status of implementation of the monitoring program;

b) results of the monitoring program;

c) a general interpretation of the results;

d) both tabular and graphical summaries of the monitoring data
obtained during the previous year;

e) an analysis of trends, land use contributions, pollutant source
identifications, BMP effectiveness, and impacts on beneficial uses;
and

f) suggestions for improvements to the SQMP based on the
analysis.
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2. The Principal Permittee shall submit, by October 15, 2001, the results of
analyses from the monitoring and reporting program for the period July 1,
2000 through July 26, 2001 together with the Annual Report for the same
period.

All applications, reports, or information submitted to the Regional Board shall be
signed and certified pursuant to EPA regulations 40 CFR 122.4! (k). Each report shall
contain the following completed declaration:

"1 certify under penalty of law that this document and all attachments were
prepared under my direction or supervision in accordance with a system
designed to assure that qualified personnel properly gather and evaluate the
information submitted.

Based on my inquiry of the person or persons who manage the system, or
those persons directly responsible for gathering the information, the
information submitted is, to the best of my knowledge and belief, true,
accurate, and complete. I am aware that there are significant penalties for
submitting false information, including the possibility, of a fine and
imprisonment for knowing violations.

Executed on the __ day of ,20_,

at

(Signature) (Title) ";

Permittee submittals to the Principal Permittee shall also be signed and certified
pursuant to EPA regulations 40 CFR 122.41 (k).

The Principal Permittee shall mail the original of each annual report to:

INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY
CALIFORNIA REGIONAL WATER QUALITY

CONTROL BOARD - LOS ANGELES REGION
320 W. 4TM STREET, SUITE 200

LOS ANGELES, CA 90013

A copy of the annual report shall also be mailed to:

REGIONAL ADMINISTRATOR
ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY

REGION 9
75 Hawthorne Street

San Francisco, CA 94105
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B II. Monitoring Requirements

The Principal Permittee shall implement the Countywide Storm Water Monitoring Program as
follows.

A. Mass Emissions

1. The Principal Permittee shall monitor mass emissions from the following
six mass emission stations: Ballona Creek, Malibu Creek, Los Angeles
River, San Gabriel River, Coyote Creek, and Dominguez Channel. The
Principal Permittee shall monitor the first storm event and a minimum of 3
additional storm events of each season. One dry weather event per year
at each mass emission station shall also be monitored.

2. Samples for mass emission station monitoring shall be taken with the
same type of automatic sampler used under Order 96-054, as well as
through grab sampling. The samplers shall be set to monitor storms
totaling 0.25 inches or greater of rainfall. Samples taken at mass
emission stations during the first storm event should be analyzed for all
constituents listed in Attachment 1. The Principal Permittee may elect not
to sample Volatile Organic Compounds from the list of constituents for
mass emission stations.

3. AI samples shall be analyzed for Suspended-Sediment Concentration
(SCC) and Total Suspended Solids (TSS). Particle size distribution shall
also be determined, depending on the development of appropriate
sample handling and analytical methods.

4. Method detection limits for priority pollutants shall be modified, pursuant
to the California Toxics Rule. The modified method detection limits are
listed in Attachment 1. If a constituent has been detected in 100 percent
of samples during the last 2 years of monitoring, the Principal Permittee
may continue to use the existing method detection limit until the
constituent is not detected, afterwhich, the method detection limits shall
be lowered to those in Attachment 1.

5. If a constituent is not detected at the method detection limit for its
respective test method listed in Attachment 1 in more than 25 percent of
the first ten sampling events or on a rolling basis using ten consecutive
sampling events, it need not be further analyzed, with the exception of the
first storm of each season, unless the observed occurrences show high
concentrations and are cause for concern.

B. Toxicity Monitoring

1. Water Column Toxicity Monitoring
The Principal Permittee shall analyze two wet weather samples and two
dry weather samples from each mass emission station for toxicity per year.
A minimum of one freshwater and one marine species shall be used for
toxicity testing. Specifically, Cedodaphnia dubia and sea urchin fertilization
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shall be used. If toxicity is not detected in either of the dry weather
samples for any given mass emission station, the Principal Permittee may
reduce dry weather toxicity testing to one sample per year at that station, tf
toxicity is not detected in either of the wet weather samples for any given
mass emission station, wet weather toxicity testing may be reduced to one
sample from the first storm per year at that station. Toxicity shall be
defined as a 70 percent survival rate for a single test or an average of 90
percent survival for three consecutive tests.

2. Toxicity Identification Evaluations (TIE)
The Principal Permittee shall conduct Phase I TIEs on wet weather
samples when two consecutive samples from the same monitoring station
show toxicity and on dry weather samples When two consecutive dry
weather samples from the same monitoring station show toxicity.

3. Toxicity Reduction Evaluations (TRE)
Following the identification of a toxic pollutant, the Principal Permittee shall
perform a TRE for that pollutant and submit it to the Regional Board
Executive Officer for approval within one year. TREs shall include
procedures for investigating the causes and identifying corrective actions
for toxicity problems. Specifically, the following activities shall be included
in each TRE:

¯ Identify the causative agents of toxicity (accomplished with the
TIE)

¯ Isolate the sources of toxicity
¯ Evaluate the effectiveness of toxicity control options
¯ Implement effective toxicity control options
¯ Confirm the reduction in toxicity

If applicable, the Principal Permittee may use the same TRE for
the same toxic pollutant in different watersheds.

During TRE development and implementation, the Principal
Permittee shall continue monitoring the first storm and one dry
weather event per year for toxicity at the subject station. Two
years after the TRE has been approved, the Principal Permittee
shall analyze two wet weather and two dry weather samples for
toxicity to evaluate the effectiveness of the TRE.

The Principal Perrnittee shall conduct a maximum of two TREs per
year. TRE performance shall be pdoritized according to the TMDL
schedule (Attachment 2) and the level of toxicity present.

The Principal Permittee may use sampling data from previous
storm water toxicity monitoring, however, all stations must conduct
regular toxicity tests on the freshwater species Ceriodaphnia
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dubia where it was not previously conducted. For example,
toxicity monitoring activities during the 2001-2002 permit year
shall occur according to Table 1.

Table 1. Toxicity Monitoring Activities for 2001-2002
Monitoring Station Toxicity Monitoring Activities
Ballona Creek Zinc TRE, Copper TRE, toxicity testing on Ceriodaphnia dubia
Malibu Creek I Toxicity testing on Ceriodaphnia dubia, reduced testing on sea urchins
Los Ancteles River Wet and dry weather TIEs, toxicity testing on Ceriodaphnia dubia
San Gabriel River Wet weather TIE, toxicity testing on Ceriodaphnia dubia

Toxicity monitoringDominguez Channel
Coyote Creek Toxicity monitoring
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¯ C. Tributary/Source Identification Monitoring

1. The Principal Permittee shall develop and implement a tributary/source
identification monitoring program. At a minimum the program shall
consist of station identification, monitoring, and analysis of data for a
minimum total of 20 tributary stations throughout the five major
watersheds (Ballona Creek, Malibu Creek, Los Angeles River, San
Gabriel River, and Dominguez Channel).

2. Each tributary station shall be selected and prioritized based on the
TMDL schedule (Attachment 2), and the results of monitoring
summarized in the Los Angeles County Integrated Monitoring Report
(Integrated Report), located on the internet at
http://dpw.co.la.us/epdiwq!IntTC.cfm, and the Land Use Model. To the
extent practicable, station selections shall be representative of specific
sources of pollutants identified through the Land Use Model. The
Principal Permittee may develop a staggered monitoring schedule to
ensure sufficient available resources. Staggered monitoring shall begin
with a minimum of the ten highest priority tributary stations. The Principal
Permittee shall submit the station selections to the Regional Board
Executive Officer for approval prior to the issuance of this Order.

3. Permittees shall participate in tributary monitoring when the majority of a
monitoring station subwatershed is located in their jurisdiction.

4. The Principal Permittee shall monitor the first storm event and at least 2
additional storm events during each storm season. At least one dry
weather event per year will also be sampled at each station.

5. All samples for tributary stations may be taken as grab samples or with an
automatic sampler. Constituents to be analyzed for each location shall
include the following:

a) Constituents on the 303(d) and TMDL lists for each receiving
water

b) Constituents that were identified in the Integrated Report as
exceeding the objectives of the California Ocean Plan, the Los
Angeles Basin Plan, and the California Toxics Rule

c) Diazinon and chlorpyrifos

d) Indicator bacteria (total and fecal coliform, streptococcus, and
enterococcus)

e) Toxic pollutants identified by TIEs at that tributary’s mass emission
station

6. If a constituent is not detected at the method detection limit (MDL) for its
respective test method listed in Attachment 1 in more than 25 percent of
the first ten sampling events or on a rolling basis using ten consecutive
sampling events, it will not be further analyzed unless the observed
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occurrences show high concentrations and are cause for concern. The
Principal Permittee will also conduct annual confirmation sampling for
non-detected constituents at each station for as long as the station is
monitored.                      -

7. The Principal Permittee shall submit a report identifying sources and/or
source areas of pollutants within each watershed and priority
management actions as part of the fourth Annual Report.

D. Receiving Waters Studies

1. The Principal Permittee shall conduct a study the impacts of storm water
on recei,ving waters. The study or studies shall achieve the following
objectives:

a) Sediment Toxicity: Evaluate the extent and causes of sediment
toxicity in the estuaries of each of the 5 major watersheds (Ballona
Creek, Matibu Creek, Los Angeles River, San Gabriel River, and
Dominguez Channel). Existing data from the "Study of the Impact
of Stormwater Discharge on Santa Monica Bay" for Ballona and
Malibu Creeks may be used.

b) Plume Studies: Evaluate the dispersion, fate, and transport of
storm water pollutants in Dominguez Channel, Los Angeles river,
and San Gabriel River.

c) Benthic Study: Assess the impacts of storm water on the marine
benthic community near the mouths of the Dominguez Channel,
Los Angeles River, and San Gabriel River. This shall be
accomplished by determining the population and community
metrics of benthic epifauna and infauna.

d) Continuation of Santa Monica Bay Study: A follow-up to the
"Study of the Impact of Stormwater Discharge on Santa Monica
Bay" shall be conducted to determine the persistence of storm
water plumes and an estimate of the duration of exposure of
swimmers to bacteria and madne life to storm water toxicants and
nutrients. Chemical and oceanographic studies shall be
conducted to determine the fate of storm water particles
discharged into the Santa Monica Bay.

2. The Principal Permittee may meet some or all of the requirements of the
Receiving Waters Studies by participating in Regional Monitoring of the
Southern California Bight, organized by the Southern California Coastal
Water Research Project. This shall involve contributing sufficient funding
and participating on the Steering Committee to help identify study
objectives, sample sites, and indicators to be measured.

E. Urban Stream Bioassessment Monitoring
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¯ 1. The Principal Permittee shall develop and implement an urban stream
bioassessment monitoring program. At a minimum, the program shall
consist of station identification, sampling, monitoring and analysis of data
for 20 bioassessment stations in order to determine the biological and
physical integrity of urban streams within Los Angeles County. In addition
to the urban stream bioassessment stations, three reference
bioassessment stations shall be identified, sampled, monitored, and
analyzed. The selection, sampling, monitoring, and analysis of
bioassessment stations shall meet the following requirements and shall
be compatible with the Ambient Monitoring Program being developed by
the Regional Board and with the California Department of Fish and Game
Bioassessment Program.

Each urban stream bioassessment station shall:

a) be located within one of the six watersheds specified in the Mass
Emission Monitoring Section;

b) be representative of urban stream conditions within one of the six
watersheds; and

c) Meet the physical criteria of the California Stream Bioassessment
Procedure4, or a modification thereof, approved by the Regional
Board Executive Officer.

2. Reference stations shall be selected in stream reaches that are not listed
as impaired on the 303(d) list and that are not representative of urban
stream conditions, based on surrounding land uses and a lack of up-
stream point source discharges.

3. The Principal Permittee shall submit a proposed urban stream
bioassessment monitoring plan, including station selections, to the
Regional Board for approval within 180 days of the date this Order is
adopted.

4. Each urban stream bioassessment station shall be monitored twice
annually, in May and October of each year, beginning in May 2002. A
minimum of three replicate samples shall be collected at each station
dudng each sampling event.

5. Sampling, laboratory, quality assurance, and analysis procedures shall
follow the standardized procedures set forth in the California Department
of Fish and Game’s California Stream Bioassessment Procedure (CSBP).
Analysis procedures shall include comparison between station mean
values for various biological metrics. Sampling, laboratory, quality
assurance, and analytical procedures shall follow the standardized "Non-

’ California Stream Bioassessment Procedure (Protocol Bdef for Biological and Physical/Habitat Assessment in Wadeable S~eams),
California Department of Fish and Game - Aquatic Bioassessment Laboratory, May 1999. Located at
www.dfg.ca.gov/cabw/protocols.html.
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Bellflower Mr. Dennis A. Dickerson ~1~ ¯

Bell Gardens Executive Officer
Burbank LARWQCB
Cerritos 320 W. 4=h Street, Suite 200
Commerce Los Angeles, CA 90013
Compton
Diamond Bar Re: Tentative Agenda - NPDES Workshop - Coalition ConcernsDowney
Hawaiian Gardens
Industry Dear Mr. Dickerson:
Irwindale
La Canada~Flintridge The Coalition for Practical Regulation represents 35 Los Angeles County
La Mirada cities, who are Permittees under the Los Angeles County Storm Water
Lakewood Permit. We are in receipt of your April 4, 2001, "Tentative Agenda" for the
Lawndale public workshop on the NPDES Permit Renewal. This letter is sent to
Monrovia request your direction on how best to present the Coalition’s comments on
Montebello the proposed NPDES Permit, since your agenda does not include items for
Norwalk discussion involving many issues of concern to the cities.
Palos Verdes Estates
Paramount
Pico Rivera We also want to express our concern over the limited time we have had to
Pomona review the permit, as the workshop has been scheduled less than two weeks
Rancho Palos Verdes from the release of an 86 page draft permit. Given the length of the draft
Rosemead permit and given that there are some 84 Perrnittees that need to review it,
Santa Fe Springs less than eleven working days of time is not sufficient to allow for a complete
San Gabdel dialogue at the workshop.
Sierra Madre
Signal Hill The Coalition wants to work with you to make the public comment pedod as
South Gate
Vernon productive as possible, and to fully hear and understand our concerns.

Walnut Regardless of when the workshop goes forward, the draft agenda appears
Whittier somewhat limited in scope. It divides the time your staff will take to present

the permit, with the time allowed for public comments. The agenda is
arranged into five limited categories that do not address many of the
concerns of .the Permittees. In addition, we do not know how much time
your staff will take to present the issues, but it appears that the public
comment pedod is very limited. For example - your category to present your
recommended shifting of the State’s inspection and enforcement
responsibilities to the cities is limited to 40 minutes for both staff
presentations and public comment. The cities have significant concerns with
this major program shift, and 40 minutes does not appear to be sufficient
time to cladfy your intentions an_~d present our concerns.

2175 Cherry Avenue ¯ Signal Hill, CA 90806 ¯ (562) 989-7302 ¯ (562) 989-7393 Fax
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Mr. Dennis Dickerson
Workshop Concerns
Page 2

We will be requesting clarification and presenting our concerns in the following areas.
We need your direction on which sections of your agenda you wish us to speak under.
We have a number of major questions with the proposed NPDES Permit at this time,
but will likely have more once we have had sufficient time to review the draft. Our
major items of concern at this time are as follows:

Maximum Extent Practicable Standard
Shifting of Inspection and Enforcement Responsibilities/Fiscal

Impact of the shift on Cities
Unfunded Mandates-
Cost-Benefit Analysis of New Regulations
Unrealistic Permit Implementation Schedules
Improper Expansion of the SUSMP and Development Programs
Lack of Administrative Appeal and "Meet & Confer" Process
TMDL Implementation Concerns
Lack of a Regional Approach
Lack of Authority Issues and/or Exceeding the Board’s Legal

Authority

We very much appreciate the opportunity to provide our comments to Board staff, and
sincerely want to work with you to make the public comment pedod at the workshop
both efficient and productive. We look forward to hearing from you with respect to
these issues. Please do not hesitate to contact me if you need additional information
or have any questions. I can be reached at 562-989-7302. Thank you for your
attention to these important matters.

Sincerely,

Kenneth C.
City Manager
Signal Hill

cc: CPR Steering Committee
CPR Members
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AGENDA
WATER POLICY TASK FORCE

SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA ASSOCIATION OF GOVERNMENTS

April 17, 2001
10:00 a.m.

SCAG Offices: Riverside B Meeting Room

1.0 CALL TO ORDER

2.0 PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD

Members of the public desiring to speak on an agenda item must notify the Secretary
prior to the public comment period. Comments will be limited to three minutes.

3.0 APPROVAL OF MINUTES
Approve the minutes of the February 20, 2001 meeting. (Minutes will be distributed
at the time of this meeting.)

4.0 PRESENTATION ITEMS FOR THE TASK FORCE

4.1 Municipal Storm Water Permit for Los Angeles County and the Cities in
Los Angeles County 3

The current Municipal Storm Water Permit for Los Angeles County and the
Cities within the County (excepting the City of Long Beach) expires on July
30, 2001. As a part of developing a new permit, the County and Cities
submitted a Report of Waste Discharge (ROWD) to the Regional Board on
January 31, 2001. On March 2, 2001 the Regional Board issued its review of
and comments on the ROWD. On April 12 the Board is expected to publish
its first draft of the new permit. Following the publication, the Board will
conduct a series of work group meetings with interested parties prior to
finalizing the new permit.

The following speakers will brief the Task Force on this important water
quality program:

Dr. Xavier Swamikannu, Chief, Storm Water affairs at the Regional Board

Mr. Desi Alvarez, P.E., Chair of the Executive Advisory Committee for Los
Angeles County and Director of Public Works for the City of Downey

Mr. Mustafa Ariki, C.E., Head of the County’s NPDES Section related to
Storm Water programs
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Mr. Ken Farfsing, City Manager of Signal Hill

Ms. Heather Lea Merenda, Storm Water Manager of the City of Calabassas

4.2 Legislative Update

Staff will review pending water-related state and federal legislation. (This
Item has no attached memo.)

5.0 CHAIR’S REPORT

6.0 STAFF REPORT

7.0 TASK FORCE INFORMATION SHARING

8.0 COMMENT PERIOD

Any Task Force member, staff and members of the public desiring to comment on
items not covered on the Agenda, within the Task Force’s jurisdiction may do so at
this time. Comments should be limited to three minutes.

9.0 ADJOURNMENT
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AGENDA
WATER POLICY TASK FORCE o.

SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA ASSOCIATION OF GOVERNMENTS

April 17, 2001
10:00 a.m.

SCAG Offices: Riverside B Meeting Room

1.0 CALL TO ORDER

2.0 PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD

Members of the public desiring to speak on an agenda item must notify the Secretary
prior to the public comment period. Comments will be limited to three minutes.

3.0 APPROVAL OF MINUTES                                _
Approve the minutes of the February 20, 200! meeting. (Minutes will be distributed
at the time of this meeting.)

4.0 PRESENTATION ITEMS FOR THE TASK FORCE

4.1 Municipal Storm Water Permit for Los Angeles Count)" and the Cities in
Los Angeles County 3

The current Municipal Storm Water Permit for Los Angeles County and the
Cities within the County (excepting the City of Long Beach) expires on July
30, 2001. As a part of developing a new permit, the County and Cities
submitted a Report of Waste Discharge (ROWD) to the Regional Board on
January 31, 2001. On March 2, 2001 the Regional Board issued its review of
and comments on the ROWD. On April 12 the Board is expected to publish
its first draft of the new permit. Following the publication, the Board will
conduct a series of work group meetings with interested parties prior to
finalizing the new permit.

The following speakers will brief the Task Force on this important water
quality program:

Dr. Xavier Swamikannu, Chief. Storm Water affairs at the Regional Board

Mr. Desi Alvarez, P.E., Chair of the Executive Advisory Committee for Los
Angeles County and Director of Public Works for the City of Downey

Mr. Mustafa Ariki, C.E., Head of the County’s NPDES Section related to
Storm Water programs
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To: Members of the Water Policy Task Force

From: Daniel E. Griset, Sr. Planner, X895, griae~cag.ca.gov

Date: April 6, 2001

Subject: Municipal Storm Water Permit for Los Angeles County and the CMes of Los Angeles County

RECOMMENDED ACTION: Receive comments for policy recommendations to the Energy and
Environment Committee.

SUMMARY:

The current Municipal Storm Water Permit for Los Angeles County and the Cities within the Count’
(excepting the City of Long Beach) expires on July 30, 2001. As a part of developing a net permit, the
County and Cities submitted a Report of Waste Discharge (ROWD) to the Regional Board on January. 31.
2001. On March 2, 2001 the Regional Board issued its review of and comme_nts on the ROWD On April
12 the Board is expected to publish its first draft of the new permit. Following the publication, the Board
will conduct a series of work group meetings with interested parties prior to finalizing the new permit.

BACKGROUND:

Early last year the Task Force considered a controversial modification made by the Regional Board to the
current municipal storm water permit (often referred to as the MS4 permit). That modification was the
Standard Urban Storm Water Management Plan (SUSMP) requiring new development and redevelopment
sites to capture, treat and manage storm water runoff. This modification formed the fwst part of what now is
the renewal process in the MS4 permit in Los Angeles County. The current process has lead to the
imminent publication of the first draft of the new permit.

In its response to the ROWD, the Board’s Executive Officer indicated that the Board intends to "look at the
sample MS4 permit submitted by the Permittees for useful content, but it will not form the basis for
developing permit requirements". (Attached to the agenda are copies of the ROWD and the Board’s review
and response to the ROWD.)

This stance suggests that local government will have input to the Board staff but that the staff is not willing
to negotiate the terms of the new permit that will take effect after July 30, 2001.

Of the indicated concerns expressed by the Board in the ROWD response, the following issues should be
given close attention by the Task Force: street sweeping frequencies, catch basin cleanings, inspection and
er~orcement requirements, detection and elimination of illicit connections and discharges, application of
SUSMP rules to both discretionary and non-discretionary projects.

New rules that are developed for any of these aspects of the new permit will have material financial and
legal implications for all local governments in Los Angeles County.
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State of California
CALIFORNIA REGIONAL WATER QUALITY CONTROL BOARD

LOS ANGELES REGION

ORDER NO. xx-xxx
(NPDES NO. CASxxxxxx)

WASTE DISCHARGE REQUIREMENTS
FOR

MUNICIPAL STORMWATER AND URBAN RUNOFF DISCHARGES
WITHIN THE LOS ANGELES COUNTY FLOOD CONTROL DISTRICT,

COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES, AND THE CITIES OF LOS ANGELES COUNTY
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Los Angeles County Flood Control District                                           CASxxxxxx
Order No.

FINDINGS

The California Regional Water Quality Control Board, Los Angeles Region (hereinafter referred to
as the Regional Board), finds:

Existing Permit and Report of Waste Discharge

1. The Los Angeles County Flood Control District, Los Angeles County, and 83 incorporated
cities within the Los Angeles County Flood Control District (see Attachment A, List of
Permittees), hereinafter referred to separately as Permittees and jointly as the Discharger,
discharge or contribute to discharges of stormwater and urban runoff from municipal
separate storm sewer systems (MS4s), also called storm drain systems, and water
courses within the Los Angeles County Flood Control District into receiving waters of the
Los Angeles Basin under countywide waste discharge requirements contained in Order No.
96-054 adopted by this Regional Board on July 15, 1996. That Order also serves as a
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit (CAS614001).

2. On February 1,2001, the Discharger submitted a Report of Waste Discharge (ROWD) as
an application for re-issuance of waste discharge requirements and an NPDES permit.

Nature of Discharges and Sources of Pollutants

3. Stormwater discharges consist of surface runoff generated from various land uses in all the
hydrologic drainage basins that discharge into water bodies of the State. The quality of
these discharges varies considerably and is affected by the hydrology, geology, land use,
season, and sequence and duration of hydrologic events. The pdmary constituents of
concern currently identified by the Los Angeles County Flood Control District 1994-2000
Integrated ReceivingWater Impacts Report are cyanide, indicator bacteria, total dissolved
solids, turbidity, total suspended solids, nutrients, total aluminum, dissolved cadmium,
copper, lead, total mercury, nickel, zinc, bis(2-ethylhexyl)phthalate, polycyclic aromatic
hydrocarbons (PAHs), Diazinon, and chlorpyrifos.

4. Certain pollutants present in stormwater and/or urban runoff may be contributed by activities
which the Permittees cannot control. Examples of such pollutants and their respective
sources are: PAHs which are products of intemal combustion engine operation, nitrates
from atmospheric deposition, heavy metals, lead from fuels, copper from brake pad wear,
zinc from tire wear, dioxins as products of combustion, and bis (2-ethylhexyl) phthalate and
mercuryas resulting from atmospheric deposition, and natural-occurring minerals from local
geology. However, Permittees can implement measures to attempt to reduce entry of these
pollutants into stormwater.

5. These compounds can have damaging effects on both human health and aquatic
ecosystems. In addition, the high volumes of stormwater discharged from MS4s in areas
of urbanization can significantly impact aquatic ecosystems due to physical modifications
such as bank erosion and widening of channels. It is anticipated that, due to the nature of
stormwater events (i.e., large volumes of water and high velocities) that there will be short-
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term, reversible impacts to beneficial uses that are not directly related to water quality.

6. Water quality assessments conducted by the Regional Board identified impairment, or
threatened impairment, of beneficial uses of water bodies in the Los Angeles County Flood
Control District Watersheds. These impairments include many of the pollutants of concern
identified by the Los Angeles County Flood Control District 1994-2000 Integrated Receiving
Water Impacts Report.

Permit Background

7. The Discharger has filed a Report of Waste Discharge (ROWD) and has applied for
renewal of its waste discharge requirements and an NPDES permit to discharge wastes to
surface waters. The ROWD includes the Watershed Management Area Plans (WMAPs),
proposed permit and Performance Standards (PS).

8. The Stormwater Quality Management Plan (SQMP) refers to th~ five Model Programs
collectively developed by the Permittees in accordance with provisions of the NPDES Permit
Order Number 96-054. The SQMP will be included in the WMAPs. The Model Programs are
the following:

Public Information and Participation
Development Construction
Illicit Connection/Illicit Discharge Elimination Program
Development Planning
Public Agency Activities

The monitoring program herein consists of land-use based monitoring combined with
receiving water monitoring and modeling.

9. The Regional Board has reviewed the ROWD and has determined it to be complete under
the reapplication policy of MS4s issued by the USEPA in July 1996. The Regional Board
finds that the Permittee’s proposed Storm Water Management Plan is acceptable and when
fully implemented will be consistent with the statutory standard of Maximum Extent
Practicable (MEP) and in compliance with the Federal Clean Water Act (CWA) and the
Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act.

Coverage

10. The requirements in this Order cover all areas within the boundaries of the cities (see
Attachment A) as well as unincorporated areas in Los Angeles County Flood Control Distdct
within the jurisdiction of the Regional Board. The Permittees serve a population of about 11.4
million [Reference: 2000 Census of Population and Housing, Bureau of the Census, U.S.
Department of Commerce (1992)] in an area of approximately 3,100 square miles.
Attachment B shows the map of the permitted area in Los Angeles County Flood Control
District. The Regional Board will coordinate to implement programs that are consistent with
the requirements of this Order.
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11. Federal, state, regional or local entities within the Permittees’ bound,~ries or in jurisdictions
outside the Los Angeles County Flood Control District, and not currently named in this
Order, may operate storm drain facilities and/or discharge stormwater to storm drains and
watercourses covered by this Order. The Permittees may lack legal jurisdiction over these
entities under state and federal constitutions. Consequently, the Regional Board recognizes
that the Permittees will not be held responsible for such facilities and/or discharges. The
Regional Board will coordinate with these facilities to implement programs that are
consistent with the requirements of this Order.

12. Sources of discharges into receiving waters in the Los Angeles County Flood Control
Distdct but in jurisdictions outside its boundary include the following:

a. About 34 square miles of unincorporated area in Ventura County drain into Malibu
Creek, thence to Santa Monica Bay,

b. About 9 square miles of the City of Thousand Oaks also drain into Malibu Creek,
thence to Santa Monica Bay, and

c. About 86 square miles of area in Orange County drain into Coyote Creek, thence into
the San Gabriel River Watershed in the Los Angeles County Flood Control District.

The Regional Board will ensure that stormwater management programs for the areas in
Ventura County and the City of Thousand Oaks that drain into Santa Monica Bay are
consistent with the requirements of this Order. The Regional Board will coordinate with the
Santa Ana Regional Board so that stormwater management programs for the areas in
Orange County that drain into Coyote Creek are consistent with the requirements of this
Order.

13. This permit is intended to develop, achieve, and implement a timely, comprehensive, cost-
effective stormwater pollution control program to minimize pollutants, to the maximum extent
practicable, in stormwater discharges from the permitted areas in Los Angeles County Flood
Control District to the waters of the United States.

Federal, State, and Regional Regulations

14. The Water Quality Act of 1987 added Section 402(p) to the Federal Clean Water Act (CWA).
This section requires the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) to establish
regulations setting forth NPDES requirements for stormwater discharges. The first phase
of these requirements was directed at municipal separate storm sewer systems (MS4)
serving a population of 100,000 or more and stormwater discharges associated with
industrial activities, including construction activities. On November 16, 1990, EPA published
these final regulations in the Federal Register under Part 122 Code of Federal Regulations.
The second phase of these requirements covers other dischargers, including municipalities
with a population of less than 100,000, for which the U.S. EPA Administrator or the State
determines that the stormwater discharge contributes to a violation of a water quality
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standard, or is a significant contributor of pollutants to waters of the United States. U.S. EPA
published the final regulations on the second phase on December 8, 1999 in the Federal
Register.

15. The CWA allows the EPA to delegate its NPDES permitting authority to states with an
approved environmental regulatory program. The State of California is a delegated State.
The Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act (Califomia Water Code) authorized the State
Water Resources Control Board (State Board), through the Regional Boards, to regulate
and control the discharge of pollutants into waters of the State and tributaries thereto.

16. Section 6217(g) of the Coastal Zone Act Reauthorization Amendments of 1990 (CZARA)
requires coastal states with approved coastal zone management programs to address non°
point pollution impacting or threatening coastal water quality. CZARA addresses five
sources of non-point pollution: agriculture, silviculture, urban, marinas, and
hydromodification. This NPDES permit addresses the management measures required for
the urban category, with the exception of septic systems. The Regional Board addresses
septic systems through the administration of other programs.

17. The State Water Resources Control Board adopted a revised Water Quality Control Plan
for Ocean Waters of Califomia (Ocean Plan) on July 23, 1997. The Ocean Plan contains
water quality objectives for the coastal waters of California.

18. The Regional Board adopted an updated Water Quality Control Plan (Basin Plan) for the Los
Angeles Region on June 13, 1994, I/Vater Quality Control Plan, Los Angeles Region: Basin
Plan for the Coastal Watersheds of Los Angeles and Ventura Counties, (1994).’ The Basin
Plan, which is incorporated in this Order by reference, specifies the beneficial uses of
receiving waters and contains both narrative and numerical water quality objectives for the
receiving waters in the Los Angeles County Flood Control District.

19. The Regional Board has implemented a Watershed Management Approach to address
water quality protection in the region. The objective of the Watershed Management
Approach is to provide a comprehensive and integrated strategy towards water resource
protection, enhancement, and restoration while balancing economic and environmental
impacts within a hydrologically defined drainage basin or watershed. It emphasizes
cooperative relationships between regulatory agencies, the regulated community,
environmental groups, and other stakeholders in the watershed to achieve the greatest
environmental improvements with available resources.

20. To implement the Watershed Management Approach, as well as facilitate compliance with
this Order, the Los Angeles County Flood Control District is divided into five Watershed
Management Areas (WMAs) as follows:

a. Malibu Creek and Rural Santa Monica Bay WMA
b. Ballona Creek and Urban Santa Monica Bay WMA
c. Los Angeles River WMA
d. San Gabriel River WMA
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e. Dominguez Channel/Los Angeles Harbor WMA

To further facilitate compliance with this Order, permittees may form sub-watershed groups
within the WMA.

Attachment A, shows the list of Permittees under each WMA.

21. To facilitate compliance with federal regulation, the State Water Resources Control Board
(State Board) has issued two statewide general NPDES permits: one for stormwater from
industrial sites [NPDES No. CAS000001, General Industrial Activity Stormwater Permit
(GIASP)] and the other for stormwater from construction sites [NPDES No. CAS000002,
General Construction Activity Stormwater Permit (GCASP)]. The GCASP was reissued on
August 19, 1999. The GIASP was reissued on April 17, 1997. Facilities discharging
stormwater associated with industrial activities and construction projects with a disturbed
area of five acres or more are required to obtain individual NPDES_ permits for stormwater
discharges, or be covered by these statewide general permits by completing and filing a
Notice of Intent (NOI) with the State Board. The USEPA guidance anticipates coordination
of the state-administered programs for industrial and construction activities with the local
agency program to reduce pollutants in storrnwater discharges to the MS4.

22. The State Board, on October 28, 1968, adopted Resolution No. 68-16, "Maintaining High
Quality Water" which established an anti-degradation policy for State and Regional Boards.

23. The State Board, on June 17, 1999, adopted Order No. WQ 99-05, which specifies standard
receiving water limitations language to be included in all municipal stormwater permits
issued by the State and Regional Boards.

24. Califomia Water Code (CWC) Section 13263(a) requires that waste discharge requirements
issued by the Regional Board shall implement any relevant water quality control plans that
have been adopted; shall take into consideration the beneficial uses to be protected and the
water quality objectives reasonably required for that purpose; other waste discharges; and,
the need to prevent nuisance.

25. California Water Code Section 13370 et seq. requires that waste discharge requirements
issued by the Regional Boards comply with provisions of the Federal Clean Water Act and
its amendments.

Other Findings

26. The Regional Board is the enforcing authority in the Los Angeles region for the two statewide
general permits, described in Finding 21, which regulate discharges from industrial facilities
and construction sites, and all NPDES storm water and non-storm water permits issued by
the Regional Board. These industrial and construction sites are also regulated under local
laws and regulations.

27. Studies indicate that facilities with paved surfaces subject to frequent motor vehicular traffic
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(such as parking lots and retail gasoline stations), or facilities which perform vehicle repair,
maintenance, or fueling (such as retail gasoline outlets with service bays) are potential
sources of pollutants of concern in storm water. [References: Pitt et al., Urban Storm
Water Toxic Pollutants: Assessment, Sources, and Treatability, Water Environment IRes.,
67, 260 (1995); Results of Retail Gas Outlet and Commercial Parking Lot Storm Water
Runoff Study, Westem States Petroleum Association and Amedcan Petroleum Institute,
(1994); Action Plan Demonstration Project, Demonstration of Gasoline Fueling Station Best
Management Practices, Final Report, County of Sacramento (1993).]

28. A review of industrial waste/pretreatment records in Los Angeles County Flood Control
District on illicit discharges indicate that automotive service facilities and food service
facilities sometimes discharge polluted washwaters to the MS4. The pollutants of concern
in such washwaters include food waste, oil and grease, and toxic chemicals. Other storm
water/industrial waste programs in California have reported similar observations.

29. The objective of this Order is to protect the beneficial uses of r~ceiving waters in Los
Angeles County Flood Control District. To meet this objective, this Order requires
implementation of BMPs intended to reduce pollutants in storm water and urban runoff such
that ultimately their discharge will neither cause violations of water quality objectives nor
create conditions of nuisar~ce in receiving waters.

30. The Regional Board recognizes the challenges unique to regulating storm water discharges
through municipal storm sewer systems, including intermittent and variable nature of
discharges, difficulties in monitoring, and limited physical control over the discharge, and
that it will require adequate time to implement and evaluate the effectiveness of best
management practices required in this Order and to determine whether they will adequately
protect the receiving water.

31. The SQMP required in this Order builds upon the foundation established in Order No. 90-
079, consists of the components recommended in the USEPA guidance manual, and was
developed with the cooperation of representatives from the regulated community and
environmental groups. The SQMP includes provisions that promote customized initiatives,
both on a countywide and watershed basis, in developing and implementing cost-effective
measures to minimize discharge of pollutants to the receiving water. The various
components of the SQMP, taken as a whole rather than individually, are expected to reduce
I~ollutants in storm water and urban runoff to the maximum extent practicable.

32. The main focus of the SQMP is pollution prevention through education, public outreach,
planning, and implementation of BMPs. Successful implementation of the provisions of the
SQMP will require cooperation and coordination of all public agencies in each Permittee’s
organization, among Permittees, and the regulated community. To minimize cost, the
Permittees are encouraged to utilize their existing organizational framework to implement
the various activities required in this Order.

33. This Order provides the flexibility for the Permittees to petition the Regional Board Executive
Officer to substitute a BMP or requirement under the SQMP with an alternative BMP, if they
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can provide information and documentation on the effectiveness of the altemative, equal to
or greater than the prescribed BMP in meeting the objectives of this’Order.

34. This order contemplates that the Permittees are responsible for considering potential
stormwater impacts when making planning decisions. However, neither this order nor any
of its requirements are intended to restrict or control local land use decision-making
authority.

Public Process

35. The Regional Board has notified the Discharger and interested agencies and persons of its
intent to issue waste discharge requirements for this discharge, and has provided them with
an opportunity to submit their written view and recommendations.

36. The Regional Board, in a public hearing, heard and considered all comments pertaining to
the discharge and to the tentative requirements.

37. This Order shall serve as a National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES)
Permit, pursuant to Section 402 of the Federal Clean Water ACt, or amendments thereto,
and shall take effect 50 days from permit adoption provided the Regional Administrator of
the EPA has no objections.

38. This Order may be modified or alternatively revoked or reissued prior to its expiration date,
in accordance with the procedural requirements of the federal NPDES program, and the
California Water Code for the issuance of waste discharge requirements.
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IT IS HEREBY ORDERED that the Los Angeles County Flood Control District, Los Angeles County,
and the Cities of Agoura Hills, Alhambra, Arcadia, Artesia, Azusa, Baldwin Park, Bell, Bellflower, Bell
Gardens, Beverly Hills, Bradbury, Burbank, Calabasas, Carson, Cerdtos, Claremont, Commerce,
Compton, Covina, Cudahy, Culver City, Diamond Bar, Downey, Duarte, El Monte, El Segundo,
Gardena, Glendale, Glendora, Hawaiian Gardens, Hawthome, Hermosa Beach, Hidden Hills,
Huntington Park, Industry, Inglewood, Irwindale, La CaSada Flintridge, La Habra Heights, Lakewood,
La Mirada, La Puente, La Veme, Lawndale, Lomita, Los Angeles, Lynwood, Malibu, Manhattan
Beach, Maywood, Monrovia, Montebello, Monterey Park, Norwalk, Palos Verdes Estates,
Paramount, Pasadena, Pico Rivera, Pomona, Rancho Palos Verdes, Redondo Beach, Rolling Hills,
Rolling Hills Estates, Rosemead, San Dimas, San Femando, San Gabdel, San Madno, Santa Fe
Springs, Santa Monica, Sierra Madre, Signal Hill, South El Monte, South Gate, South Pasadena,
Temple City; Torrance, Vemon, Walnut, West Covina, West Hollywood, Westlake Village, and
Whittier, in order to meet the provisions contained in Division 7 of the Califomia Water Code and
regulations adopted thereunder, and the provisions of the Clean Water Act, as amended, and
regulations and guidelines adopted thereunder, shall comply with the folio_wing:

PART 1. DISCHARGE PROHIBITION

A. Each Permittee shall, within its jurisdiction, effectively prohibit non-
stormwater discharges into the MS4 (storm drain systems) and
watercourses, except where such discharges:

1. Are covered by a separate individual or general NPDES permit, or
granted an exemption by the Regional Board, the Executive Officer,
or the State Water Resources Control Board; or

2. Meet one of the conditions below:

a. Not identified as a significant source of pollutants:

1. Flows from riparian habitats or wetlands;
2. Diverted stream flows;
3. Natural springs;
4. Rising ground waters;
5. Uncontaminated ground water infiltration [as defined

at 40 CFR 35.2005(20)];
6. Discharges or flows from emergency fire fighting

activities; or

b. Not identified as a significant source of pollutants, subject to
conditions:

7. Landscape irrigation;
8. Drinking water line flushing;
9. Discharges from potable water sources;
10. Foundation drains;
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11. Grading drains;
12. Footing drains;
13. Emergency floor drain;
14. Non-profit car washing;
15. Street washing;
16. Wash water runoff from the cleaning of fire fighting

vehicles;
17. Air conditioning condensate;
18. Water from crawl space pumps;
19. Reclaimed and potable irrigation water,
20. Dechlorinated swimming pool discharges;
21. Individual residential car washing;
22. Sidewalk washing;
23. Lake dewatedng;
24. Wash water runoff of blood and other human tissues

from the cleaning of accident sites or accidental
spills.

If any of the above categories of non-stormwater discharges (Part I,
A.2.b) are determined to be a significant source of pollutants by the
Regional Board Executive Officer, the discharge need not be
prohibited if the Permit-tee implements appropriate BMPs to ensure
that the discharge will not be a significant source of pollutants.

The Permittee(s) may, for any of the above non-stormwater
categories, require BMPs deemed necessary to ensure that the
discharge will not be a significant source of pollutants.

c. The Regional Board Executive Officer may authorize the discharge
of additional categories of non-stormwater upon presentation of
evidence in accordance with Part 1.A.4., and may include other
categories of non-stormwater discharges under this subsection.

3. Discharges originating from federal, state, or other facilities which the
Discharger is pre-empted by law from regulating, or for which the Discharger
has no authori~ to enforce the requirements of this Order.

4. A Permittee may identify and describe additional categories of non-storm
water discharges to be considered by the Executive Officer for exemption
from the Discharge Prohibitions. The criteda to be considered for a request
for exemption include one or more of the following:

a. Documentation that the discharge is not a significant source
of pollutants to receiving waters or does not cause
impairment of beneficial uses of receiving waters;
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b. Special circumstances that have been defined in which the
discharge has been found not to be a" significant sources of
pollutants to, or does not cause impairment of beneficial uses
of receiving waters;

c. Specific BMPs, where determined feasible, that have been
identified to reduce pollutants in the discharge to the
maximum extent practicable and minimize adverse impacts
of such source, with an implementation schedule; or

d. Established procedures to ensure BMP implementation,
including an implementation schedule, performance
standards, monitoring and record keeping.

The exemption request for additional non-storm water discharges
may be submitted to the Executive Officer, beginning with the first
Annual Report. The exemption becomes effective upon approval by
the Executive Officer.

If a presentation is made in writing with supporting documentation by a Perrnittee to
the Executive Officer, and if the Executive Officer does not respond in writing within
60 days, then addition to the categorical exempt discharge may be considered
approved.

Compliance with this Order through timely development and implementation of
programs described herein shall constitute compliance with this prohibition.

PART 2. RECEIVING WATER LIMITATIONS

Discharges from the MS4 that scientific studies have demonstrated will cause or
contribute to the exceedance of water quality objectives are prohibited.

B. Discharges from the MS4 of stormwater, or non-stormwater, for which a Discharger
is responsible, shall not cause nuisance, continuing or recurring impairment of
beneficial uses, or exceedances of water quality objectives in the receiving waters.

C. The Discharger shall comply with Parts A and B of this section through timely
implementation of control measures and other actions to reduce pollutants to the
maximum extent possible in the discharges in accordance with the SQMP and other
requirements of this permit, including any modifications. The SQMP shall be
designed to achieve compliance with receiving water limitations. If exceedance(s)
of applicable water quality objectives persist, notwithstanding implementation of the
SQMP and other requirements of this permit, the Permittee(s) shall assure
compliance with discharge prohibitions and receiving water limitations by complying
with the following procedure:
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1. Upon a determination by either the Permittee(s) or the Regional Board, that
discharges are causing or contributing to an exceed~nce of an applicable
water quality objectives, the Permittee(s) shall promptly notify and thereafter
submit a report to the Regional Board that describes BMPs that are currently
being implemented, and additional BMPs that will be implemented, to prevent
or reduce any pollutants that are causing or contributing to the exceedances
of water quality objectives. This report may be included with the Annual
Stormwater Report and Assessment, unless the Regional Board directs an
earlier submittal. The report shall include a reasonable implementation
schedule of necessary additional BMPs. The Regional Board may require
modifications to the report within 30 days, in consultation with the
Discharger.

2. Submit any modifications to the report required by the Regional Board within
90 days of notification.                      _

3. Within 90 days following the approval of the report, the PerTnittee(s) shall
revise the SQMP and monitoring program to incorporate the approved,
modified suite of BMPs, implementation schedule, and any additional
monitoring required.

4. Implement the revised SQMP and monitoring program according to the
approved schedule.

D. So long as the Permittee(s) complies with the procedures set forth in Part C above
and is implementing the revised SQMP, the Permittee(s) does not have to repeat the
procedure for continuing or recurring exceedances of the same water quality
standard(s) unless directed by the Regional Board to develop additional BMPs.

E. Timely and complete implementation by a Permittee(s) of the stormwater
management programs prescribed in this Order shall satisfy the requirements of this
section and constitute compliance with receiving water limitations.

PART 3. STORMWATER QUALITY MANAGEMENT PLAN IMPLEMENTATION,
MONITORING, AND REPORTING

Responsibilities of the Principal Permittee

The Principal Permittee will coordinate and facilitate activities necessary to comply
with the requirements of this Order, but is not responsible for ensuring compliance
of any individual Permittee. The Los Angeles County Flood Control Distdct is hereby
designated as the Principal Permittee, and as such shall:

1. Coordinate permit activities among Permittees and negotiate NPDES
requirements with the Regional Board.
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All Permittees will be given the opportunity to have’an active role in and
provide input for the negotiation of permit requirements. However, formal
negotiation with the Regional Board will be conducted by the Principal
Permittee and the watershed Executive Advisory Committee (EAC)
representative(s).

2. Provide personnel and fiscal resources for the necessary update of the
WMAPs and their components;

3. Convene the Watershed Management Committees (WMCs) constituted
pursuant to Part C, below, upon designation of representatives;

4. Provide technical and administrative support for committees that will be
organized to implement the SQMP and WMAPs; _

5. Implement the Countywide Monitoring Program required in this Order;

6. Provide personnel and fiscal resources for the preparation and submittal to
the Regional Board of annual reports and summaries of other reports
required under the SQMP; and

7. Comply with the "Responsibilities of the Permittees" in Part B, below;

B. Responsibilities of the Permittees

Each Permittee is only responsible for the implementation of the appropriate
stormwater management program developed pursuant to the requirements of this
Order, and not for the implementation of the provisions applicable to the Principal
Permittee or other Permittees. A Permittee is required to comply only with the
requirements of this Order applicable to discharges which originate from places
within its boundaries over which it has authority to enforce the requirements of this
Order. Each Perrnittee shall, within its geographic jurisdiction:

1. Comply with the requirements of the SQMP and its amendments;

2. Coordinate among its internal departments and agencies, as appropriate, to
facilitate the implementation of the requirements of the SQMP applicable to
such Permittee in an efficient and cost-effective manner;,

3. Participate in the update, if necessary, of the WMAPs;

4. Appoint a technically knowledgeable representative to the appropriate WMC;

5. Implement the SQMP upon approval by the Executive Officer;, and,
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6. Work with other agencies, to the extent necessary, and submit a report to the
Executive Officer on recommendations to resolve a~y conflicts identified
between the provisions of the SQMP and WMAPs and the requirements of
other regulatory agencies, if the Permitee considers it necessary.

C. Watershed Management Committees (WMCs)

1. Each WMC shall be comprised of a voting representative from each
Permittee in the Watershed Management Area (WMA).

2. The WMC’s chair and secretary shall be chosen by the WMC upon permit
adoption and on an annual basis, thereafter. In the absence of volunteer
Permittee(s) for the positions, the Principal Permittee shall assume those
roles until the WMC chooses members of the committee for the positions.

3. Each WMC shall:

a. Facilitate cooperation and exchange of information among
Permittees;

b. Establish goals and objectives for the WMA;

c. Prioritize pollution control efforts based on beneficial use impairment;

d. Develop and/or update, on an annual basis, priority project list for the
WMA~

Assess the effectiveness of, prepare revisions for, and recommend
appropriate changes to the WMAP including the SQMP;

f. Conduct joint WMC meetings at least four times per year and as
necessary.

g. Identify, as part of the Industrial/Commercial Source Identification
program, additional SIC industrial/commercial groups selected as
pdodty to be included in the database described in the SQMP. The
following cdteria shall be considered in the identification process:

i. Extent of exposure of the industrial/commedcal activity to
stormwater;

ii. Types and quality of non-stormwater discharges;

iii. Similarity of industrial/commercial activity to industrial activity
regulated under the USEPA Phase I facilities;
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iv. Types of chemicals and wastes generated that can
contaminate stormwater;

v. Existence of duplicate regulatory programs with other
agencies that emphasize waste management and minimize
exposure of the industrial/commercial activity to storrnwater;

vi. Number of facilities in the WMA;

vii. Professional understanding of the industrial/commercial
sector’s waste management practices;

viii. Experience of local agency industrial waste inspection
programs; and

ix. Any other information that indicates ~ significant potential for
contamination of stormwater.

D. Executive Advisory Committee (EAC)

1. The EAC shall be attended by one representative from Malibu Creek and by
two representatives from each of the other watersheds, along with
representatives from the City of Los Angeles, and the Los Angeles County
Flood Control District.

2. The Committee shall facilitate program compliance in each watershed and
enhance consistency among permittees.

E. General Requirements

1. The Permittees shall, at a minimum implement the elements of the SQMP
that are consistent with the terms of this permit.

Additionally, modifications to the SQMP made dudng the term of the permit
including those made in accordance with Part 3.B. of this permit shall be
implemented.

2. The SQMP shall, at a minimum, comply with applicable requirements of 40
CFR 122.26(d)(2). The SQMP shall be implemented so as to reduce the
discharges of pollutants in stormwater to the maximum extent practicable.

3. Each Permittee shall be responsible for implementation of the relevant
portions of the SQMP within its jurisdiction. The Principal Permittee shall be
responsible for program coordination as described in Part 3.A, as well as,
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compliance with the relevant portions of the permit within its jurisdiction.

F. ~ WMAP Modifications

The initial SQMP, as delineated in the WMAPs may need to be modified, revised, or
amended periodically to respond to changed conditions and to incorporate more
effective approaches to pollutant controls. Minor changes may be made at the
direction of the Executive Officer. Minor changes requested by the Permittees shall
become effective upon wdtten approval of the Executive Officer. If proposed
changes involve a major revision in the overall scope of the program, such changes
must be approved by the Regional Board as amendments to this Order.

Modifications to the WMAP may be made in the following manners:

1. The Regional Board Executive Officer may approve _changes to the WMAPs:

a. Upon petition by the Permittee(s) or interested parties, and after
providing for, and considering public comments;

b. Upon a Permittee petition to the Executive Officer to:

i. Substitute any Best Management Practice (BMP) or Program
identified in the SQMP, if the Permittee can document that:

(a) The proposed alternative BMP or program will meet
or exceed the objective of the original BMP or
program in the reduction of stormwater pollutants; or

(b) The fiscal burden of the odginal BMP or program is
substantially greater than the proposed alternative
and does not achieve a substantially greater
improvement in stormwater quality; and,

(c) The proposed alternative BMP or program will be
implemented within a similar pedod of time.

ii. Eliminate any BMP or program identified in the SQMP, if the
Permittee can document that:

(a) The BMP or program is not technically feasible and
no substitute is available; or

(b) The cost of implementation outweighs the pollution
control benefits; or

(c) The BMP or program is not applicable in the
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Permittee’s jurisdiction.

The Executive Officer may approve or disapprove the petition in
accordance with Part 6 D; or,

2. The Permittee(s) shall modify the WMAPs at the direction of the Regional
Board Executive Officer, to incorporate applicable regional provisions
approved by the Regional Board Executive Officer in plans for watersheds
shared by the Permittee(s) with other MS4 programs.

G. Upon Administrative Review

The administrative review process formalizes the procedure for review and
acceptance of reports and documents submitted to the Regional Board under this
Order. In addition, it provides a method to resolve any differences in compliance
expectations between the Regional Board and Permittees, prior to initiating
enforcement action.

1. Stormwater program documents, including progress reports, guidelines,
checklists, BMPs, databases, program summaries, and implementation and
compliance schedules, developed by the Principal Permittee or a Permittee
under the provisions of this Order, shall be submitted to the Executive Officer
of the Regional Board, where required for approval. The process is as
follows:

a. For documents that require Executive Officer’s approval, the
Executive Officer will notify the Principal Permittee and/or Permittee
of the results of the review and approval or disapproval within 120
days. If the Executive Officer has not responded within 120 days
following submittal, the Permittee shall notify the Regional Board of
its intent to implement the program components as submitted. If
after 10 days the Executive Officer has not responded, the Permittee
will implement the submitted program and the Executive Officer may
not make modifications; and,

b. Documents that require formal Regional Board approval will undergo
public review and comment before Board consideration at a public
meeting.

2. If the Executive Officer determines that a Permittee’s stormwater program
is insufficient to meet the provisions of this Order, the Executive Officer shall
send a "Notice of Intent to Meet and Confer (NIMC)" to the Permittee, with
specific information in support of the determination. The NIMC shall include
a timeframe by which the Permittee must meet with Regional Board staff.
The processes are as follows:
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a. The Permittee, upon receipt of an NIMC, shall meet and confer with
Regional Board staff to demonstrate that the Perrnittee’s program is
sufficient to meet the requirements of this Order; and, if not, seek
clarification on the steps to be taken to completely meet the
provisions of this Order. The meet and confer period will conclude
with either a wdtten notice of program sufficiency from the Excutive
Officer to the PerTnittee, or the submittal to and acceptance by the
Executive Officer of a written "Stormwater Program Compliance
Amendment (SPCA)", prepared by the Permittee, which shall include
implementation deadlines. The Executive Officer may terminate the
meet and confer pedod after a reasonable pedod due to a lack of
progress on issues and may order submittal of the SPCA by a
specified date. Failure to submit an acceptable SPCA by the
specified date shall constitute a violation of this Order;

b. The Executive Officer will approve or reject~he submitted SPCA or
an amended SPCA within 120 days. Rejection of an SPCA by the
Executive Officer shall state the reasons for the failure to approve the
SPCA. A Permittee that receives a rejection of an SPCA shall have
120 days to remedy the specified deficiency and resubmit the SPCA.
If the Executive Officer has not responded within 120 days following
submittal of an SPCA, the Permittee shall notify the Executive Officer
in writing following the notification of its intent to implement the SPCA
as submitted. If after 10 days the Executive Officer has not
responded, the Permittee will implement the submitted SPCA and the
Executive Officer may not make modifications;

c.    The Permittee shall comply with the terms of the SPCA. The
Perrnittee shall submit reports to the Executive Officer on the
progress made under the SPCA. The frequency of the progress
report submittal shall be quarterly unless otherwise prescribed by the
Executive Officer. Failure to comply with the terms and conditions of
the SPCA shall constitute a violation of this Order and shall be a
cause for enforcement action by the Regional Board; and,

d. The Executive Officer shall not take enforcement action against a
Permittee until the Executive Officer has notified the Perrnittee in
wdting that the Administrative Review Process has been exhausted
and that the Executive Officer has determined that a violation exists
and it warrants enforcement.

H. Legal Authority

1. Permittees shall possess the necessary legal authority to prohibit non-
stormwater discharges, to the maximum extent practicable, to the storm
drain system, including, but not limited to:
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a. A prohibition on illicit discharges and illicit connections and a
requirement for removal of illicit connections;

i. Prohibit the discharge of wash waters to the MS4 when gas
stations, auto repair garages, or other types of automotive
service facilities are cleaned;

ii. Prohibit the discharge of runoff to the MS4 from mobile auto
washing, steam cleaning, mobile carpet cleaning, and other
such mobile commercial and industrial operations;

iii. Prohibit the discharge of runoff to the MS4 from areas where
repair of machinery and equipment which are visibly leaking
oil, fluid or antifreeze, is undertaken;_

iv. Prohibit the discharge of runoff to the MS4 from storage
areas of materials containing grease, oil, or other hazardous
substances, and uncovered receptacles containing
hazardous materials, unless such containers are new and
unopened with a visibly clean exterior,

v. Prohibit the discharge of chlorinated swimming pool water
and filter backwash to the MS4;

vi. Prohibit the discharge of runoff from the washing of toxic
materials to the MS4;

vii.    Prohibit washing impervious surfaces in
industrial/commercial areas that results in a discharge of
runoff to the MS4; and

viii. Prohibit the discharge from washing out of concrete trucks,
pumps, tools, and equipment to the MS4.

b. Control spills, dumping, or disposal of materials into the MS4, such
as;

i. Litter, landscape debris and construction debris;

ii. Any state or federally banned pesticide, fungicide or
herbicide;

iii. Food wastes; and

iv. Fuel and chemical wastes, animal wastes, garbage,
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batteries, and other materials that have potential adverse
impacts on water quality.

c. A requirement for compliance with conditions in ordinances, permits,
contracts, or orders; and,

d. The ability to carry out all inspection, surveillance and monitoring
procedures, within the Permitttee’s legal jurisdiction, necessary to
determine compliance and non-compliance with permit conditions,
including the prohibition of illicit discharges to the MS4.

I. Annual Stormwater Program Report, Assessment, and Budget Summary

1. The Discharger shall submit, by October 15 of each year beginning the Year
2002, an Annual Stormwater Program Report, Assessment, and Budget
Summary documenting the status of the general program and individual
tasks contained in the WMAPs, in accordance with the requirements
identified in the Monitoring and Reporting Program Part I.A of this order. The
Annual Stormwater Program Report, Assessment, and Budget Summary
shall cover the previous fiscal year from July 1 through June 30, and shall
include the information necessary to assess the Discharger’s compliance
status relative to this Order, and the effectiveness of implementation of
permit requirements on stormwater quality. The Annual Stormwater
Program Report, Assessment, and Budget Summary shall include any
proposed changes to the WMAPs.

2. Stormwater Management Program Budget

a. The Discharger shall prepare annually a budget summary on
resources applied to the stormwater management program using the
form attached (Attachment C). This budget summary shall include
an annual summary identifying the stormwater budget for the
following year, using estimated percentages and written explanations
where necessary, for the specific categories noted below:

i. Program management
ii. Illicit connection/illicit discharge
iii. Development planning/development construction
iv. Public Agency Activities
v. Public Information and Participation
vi. Monitoring Program
vii. Other

Permittees, in addition to the budget summary, may report supplemental
dedicated budgets, if any, for the same categories.
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J. Stormwater Quality Monitoring Report

1. The Principal Permittee shall submit a Stormwater Quality Monitoring Report
on October 15, 2002 and annually on October 15 thereafter, in accordance
with the requirements identified in the Monitoring and Reporting Program Part
I.B of this order. The report shall include:

a. Status of implementation of the stormwater quality monitoring
program as described in the attached Monitoring and Reporting
Program;

b. Results of the stormwater quality monitoring program; and

c. A general interpretation of the significance of the results, to the extent
that data allows.

K. Stormwater Quality Monitoring Program Modifications

1. The Regional Board Executive Officer or the Regional Board consistent with
40 CFR 122.41 may approve changes to the Los Angeles County Flood
Control District Stormwater Quality Monitoring Program, after providing the
opportunity for public comment, either:.

a. By petition of the Permittee or by petition of interested parties, after
the submittal of the Annual Stormwater Quality Monitoring Program
Report. Such petition shall be filed not later than 60 days after the
Annual Monitoring Program Report submittal date; or

b. As deemed necessary by the Regional Board Executive Officer
following notice to the Permittee.
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PART 4.    SPECIAL PROVISIONS

Requirements of the permit shall take effect 60 days from permit adoption provided the US
EPA Regional Administrator has no objections unless new permit requirements require
additional resources and budgeting, wherein effective date will be 90 days after the next
budget cycle.

Implementation Plans for any future watershed based requirement modifications, will be
formulated and added to the SQMP at that time.

All requirements listed in the SQMP are to be applied. The following special provisions were
either extracted from the SQMP or are additional requirements and are only presented
hereafter for emphasis because of their importance.

A. Public Information and Participation o

1. Programs for the General Public

a. The 888-CLEAN-LA hotline will serve as the general public reporting
contact for reporting clogged catch basin inlets and illicit
discharges/dumping, and general stormwater management
information. Each Permittee may establish its own hotline if
preferred. Permittees shall include this information, updated when
necessary, in public information, and the government pages of the
telephone book as they are developed/published.

b. _ Perrnittees shall mark storm drain inlets with a legible "no dumping"
message. In addition, signs with language prohibiting illegal dumping
must be posted at designated public access points to creeks, other
relevant water bodies, and channels under Permittee’s jurisdiction.

c. Each Permittee shall conduct educational activities within its
jurisdiction and participate in countywide events to the extent
possible.

d. Each Permittee shall distribute outreach materials to the general
public and school children at appropriate public counters and events.
Outreach material shall include information such as proper disposal
of litter, green waste, and pet waste, proper vehicle maintenance
techniques, proper lawn care, and water conservation practices.

2. Programs for Industrial/Commercial Businesses

a. Permittees shall implement an industrial/commercial educational site
visit program.
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b. Permittees shall visit automotive service and food service fadlities as
outlined in the SQMP in its jurisdiction once every two years. During
site visits, Permittees shall:

i. Consult with a representative of the facility to explain
applicable stormwater regulations;

ii. Distribute and discuss applicable BMP and educational
materials; and,

iii. Conduct a site walk-through to verify for, at a minimum,
evidence of BMP implementation.

c. Permittees shall revisit automotive and food service facilities where
evidence of illicit discharge is found within six months of the
inspection. If necessary, Perrnittees will begin enforcement action
to remove sources of illicit discharges.

d. Based on Pollutants of Concern source identification, additional
target businesses may be identified to be included in the site visit
program. Each Permittee shall visit a maximum of 125 such
businesses twice during the term of this permit. Permittees shall
report on the types and proposed actions to be taken in regard to the
additional target businesses in annual reports.

e. Permittees shall provide an annual update of the visited automotive
service, food service, and other targeted facilities to the Regional
Board in the annual report. The database shall include at a
minimum; facility name, site address, applicable SIC code(s), and
NPDES stormwater permit coverage.

f. Permittees shall train their employees in targeted positions (whose
jobs or activities directly affect stormwater quality, or those who
respond to questions from the public), including inspection staff, on
the requirements of the SQMP within one year from the date of the
permit adoption, and annually thereafter, as necessary.

B. Programs for Development Planning

1. The Discharger shall implement the approved Standard Urban Stormwater
Mitigation Plan (SUSMP) (See SQMP, Development Planning). The SUSMP
addresses conditions and requirements for discretionary development and
redevelopment projects. Appropriate elements of the SUSMP will be
included as project requirements.

2. Permittees shall make appropriate modifications to their internal planning
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procedures for preparing/reviewing CEQA documents, and for linking
stormwater quality mitigation conditions to legal’discretionary project
approvals.

3. Permittees shall train their employees in targeted positions (whose jobs or
activities are engaged in development planning) on the requirements of the
SUSMP within one year from the date of the permit adoption, and annually
thereafter, as necessary.

4. The Permittee shall include watershed and stormwater management
considerations in the appropriate elements of the Permittee’s General Plan
whenever these elements are significantly rewritten. Appropriate elements
include, but are not limited to, water quality protection, development goals
and policies, open space goals and policies, preservation of and integration
with natural features, and water conservation policies.

C. Programs for Development Construction

1. Permittees shall require the preparation, submittal, and implementation of a
Local Stormwater Pollution P;evention Plan (Local SWPPP) prior to
issuance of a grading permit for priodty construction projects unless the
project falls under the requirements of the State’s General Construction
Activities Permit.

2. Permittees shall prepare and implement a Local SWPPP on Permittee’s
construction projects, as required in Part 4.C.1.

3. The Local SWPPP shall include appropriate construction site BMPs selected
from documents such as the California Stormwater BMP Handbook, the
Caltrans Stormwater Quality Handbook, EPA database and Amedcan
Society of Civil Engineers (ASCE) database. In addition, Permittees shall
ensure the following minimum requirements are met, to the maximum extent
practicable, at construction sites regardless of size:

a. Sediments generated on the project site shall be retained using
structural drainage controls;

b. Construction-related materials, wastes, spills, or residues shall be
retained on project sites;

c. Non-stormwater runoff from equipment and vehicle washing and any
other activity shall be contained at project sites;

d. Erosion from slopes and channels will be minimized, by
implementing BMPs, including, but not limited to, limiting grading
scheduled during the wet season, inspecting graded areas during
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rain events, planting and maintaining of vegetation on slopes, and
covering slopes susceptible to erosion.

4. Local SWPPPs must include the rationale used for selecting or rejecting
BMPs. The project architect, engineer of record, or authorized qualified
designee, must sign a statement on the submitted Local SWPPP to the
effect:

"As the architect]engineer of record, I have selected appropriate BMPs to
effectively minimize the negative impacts of this project’s construction
activities on stormwater quality. The project owner and contractor are aware
that the selected BMPs must be installed, monitored, and maintained to
ensure their effectiveness. The BMPs not selected for implementation are
redundant or deemed not applicable to the proposed construction activities."

The landowner shall sign a statement to the effect:

"1 certify that this document and all attachments were prepared under my
direction or supervision in accordance with a system designed to assure that
qualified personnel properly gather and evaluate the information submitted.
Based on my inquiry of the person or persons who manage the system or
those persons directly responsible for gathering the information, to the best
of my knowledge and belief, the information submitted is true, accurate, and
complete. I am aware that submitting false andlor inaccurate information,
failing to update the Local SWPPP to reflect correct conditions, or failing to
properly andlor adequately implement the Local SWPPP may result in
revocation of grading and/or other permits or other sanctions provided by
law."

The Local SWPPP certification shall be signed by the landowner as follows: "

i. For a corporation: by a responsible corporate officer which
means (a) a president, secretary, treasurer, or vice president
of the corporation in charge of a principal business function,
or any other person who performs similar policy or decision-
making functions for the corporation, or (b) the manager of
the construction activity if authority to sign documents has
been assigned or delegated to the manager in accordance
with corporate procedures;

ii. For a partnership or sole proprietorship: by a general partner
or the proprietor;, or

iii. For a municipality or other public agency: by an elected
official, a ranking management official (e.g., County
Administrative Officer, City Manager, Director of Public
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Works, District Engineer, City Engineer, Distdct Manager), or
the manager of the construction activity if authority to sign
stormwater quality plans has been assigned or delegated to
the manager in accordance with established agency policy.

5. Perrnittees shall require proof of filing a Notice of Intent for coverage under
the State General Construction Activity Stormwater Permit and a State
SWPPP prior to issuing a grading permit for all projects requiring coverage
under the state general permit.

6. Perrnittees shall inspect sites with Local SWPPP and Wet Weather Erosion
Control Plan (WWECP) for storrnwater quality requirements during routine
inspection a minimum of once during the wet season. For inspected sites
that have not adequately implemented their local SWPPP, a follow-up
inspection to ensure compliance will take place within 2 weeks.

7. Permittees shall discuss stormwater controls and provide stormwater
control educational materials targeted to the construction community when
requested by the public and/or inspectors.

8. Permittees shall train employees in targeted positions (whose jobs or
activities are engaged in construction activities including construction
inspection staff) on the requirements of the SQMP within one year from the
date of adoption of the permit, and annually thereafter, as necessary.

D. Public Agency Activities

Corporation Yards

1. Permittees shall prohibit the discharge of untreated stormwater runoff to the
storm drain system from toxic or hazardous material storage areas no later
than one year from the adoption of the permit, where practicable.

2. Permittees shall prohibit the discharge of untreated stormwater runoff to the
storm drain system from new fueling areas and new repair/maintenance
areas for vehicle maintenance and repair faci!ities no later than one year
from the adoption of the permit.

A public vehicle maintenance or material storage facility is a Permittee-
owned or operated fadlity or a portion thereof that:

a. Conducts industrial activity, operates equipment, handles materials,
and provides services similar to Federal Phase I facilities;

b. Performs fleet vehicle maintenance on ten or more vehicles per day
including repair, maintenance, washing, and fueling;

Report Of Waste Discharge (ROWD) 25 February 1, 2001

R0001719



Los Angeles County Flood Control District CASxxxxxx
Order No. xx-xxx - "

c. Performs maintenance and/or repair of heavy industrial
machinery/equipment; and

d. Stores chemicals, raw materials, or waste materials in quantities that
require a hazardous materials business plan or a Spill Prevention,
Control, and Counter-measures (SPCC) plan.

3. Permittees shall require that all vehicle/equipment wash areas must be self-
contained; or equipped with a clarifier, or other pretreatment facility properly
connected to a sanitary sewer. The provision does not apply to fire fighting
vehicles.

Other Facilities

4. The Permittees shall perform maintenance on the-MS4 as outlined in the
SQMP.

5. Permittees shall conduct street sweeping on curbed public streets in their
permitted area according to the following schedule:

a. Average once every 4 weeks with a minimum of 12 times per year;
and

b. Where feasible, more frequently in areas generating significant
refuse.

6. Permittees shall avoid street saw cutting and paving during storm events or
if the runoff is sufficient to carry the saw cutting or paving debris (except
during emergency conditions).

7. Permittees shall prohibit discharge of polluted stormwater runoff from
temporary or permanent street maintenance stockpiled material and waste
storage areas.

8. There shall be no application of pesticides or fertilizers during or after a rain
event that results in runoff.

Permittees shall ensure that staff applying pesticides are either certified by
the Califomia Department of Food and Agriculture, or are under the direct
supervision of a certified pesticide applicator.

9. Permittees shall train their employees in targeted positions (whose jobs and
activities affect stormwater quality) regarding the requirements of the SQMP
within one year from the adoption of the permit, and annually thereafter, as
necessary.
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10. Perrnittees shall conduct trash collection along, or in improved open
channels within their jurisdiction.

11. The Discharger shall encourage the establishment of voluntary programs for
the collection of trash in natural stream channels.

E. Programs for Illicit Connections and Illicit Discharges

1. Refer to Part 1oA.2. for conditions of illicit discharges.

2. Permittees shall investigate the cause, determine the nature and estimated
amount of reported illicit discharge/dumping incidents, and refer documented
non-stormwater discharges/connections or dumping to an appropriate
agency for investigation, containment and cleanup. _If the source of the illicit
discharge has been identified, appropriate action including issuance of an
enforcement order that will result in cessation of the illicit discharge, and/or
elimination of the illicit connection, shall take place after the Permittee gains
knowledge of the discharge/connection.

3. Each Permitee shall train its employees in targeted positions, as defined by
the SQMP, on how to identify and report illicit discharges within one year
from the date of the permit adoption, and annually thereafter, as necessary.

4. Automotive, food facility, construction and Permittee facility site visits shall
include distribution of educational material that describes illicit discharges
and provides a contact number for reporting illicit discharges.

5. New information developed for Phase I industrial facility educational material
shall include information describing illicit discharges. The information shall
include: types of discharges prohibited, how to prevent illicit discharges, what
to do in the event of an illicit discharge, and the array of enforcement action
the facility may be subjected to, including penalties that can be assessed.

PART 5. DEFINITIONS

40 CFR: Title 40 of the Code of Federal Regulations, which is the codification of the general and permanent
rules published in the Federal Register by the executive departments and agencies of the federal government.

Adverse Impact: A detrimental effect upon water quality or beneficial uses caused by a discharge or loading
of a pollutant or pollutants. See also "Impact".

Authorized Discharge: Any discharge that is authorized pursuant to an NPDES permit or meets the
conditions set forth in this Order.

BMP: See Best Management Practice
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Basin Plan: Refers to the Water Quality Control Plan, Los Angeles Region, Basin Plan for the Coastal
Watersheds of Los Angeles and Ventura Counties, adopted by the Regional Board on June 13, 1994 and
subsequent amendments.

Beneficial Uses: Existing or potential uses of receiving waters in the permit area as designated by the
Regional Board in the Basin Plan.

BATIBCT Criteria: Treatment-based standards for reducing the discharge of pollutants, as defined in 40 CFR
subchapter N, for specific categories of industrial facilities subject to stormwater effluent limitations guidelines,
new source performance standards, or toxic pollutant effluent standards. Effluent limitations have been defined
in 40 CFR for the reduction of toxic pollutants using Best Available Technology Economically Achievable (BAT)
and for the reduction of conventional pollutants using Best Conventional Pollutant Control Technology (BCT).

Best Management Practice (BMP): Activities, practices, facilities, and/or procedures that when implemented
to their maximum efficiency will prevent or reduce pollutants in discharges. Examples of BMPs may include
public education and outreach, proper planning of development projects, proper clean out of catch basin inlets,
and proper sludge or waste handling and disposal, among others.

Bioaccumulate: The build up of a substance in the tissues of an organism to a higher concentration than in
the surrounding environment, generally as a result of the organism’s ingestion and internal storage of the
substance over time.

Biostimulatory: An agent, action, or condition that arouses, elicits or accelerates physiological or organic
activity. For example, the introduction of excessive nutrients to an aquatic system has a biostimulatory effect
which manifests itself as excessive growth of algae in the aquatic systems. As the algae decomposes,
dissolved oxygen in the water column is depleted, potentially leading to excessively low dissolved oxygen levels
which can lead to suffocation of aquatic life, i.e., fish kills.

CFR: See Code of Federal Regulations.

CRWQCB: The California Regional Water Quality Control Board, Los Angeles Region. See also Regional
Board.

California Storm Water Best Management Practice Handbooks: The technical manuals prepared under
direction of the Storm Water Quality Task Force, representing California members of the American Public
Works Association (APWA). Comprising three volumes--Municipal, Industrial, and Construction---they provide
guidance for selecting BMPs to reduce pollutants in storm water discharges. These manuals are currently
available from Blue Print Service, 1700 Jefferson Street, Oakland, CA 94612, (510) 444-6771 or Fax (510) 444-
1262.

Clean Water Act (CWA): The Federal Water Pollution Control Act enacted in 1972 by Public Law 92-500 and
amended by the Water Quality Act of 1987. The Clean Water Act prohibits the discharge of pollutants to
Waters of the United States unless said discharge is in accordance with an NPDES permit. The 1987
amendments include guidelines for regulating municipal, industrial, and construction stormwater discharges
under the NPDES program.

Code of Federal Regulations: A codification of the general and permanent rules published in the Federal
Register by the Executive departments and agencie~ of the Federal Government.
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Construction Activity: Clearing, grading, or excavation that results in soil disturbance. Construction activity
does not include routine maintenance to maintain original line and grade, hydraulic capacity, or original purpose
of the facility, nor does it include emergency construction activities required to immediately protect public health
and safety.

Control: To minimize, reduce or eliminate by technological, legal, contractual or other means, the discharge
of pollutants from an activity or activities.

Corporation Yards: Any Permittee-owned and/or operated facility that is: used for vehicle or equipment
maintenance, repair, washing, or fueling; and/or is required to prepare a hazardous materials business plan.

Dechlorinated Swimming Pool Discharges: Swimming pool discharges which have no measurable chlodne
and do not contain any detergents, wastes, or additional chemicals not typically found in swimming pool water.
The term swimming pool discharges does not include swimming pool filter backwash.

Discharge: Any release, spill, leak, pump, flow, escape, dumping, or disposal of any liquid, semi-solid or solid
substance.

Discharger: A joint reference to the Los Angeles County Flood Control District and 83 incorporated cities within
the County covered by this permit.

Disposal: Affirmative act in the placement of wastes or other materials to be thrown out or thrown away.

Disturbed Area: Area altered as a result of clearing, grading, and/or excavation of earth.

Do-it-yourselfers: Any person or persons who repair or maintain their own vehicle(s) and/or home(s).

Effectiveness: A direct or indirect measure or indicator of how well a program, plan, or best management
practice achieves its intended purpose. Measures or indicators of effectiveness include, but are not limited to,
detailed accounting of program accomplishments, funds expended, staff hours utilized, field surveys, amount
of pollutants reduced, biosurveys, and quantitative data from water quality and sediment sampling.

Erosion: The weadng away of land surface pdmadly by wind or water. Erosion occurs naturally as a result
of weather or runoff but can be intensified by clearing, grading, or excavation of the land surface.

Exceedance: Concentrations found above the standard in comparison.

Executive Advisory Committee (EAC): A committee composed of representatives ofthe Los Angeles County
Flood Control District, the City of Los Angeles, and the six Watershed Management Areas.

Executive Officer: The Executive Officer of the California Regional Water Quality Control Board, Los Angeles
Region, or an authorized representative.

Food Distribution Industry: Establishments primarily engaged in the warehousing and storage of perishable
goods under refrigeration described by SIC 4222, and establishments pdmadly engaged in retail selling of food
for home preparation and consumption described by SIC Major Group 54.

Food Service Industry: Establishments primarily engaged in the retail sale of prepared food and drinks for
on-premise consumption or immediate consumption described by SIC 5812
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GCASP: See General Construction Activity Storm Water Discharge Permit.

CLASP: See General Industrial Activity Storm Water Discharge Permit.

General Construction Activity Storm Water Discharge Permit (GCASP). The NPDES permit adopted by
the State Water Resources Control Board which authorizes the discharge of stormwater under certain
conditions.

General Industrial Activity Storm Water Discharge Permit (CLASP). The NPDES permit adopted by the
State Water Resources Control Board which authorizes the discharge of stormwater under certain conditions.

Good Housekeeping Practice: A common practice related to the storage, use, or cleanup of materials,
performed in a manner that minimizes the discharge of pollutants. Examples include purchasing only the
quantity of materials to be used at a given time, use of altemative and less harmful products, cleaning up spills
and leaks, and stodng materials in a manner that will contain any leaks or spills.

Hazardous Material: Any matedal defined as hazardous by Chapter 6.95 of the California Health and Safety
Code.

Hazardous Substance: Any substance designated pursuant to 40 CFR 302. This also includes unlisted
hazardous substances which is a solid waste, as defined in 40 CFR 261.2, which is not excluded from
regulation as a hazardous waste under 40 CFR 261.4(b), is a hazardous substance under section 101(14) of
the CWA if it exhibits any of the characteristics identified in 40 CFR 261.20 through 261.24.
Examples of hazardous substances include any substance or chemical product for which one or more of the
following applies:

#A matedal safety data sheet (MSDS) is required
#The substance is listed as radioactive by the Nuclear Regulatory Commission
#The substance is listed as hazardous by the U.S. Department of Transportation
#The material is listed in Labor Code §6382(b).

Hazardous Waste: A ’Hazardous Substance’ or ’Hazardous Material’ which is to be discharged, discarded,
recycled, or processed.

IPM: See Integrated Pest Management.

Illicit Connection: Any human-made conveyance that is connected to the storm drain system without a
permit, excluding roof-drains and other similar type connections. Examples include channels, pipelines,
conduits, inlets, or outlets that are connected directly to the storm drain system.

Illicit Discharge: Any discharge to the storm drain system that is prohibited under local, state or federal
statutes, ordinances, codes or regulations. This includes all non-stormwater discharges except discharges
pursuant to an NPDES permit and discharges that are exempted or conditionally exempted in accordance with
Section II of this Order.

Illicit Disposal: Any disposal, either intentionally or unintentionally, of material(s) or waste(s) that can pollute
stormwater or urban runoff.

Impact: Any actual or potential effect caused either directly or indirectly by the discharge of pollutants.
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Impervious Surface: Surface that prevents or significantly reduces the entry of water into the underlying soil,
resulting in runoff from the surface in greater quantities and/or at an increased rate when compared to natural
conditions prior to development. Examples of places that commonly exhibit impervious surfaces include
parking lots, driveways, roadways, storage areas, and rooftops. The imperviousness of these areas commonly
results from paving, compacted gravel, compacted earth, and oiled earth.

In Consultation With: The Principal Permittee and Perrnittees work cooperatively towards the development
of programs.

Industrial Activity: The term "industrial activity" is defined in 40 CFR 122.26(b)(14) and refers to 11 categories
of activities required to obtain a National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit for
stormwater discharges associated with "industrial activity" as required by 40 CFR 122.26(c). See Phase I
.Facilities.

IndustriallCommer¢ial Facility: Any facility involved and/or used in either the production, manufacture,
storage, transportation, distribution, exchange or sale of goods and/or commodities, and any facility involved
and/or used in providing professional and non-professional services. This category of facility includes, but is
not limited to, any facility defined by the Standard Industrial Classifications (SIC). Facility ownership (federal,
state, municipal, pdvate) and profit motive of the facility are not factors in this definition.

Integrated Pest Management (IPM!: Pest management practice that considers the whole ecosystem when
determining potential pest control strategies. IPM emphasizes use of a hierarchy of controls, with a preference
for mechanical controls (e.g., mowing) and biological controls (e.g., beneficial insects, pheromones) before
chemical controls (e.g., pesticides).

Jurisdiction: The geographic area within the Perrnittee’s boundaries that are required under this Order to be
under the Permittee’s regulatory control. The term is not intended to include facilities which the Permittee is
preempted or otherwise precluded from regulating, such as federal and state facilities, school districts, and
similar governmental (non-municipally owned or operated) entities.

Legal Authority: The ability of a Permittee to impose and enforce statutes, ordinances, and regulations to
require control of pollutant sources and regulate the discharge of pollutants to the storm drain system, and to
enter into interagency agreements, contracts, and memorandums of understanding. These powers are granted
to the Perrnittees by the Constitution of the State of California and the General Laws of the State (for General
Law Cities/Counties) or individual constitutions (for Charter Cities/Counties). These powers are promulgated
by the Permittee through their municipal codes, ordinances, and statutes duly adopted by their goveming body.

Local Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (Local SWPPP): A SWPPP if the project is not subject to
the General Construction Permit, otherwise, a state SWPPP is required.

MS4: See Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System

Maximum Extent Practicable (MEP): The standard for implementation of stormwater management programs
to reduce pollutants in stormwater. MEP refers to stormwater management programs taken as a whole. It is
the maximum extent possible taking into account equitable consideration and competing facts, including, but
not limited to: the gravity of the problem, public health risk, societal concern, environmental benefits, pollutant
removal effectiveness, regulatory compliance, public acceptance, implementability, cost and technical
feasibility. Section 402(p)(3)(B)(iii) of the Clean Water Act requires that municipal permits "...shall require
controls to reduce the discharge of pollutants to the maximum extent practicable, including management
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practices, control techniques and system, design and engineering methods, and such other provisions as the
Administrator or the State determines appropriate for the control of such pollutants. ¯

Municipal Activities: all activities performed by the Permittee or performed by a contractor hired by the
Permittee.

Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System (MS4): See Storm Drain System.

NPDES: See National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System

National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES): A permit issued by the USEPA, SWRCB, or
CRWQCB pursuant to the Clean Water Act that authorizes discharges to waters of the United States and
requires the reduction of pollutants in the discharge.

Non-Stormwater Discharge: Any discharge to a municipal storm drain system that is not composed entirely
of storrnwater.                                                        _

Notice of Intent to Meet and Confer (NIMC): A letter sent to a Permittee or Permittees by the Regional Board
Executive Officer as an invitation to discuss the implementation of requirements under this Order and is made
when it is suspected that a Permittee or Permittees has/have an insufficient program based upon performance
and submitta!s made under this Order. The NIMC is a part of the Administrative Review section of this Order
and provides an opportunity for the Permittee(s) to meet with Regional Board staff to clarify any potential
misunderstandings pdor to, or in lieu of the Regional Board taking enforcement action for "non-compliance".

Nuisance: Anything which meets all of the following requirements: (1) is injurious to health, or is indecent or
offensive to the senses, or an obstruction to the free use of property, so as to interfere with the comfortable
enjoyment of life or property; (2) affects at the same time an entire community or neighborhood, or any
considerable number of persons, although the extent of the annoyance or damage inflicted upon individuals may
be unequal; (3) occurs during, or as a result of, the treatment or disposal of wastes.

Permittee(s): Any agency named in the NPDES stormwater permit as being responsible for permit conditions
within its jurisdiction. Permittees to the NPDES stormwater permit presently include the Los Angeles County
Flood Control District, Los Angeles County, and the cities of Agoura Hills, Alhambra, Arcadia, Artesia, Azusa,
Baldwin Park, Bell, Bellflower, Bell Gardens, Bevedy Hills, Bradbury, Burbank, Calabasas, Carson, CerTitos,
Claremont, Commeme, Compton, Covina, Cudahy, Culver City, Diamond Bar, Downey, Duarte, El Monte, El
Segundo, Gardena, Glendale, Glendora, Hawaiian Gardens, Hawthorne, Hermosa Beach, Hidden Hills,
Huntington Park, Industry, Inglewood, Irwindale, La Canada Flintridge, La Habra Heights, Lakewood, La Mirada,
La Puente, La Verne, Lawndale, Lomita, Los Angeles, Lynwood, Malibu, Manhattan Beach, Maywood,
Monrovia, Montebello, Monterey Park, Norwalk, Palos Verdes Estates, Paramount, Pasadena, Pico Rivera,
Pomona, Rancho Palos Verdes, Redondo Beach, Rolling Hills, Rolling Hills Estates, Rosemead, San Dimas,
San Femando, San Gabdel, San Madno, Santa Fe Springs, Santa Monica, Sierra Madre, Signal Hill, South
El Monte, South Gate, South Pasadena, Temple City, Torrance, Vernon, Walnut, West Covina, West
Hollywood, Westlake Village, and Whittier.

Pervious: Natural or man-made surfaces that allow the entry of water into the underlying soil, resulting in less
runoff fTom the surface when compared to impervious surfaces. Examples of pervious surfaces include
vegetated areas, most undeveloped areas, uncompacted earth surfaces, and lattice type modular pavements.

Phase I Facilities: This term refers to categories of facilities which are required to obtain a National Pollutant
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Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit for stormwater discharges associated with "industrial activity"
as required by 40 CFR 122.26(c). The term "industrial activity" is defined in 40 CFR 122.26(b)(14) and in
general refers to 11 categories of activities. These categories include:

i. FAClUT]ES SUBJECT TO STORM WATER EFFLUENT UMITATIONS GUIDELINES, NEW SOURCE PERFORMANCE
STANDARDS, OR TOXIC POLLUTANT EFFLUENT STANDARDS (40 CFR SUBCHAPTER N). Currently, categories of facilities
subject to storm water effluent limitations guideline are Cement Manufacturing (40 CFR Part 411), Feedlots (40 CFR Part
412), Fertilizer Manufacturing (40 CFR Part 418), Petroleum Refining (40 CFR Part 419), Phosphate Manufacturing (40 CFR
Part 422), Steam Electric (40 CFR Part 423), Coal Mining (40 CFR Part 434), Mineral Mining end Processing (40 CFR Part
436), Ore Mining and Dressing (40 CFR Part 440), end Asphalt Emulsion (40 CFR Part 442). The fact sheet accompanying
this general permit contains additional information pertaining to facilities subject to new souroe performance standards or
toxic pollutant e~uent standards.

MANUFACTURING FACILITIES: Standard Indust~al Classifications (SlCs) 24 (except 241 ~1 and 2434), 26 (except 265 and
267), 28 (except 283 and 285) 29, 311, 32 (except 323), 33, 3441, and 373.

iii. OIL AND GAS/MINING FACILITIES: SICs 10 through 14 including active or inactive mining operations (except for areas of
coal mining operations meeting the definition of a reclamation area under 40 CFR 434.11 (1) because of performance bond
issued to the facility by the appropriate Surface Mining Control and Reclamation Act (SMCRA) authority has been released,
or except for areas of non-coal mining operations which have been released from applicable State or Federal reclamation
requirements after December 17, 1990) and oil and gas exploration, production, processing, or treatment operations, or
transmission facilities that discharge stormwater contaminated by contact with or that has come into contact with any
overburden, raw material, intermediate products, finished products, by products, or waste products located on the site
of such operations. Inactive mining operations are mined sites that are not being actively mined, but which have an
identifiable owner/operator. Inactive mining sites do not include sites where mining claims are being maintained pdor to
disturbances associated with the extraction, beneficiation, or processing of mined material, or sites where minimal activities
are undertaken for the sole purpose of maintaining a mining claim.

iv. HAZARDOUS WASTE TREATMENT, STORAGE, OR DISPOSAL FACILITIES: Includes those operalJng under interim status
or a general permit under Subtitle C of the Federal Resource Conservation and Recovery ACt (RCRA).

v. LANDFILLS, LAND APPLICATION SITES, AND OPEN DUMPS: Sites that receive or have received indust~al waste from any
of the facilities covered by this general permit, sites subject to regulation under Subtitle D of RCRA, and sites that have
accepted waste from construction activities (construction activities include any clearing, grading, or excavation that results
in disturbance of five acres or more).

vi. RECYCLING FACILITIES: SICs 5015 and 5093. These codes include metal scrap yards, battery reciaimers, salvage yards,
motor vehicle dismantiers and wreckers, and recycling facilities that are engaged in assembling, breaking up, sorting, and
wholesale distribution of scrap and waste matedal such as bottles, wastepaper, textile wastes, oil waste, etc.

vii. STEAMELECTRIC POWER GENERATING FACILITIES: Includes any facility that generates steam for electric power t~rough
the combustion of coal, oil, wood, etc.

viii. TRANSPORTATION FACILITIES: SICs 40, 41,42 (except 4221-25), 43, 44, 45, and 5171 which have vehicle maintenance
shops, equipment cleaning operations, or airport deicing operations. Only those por’dons of the facility involved in vehicle
maintenance (including vehicle rehabilitation, mechanical repairs, painting, fueling, and lubrication) or other operations
identified herein that are associated with industrial activity.

ix. SEWAGE OR WASTE-WATER TREATMENT WORKS: Facilities used in the storage, treatmenL recycling, and reclamation
of municipal or domestic sewage, including lands dedicated to the disposal of sewage sludge that are located within the
confines of the facility, with a design flow of one million gallons per day or more, or required to have an approved
pretreatment program under 40 CFR Part 403. Not included are farm lands, domestic gardens, or lands used for sludge
management where sludge is beneficially reused and which are not physically located in the confines of the facility, or
areas that are in compliance with Section 405 of the CWA.
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xi. MANUFACTURING FAClLmES WHERE MATERIALS ARE EXFOSED TO STORM WATER: SlCs 20, 21, 22, 23, 2434.25,265,
267, 27, 283, 285, 30, 31 (except 3441), 35, 36, 37 (except 373), 38, 39, and 4221-4225..

Note:    Category x, Construction activity, is covered by a separate general permit.

Pollutant: Those "pollutants" defined in Section 502(6) of the federal Clean Water Act (33 U.S.C.§1362(6)),
or incorporated into California Water Code §13373. Examples of pollutants include, but are not limited to the
following:

#Commercial and industrial waste (such as fuels, solvents, detergents, plastic pellets, hazardous substances,
fertilizers, pesticides, slag, ash, and sludge);

#Metals such as cadmium, lead, zinc, copper, silver, nickel, chromium, and non-metals such as phosphorus
and arsenic;

#Petroleum hydrocarbons (such as fuels, lubricants, surfactants, waste oils, solvents, coolants, and grease);

#Excessive eroded soils, sediment, and particulate materials in amounts which may adversely affect the
beneficial use of the receiving waters, fiora or fauna of the State;

#Animal wastes (such as discharge from confinement facilities, kennels, pens, recreational facilities, stables,
and show facilities);

#Substances having characteristics such as pH less than 6 or greater than 9, or unusual coloration or turbidity,
or excessive levels of fecal coliform, or fecal streptococcus, or enterococcus;

The term "Pollutant" shall not include uncontaminated stormwater, potable water or reclaimed water generated
by a lawfully permitted water or wastewater treatment facility.

The term "Pollutant" also shall not include any substance identified in this definition, if through compliance with
the best management practices available, the discharge of such substance has been eliminated to the
maximum extent practicable. In an enforcement action, the burden shall be on the person who is the subject
of such action to establish the elimination of the discharge to the maximum extent practicable through
compliance with the best management practices available.

Pollutant Loading: The quantity of a pollutant found in stormwater and/or non-storrnwater often expressed
in mass per unit of time. Pollutant Ioadings are commonly expressed in units of tons/year or pounds/year.

Pollutants of Concern: Constituents identified in the annual monitoring report as being "Constituents of
Concern" or "Pollutants of Concern".

Pollution Prevention: Includes any planning, schedules of activities, prohibitions of practices, implementation
of maintenance procedures, public education, and other management practices, to prevent or reduce pollutants
in stormwater / urban runoff discharges.

Polluted Stormwater Runoff: Stormwater runoff that contains any pollutants that could impair the beneficial
use of a receiving water body.

Potable Water Sources: Flows from ddnking water storage, supply and distribution systems including flows
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from system failures, pressure releases, system maintenance, well development, pump testing, fire hydrant
flow testing; and flushing and dewatedng of pipes, reservoirs, vaults, and wells.

Principal Permittee: The agency named in the NPDES stormwater permit to serve as permit coordinator,
responsible for general administration of the permit, and coordinating cooperation by other Permittees, including
but not limited to the implementation of local self-monitoring programs and BMPs, and preparation and
submittal of reports required by the permit. The Principal Permittee under this Order is the Los Angeles County
Flood Control District.

Priority Catch Basins: Catch basins that appear on the list of Priority Catch Basins generated through the
Public Agency Model Program.

Proper Disposal: The act of disposing of material(s) in a lawful manner and which ensures the protection of
water quality and beneficial uses of receiving waters.

Public Agency Vehicle Maintenance/Material Storage Facility: Any Permitt~e-owned and/or operated
facility that is: used for vehicle or equipment maintenance, repair, washing, or fueling; and/or is required to
prepare a hazardous materials business plan. (See Corporation Yard)

Receiving Water Objectives: Objectives of the California Ocean Plan, the Los Angeles Basin Plan, and the
California Toxics Rule.

Receiving Waters: All surface water bodies within the permit area that are identified in the Basin Plan.

Redevelopment: Projects creating or adding 5,000 square feet or more of impervious surface on an already
developed site.

Regional Board: The Governing Board of the California Regional Water Quality Control Board State agency
with pdmary responsibility for the coordination and control of water quality. This means the California Regional
Water Quality Control Board, Los Angeles Region. The Los Angeles Region is comprised of all basins draining
into the Pacific Ocean between the southeasterly boundary, located in the westerly part of Ventura County, of
the watershed of Rincon Creek and a line which coincides with the southeasterly boundary of Los Angeles
County Flood Control Distdct from the ocean to San Antonio Peak and follows thence the divide between San
Gabdel River and Lytle Creek drainage to the divide between Sheep Creek and San Gabdel River drainage.

Reportable Quantity: Quantity of a hazardous substance, as set forth in 40 CFR 302, which requires
notification pursuant to 40 CFR 302 in the event of that quantity release.

Runoff: Means any runoff including stormwater and dry-weather flows from a drainage area that reaches a
receiving water body or sub-surface. During dry weather it is typically comprised of many base flow
components either contaminated with pollutants or uncontaminated.

SIC: See Standard Industrial Classification.

SPCA: See Storm Water Program Compliance Amendment

SQMP: See Stormwater Quality Management Plan.

SWRCB: State Water Resources Control Board
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Secondary Containment: Structures, usually dikes or berms, surrounding tanks or other storage containers
to catch spilled or leaked materials to prevent their discharge to the MS4.

Sediment: Organic or inorganic material that is carried by or suspended in water and settles to form deposits
in the storm drain system or receiving waters.

Source Minimization: Planning or operational practices that reduce the amount of materials stored at a site.

Standard Industrial Classification (SIC): The statistical classification standard, organized by industry,
underlying all establishment-based federal economic statistics. The SIC of a particular industry is determined
using the latest Standard Industrial Classification Manual as prepared by the Executive Office of the President,
Office of Management and Budget.

State Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP): A plan required by and for which contents are
specified in the State of Califomia General Permit for Storm Water Discharges Associated with Industrial
Activities, and the General Permit for Storm Water Discharges Associated with CQnstruction Activities. The
purpose of the plan is to help identify the sources of pollution that affect the quality of stormwater discharges
from a site and to describe and ensure the implementation of practices to reduce pollutants in stormwater
discharges.

Storm Drain System: Streets, gutters, conduits, natural or artificial drains, channels and watercourses, or
other facilities that are owned, operated, maintained or controlled by any Permittee and used for the purpose
of collecting, storing, transporting, or disposing of storrnwater.

Stormwater: Water which originates from atmospheric moisture (rainfall or snowmelt) and that falls onto land,
water, or other surfaces.

Stormwater Management Plan: This is the sum of all requirements of this Order. This in not to be confused
with the SQMP.

Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP): A plan describing proposed design, placement, and
implementation of BMPs.

Stormwater Program Compliance Amendment (SPCA): The SPCA is a report prepared by a Permittee
if directed to by the Regional Board Executive Officer for insufficient submittals made under this Order. The
SPCA is a part of the Administrative Review section of this Order and will include additions and enhancements
to the judsdiction’s stormwater program with enforceable implementation deadlines.

Stormwater Quality Management Plan (SQMP): The five Model Programs collectively developed by the
Permittees in accordance with provisions of the NPDES Permit Order Number 96-054, to comply with applicable
federal and state laws.

Stormwater Runoff: That part of precipitation (rainfall or snowmelt) which travels via flow across a surface to
the storm drain system or receiving waters. Examples of this phenomenon include: the water that flows from
a building’s roof when it rains (runoff from an impervious surface); the water that flows into streams when snow
on the ground begins to melt (runoff from a semi-pervious surface); and the water that flows from a vegetated
surface when rainfall is in excess of the rate at which it can infiltrate into the underlying soil (runoff from a
pervious surface). When all other factors are equal, runoff increases as the perviousness of a surface
decreases.
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Standard Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plan: A plan, to be submitted prior to the submittal of an application
for the first planning or building approval for a new development project, that sets forth stormwater pollution
controls to be incorporated into development projects. The plan shall:

#be designed to reduce the runoff volume from the site and the pollutant load contributed by the site through
incorporation of design elements and practices that address each of the following goals:

#maximize, to the extent practicable, the percentage of permeable surfaces in order to allow more percolation,

#minimize, to the extent practicable, the amount of runoff directed to impermeable areas to the storm drain
system,

#maximize, to the extent practicable, stormwater filtration and storage for reuse through the use of sediment
traps, cisterns or other means,

#minimize, to the extent practicable, parking lot pollution through the use of porous materials to allow
percolation of stormwater, through the installation of appropriate treatment controls, or through other means.

Street Washing: The practice of washing of streets and sidewalks using water or other cleaning fluids.

Toxic Materials: For the purposes of this Order, toxic materials means any material(s) or combination of
materials which directly or indirectly cause(s) either acute or chronic toxicity in the water column.

Toxic Pollutant: Those pollutants, or combinations of pollutants, defined in Section 502(13) or 307(a)(1) of
the federal Clean Water Act (33 U.S.C.§1362(13)).

Undesirable Coloration: See "Color" in the Water Quality Control Plan, Los Angeles Region, Basin Plan
for the Coastal Watersheds of Los Angeles and Ventura Counties (page 3-9) June 13, 1994.

USEPA: United States Environmental Protection Agency

Waste Minimization: Operational practices that reduce the amount of waste materials generated. Practices
may include recycling and reuse.

Watershed Management Area (WMA): Any one of the general watershed areas covered by this NPDES
stormwater permit consisting of: Malibu Creek and other rural areas discharging to Santa Monica Bay,
Dominguez Channel/Los Angeles Harbor, San Gabriel River, Los Angeles River, and Ballona Creek and other
urban areas discharging to the Santa Monica Bay watersheds.

Watershed Management Area Plan (WMAP): A plan for implementation of permit requirements that is based
on the Stormwater Quality Management Plan (SQMP) but further addresses specific issues, pollutants of
concern, and BMPs that are unique to the specific Watershed Management Area.

Watershed Management Committee (WMC): A committee composed of representatives from each
Permittee in a Watershed Management Area. Duties include establishing goals and objectives for the
Watershed; priodtizing pollution control efforts; developing a specific Watershed Management Plan; coordinating
and facilitating annual reports for the watershed; and facilitating compliance by Permittees in the watershed.
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PART 6. ,STANDARD PROVISIONS

A. Should the Discharger discover that it failed to submit any relevant facts or that it
submitted incorrect information in a report, it shall promptly submit the missing or
correct information.

Bo The Discharger shall report all instances of non-compliance not otherwise reported
at the time monitoring reports are submitted.

C. This Order includes the attached Monitoring and Reporting Program, and Standard
Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plan, which are a part of the permit and must be
complied with in the same manner as with the rest of the requirements in the permit.

D. Public Review

1. All documents submitted to the Regional Board in compliance with the terms
and conditions of this Permit shall be made available to members of the
public pursuant to the Freedom of Information Act (5 U.S.C. Section 552 (as
amended) and the Public Records Act (California Govemment Code Section
6250 et seq.)).

2. All documents submitted to the Executive Officer for approval shall be made
available to the public for a 30-day pedod to allow for public comment.

E. Duty to Comply [40 CFR 122.41(a)]

1. The Discharger must comply with all the terms, requirements, and
conditions of this Order. Any violation of this Order constitutes a violation of
the Clean Water Act, its regulations and the California Water Code, and is
grounds for enforcement action, Order termination, Order revocation and
reissuance, denial of an application for reissuance; or a combination thereof.

2. A copy of these waste discharge specifications shall be maintained by the
Discharger so as to be available during normal business hours to Discharger
employees and members of the public.

3. Any discharge of wastes at any point(s) other than specifically described in
this Order is prohibited, and constitutes a violation of the Order.

F. Duty to Mitigate [40 CFR 122.41(d)]

The Discharger shall take all reasonable steps to minimize or prevent any discharge
that has a reasonable likelihood of adversely affecting human health or the
environment.

G.    Inspection and Entry [40 CFR 122.41(i)]
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The Regional Board, USEPA, and other authorized representatives shall be allowed:

1. Entry upon premises where a regulated facility is located or conducted, or
where records are kept under conditions of this Order;

2. Access to copy any records that are kept under the conditions of this Order;

3. To inspect any facility, equipment (including monitoring and control
equipment), practices, or operations regulated or required under this Order;
and,

4. To photograph, sample, and monitor for the purpose of assudng compliance
with this Order, or as otherwise authorized by the Clean Water Act and the
California Water Code.

H. Proper Operation and Maintenance [40 CFR 122.41(e)]

The Discharger shall at all times properly operate and maintain all facilities and
systems of treatment (and related appurtens.nces) that are installed or used by the
Discharger to achieve compliance with this Order. Proper operation and
maintenance includes adequate laboratory controls and appropriate quality
assurance procedures. This provision requires the operation of backup or auxiliary
facilities or similar system that are installed by a Discharger only when necessary
to achieve compliance with the conditions of this Order.

I. Signatory Requirements [40 CFR 122.41(k)]

Except as otherwise provided in this Order, all applications, reports, or information
submitted to the Regional Board shall be signed by the Director of Public Works,
City Engineer, or authorized designee under penalty of perjury.

J. Permit Action [40 CFR 122.41 (f)]

1. This Order may only be modified, revoked, or reissued, prior to the expiration
d~te, by the Regional Board, in accordance v,~h the procedural requirements
of the Water Code and Title 23 of the California Code of Regulations for the
issuance of waste discharge requirements, and upon prior notice and
headng, to:

a. Address changed conditions identified in the required reports or other
sources deemed significant by the Regional Board;

b. Incorporate applicable requirements or statewide water quality control
plans adopted by the State Board or amendments to the Basin Plan;

Report Of Waste Discharge (ROWD) 40 February 1, 2001

R0001734



Los Angeles County Flood Control District CASxxxxxx
Order No. xx-xxx ~ ".

c. Comply with any applicable requirements, guidelines, and/or
regulations issued or approved pursuant to CWA Section 402(p);

d. Consider any other federal or state laws or regulations that became
effective after adoption of this Order ; and/or,

e. Address any amendments under the Clean Water Act.

2. After notice and opportunity for a hearing, this Order may be terminated,
revoked and reissued, or modified for cause, including, but not limited to:

a. Violation of any term or condition contained in this Order;,

b. Obtaining this Order by misrepresentation, or failure to disclose all
relevant facts; or,                    _

c. A change in any condition that requires either a temporary or
permanent reduction or elimination of the authorized discharge.

3. The filing of a request by the Discharger for a modification, revocation and
re-issuance, or termination, or a notification of planned changes or
anticipated noncompliance does not stay any condition of this Order.

4. This Order may be modified to make corrections or allowances for changes
in the permitted activity listed in this section, following the procedures at 40
CFR Part 122.63, if processed as a minor modification.

K.    Severability

The provisions of this permit are severable; and if any provision of this permit or the
application of any provision of this permit to any circumstance is held invalid, the
application of such provision to other circumstances and the remainder of this permit
shall not be affected.

L. Duty to Provide Information [40 CFR 122.41 (h)]

The Discharger shall furnish, within a reasonable time, any information the Regional
Board or USEPA may request to determine whether cause exists for modifying,
revoking and reissuing, or terminating this Order. The Discharger shall also fumish
to the Regional Board, upon request, copies of records required to be kept by this
Order.
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M. Ninety-Six Hour Reporting1

1. The Discharger shall report any noncompliance than may endanger health
or the environment. Any information shall be provided orally within 96 hours
from the time the Discharger becomes aware of the circumstances. A
written submission shall also be provided within 10 working days of the time
the Discharger becomes aware of the circumstances. The written
submission shall contain a description of the noncompliance and its cause;
the period of noncompliance, including exact dates and times and, if the
noncompliance has not been corrected, the anticipated time it is expected
to continue; and steps taken or planned to reduce, eliminate, and prevent
reoccurrence of the noncompliance.

2. The Executive Officer may waive the required written report on a permittee-
by-permittee basis.

N. Bypass [40 CFR 122.41(m)]2

Bypass (the intentional diversion of waste streams from any portion of a treatment
facility) is prohibited unless it is to facilitate maintenance of stormwater BMPs. The
Regional Board may take enforcement action against the Discharger for bypass
unless:

1. Bypass was unavoidable to prevent loss of life, personal injury or severe
property damage. (Severe property damage means substantial physical
damage to property, damage to the treatment facilities that causes them to
become inoperable, or substantial and permanent loss of natural resources
that can reasonably be expected to occur in the absence of a bypass.
Severe property damage does not mean economic loss caused by delays
in production);

2. There were no feasible alternatives to bypass, such as the use of auxiliary
treatment facilities, retention of untreated waste, or maintenance during
normal periods of equipment down time. This condition is not satisfied if
adequate back-up equipment should have been installed in the exercise of
reasonable engineering judgment to prevent a bypass that could occur during
normal pedods of equipment downtime or preventive maintenance;

3. The Discharger submitted a notice at least ten days in advance of the need

1This provision applies to incidents where effluent limitations (numerical or narrative) as provided in
this Order or in the SQMP are exceeded, and which endanger public health or the environment.

2This provision applies to the operation and maintenance of stormwater controls and BMPs as
provided in this Order or in the SQMP.
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for a bypass to the Regional Board; or,

4. The Discharger may allow a bypass to occur that does not cause effluent
limitations to be exceeded, but only if it is for essential maintenance to
assure efficient operation. In such a case, the above bypass conditions are
not applicable.

O. Upset [40 CFR 122.41(n)]3

1. A Discharger that wishes to establish the affirmative defense of an upset in
an action brought for noncompliance shall demonstrate, through properly
signed, contemporaneous operating logs, or other relevant evidence that:

a. An upset occurred and that the Discharger can identify the cause(s)
of the upset;                       _

b. The permitted facility was being properly operated by the time of the
upset;

c. The Discharger submitted notice of the upset as required; and,

d. The Discharger complied with any remedial measures required.

2. No determination made before an action for noncompliance, such as during
administrative review of claims that noncompliance was caused by an upset,
is final administrative action subject to judicial review.

3. In any enforcement proceeding, the Discharger seeking to establish the
occurrence of an upset has the burden of proof.

P. Property Rights [40 CFR 122.41(g)]

This Order does not convey any property rights of any sort, or any exclusive
privilege.

Q. Enforcement

1. Violation of any of the provisions of the NPDES permit or any of the
provisions of this Order may subject the violator to any of the penalties
described herein, or any combination thereof, at the discretion of the
prosecuting authority; except that only one kind of penalty may be applied for
each kind of violation. The Clean Water ACt provides the following:

3Supra. See footnote number 2.
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Criminal Penalties

a. Negligent Violations
The CWA provides that any person who negligently violates permit
conditions implementing sections 301,302, 306, 307, 308, 318, or
405 of the Act is subject to a fine of not less than $2,500 nor more
than $25,000 per day of violation, or by imprisonment for not more
than 1 year, or both.

b. Knowing Violations
The CWA provides that any person who knowingly violates permit
conditions implementing sections 301,302, 306, 307, 308, 318, or
405 of the ACt is subject to a fine of not less than $5,000 nor more
than $50,000 per day of violation, or by imprisonment for not more
than 3 years, or both.                 _

c. Knowing Endangerment
The CWA provides that any person who knowingly violates permit
conditions implementing sections 301,302, 306, 307, 308, 318, or
405 of the Act and who knows at that time he is placing another
person in imminent danger of death or serious bodily injury is subject
to a fine of not more than $250,000, or by imprisonment for not more
than 15 years, or both.

d. False Statement
The CWA provides that any person who knowingly makes any false
material statement, representation, or certification in any application,
record, report, plan, or other document filed or required to be
maintained under the Act or who knowingly falsifies, tampers with, or
renders inaccurate, any monitoring device or method required to be
maintained under the Act, shall upon conviction, be punished by a
fine of not more than $10,000 or by imprisonment for not more than
two years, or by both. If a conviction is for a violation committed after
a first conviction of such a person under this paragraph, punishment
shall be by a fine of not more than $20,000 per day of violation, or by
imprisonment of not more than four years, or by both. (See section
309(c)(4) of the Clean Water Act.)

Civil Penalties

e. The CWA provides that any person who violates a permit condition
implementing sections 301,302, 306,307, 308, 318, or 405 of the Act
is subject to a civil penalty not to exceed $27,500 per day for each
violation.

2. The California Water Code provides that any person who violates a waste
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discharge requirement provision of the Califomia Water Code is subject to
civil penalties of up to $5,000 per day, $10,000 per day, or $25,000 per day
of violation; or when the violation involves the discharge of pollutants, is
subject to civil penalties of up to $10 per gallon per day or $25 per gallon per
day of violation; or some combination thereof, depending on the violation or
combination of violations.

R. Need to Halt or Reduce Activity not a Defense [40 CFR 122.41(c)]

It shall not be a defense for a Discharger in an enforcement action that it would have
been necessary to halt or reduce the permitted activity in order to maintain
compliance with the conditions of this Order.

S.    Regional Board Order No. 96-054 is hereby rescinded.

T. This Order expires five years from permit adoption. The D~’scharger must submit a
Report of Waste Discharge (ROWD) in accordance with Title 23, California Code
of Regulation, not later than 180 days in advance of such date as application for
reissuance of waste discharge requirements.

I, Dennis A. Dickerson, Executive Officer, do hereby certify that the foregoing is a full, true, and
correct copy of an order adopted by the California Regional Water Quality Control Board, Los
Angeles Region, on date of permit adoption.

Dennis A. Dickerson
Executive Officer
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stormwater management programs. The obligation of the Principal
Permittee with respect to the receiving waters study could consist of the
following:

i. Plume Study: The Principal Permittee would support a plume
study to evaluate the dispersion, fate, and transport of
stormwater pollutants in Dominguez Channel, Los Angeles
River, and San Gabriel River.

ii. Benthic Study: The Principal Permittee would support a
study to assess impacts of stormwater on the marine benthic
community near the mouths of Dominguez Channel, Los
Angeles River, and San Gabriel River. If it is the consensus
of project scientists that a third year of benthic study is
advisable to meet the goals of the rec.eiving waters study, the
Principal Permittee would consider further contribution.

iii. Toxicity Study: The Principal Permittee would support a
.study to evaluate sediment and water column toxicity on
appropriate marine species in Dominguez Channel, Los
Angeles River, and San Gabriel River. If it is the consensus
of the project scientists that a third year of toxicity studies is
advisable to meet the goals of the receiving waters study, the
Principal Permittee would consider further contribution.

b. Santa Monica Bay

i. Plume Study: To study the persistence of stormwater
plumes;

ii. Toxicity: Toxicity Identification Evaluations (TIEs) on species
to find the impacts of constituents other than metals; and,

iii. Sediments: Fate of sediments in the Bay.

c. Project Design: The receiving waters studies shall initially contain
the elements established in II.A.7.a and b. However, the scientists
conducting the receiving waters studies may alter the parameters of
the second and (if necessary) the third year of the receiving waters
studies so as to meet the objectives of each study. Such alterations
may include changing of sampling locations, use of different
sampling techniques, or other pertinent redirection of resources. The
Principal Permittee shall notify the Executive Officer of any revisions
to the second and (if necessary) third years of the receiving waters
studies for review and approval.
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CONSTITUENT EPA TEST BALLONA MALIBU L.OS SAN
METHOD CREEK CREEK ANGELES GABRIEL

RIVER RIVER

Dissolved Copper A220.1 X X

Total Copper A220.1 X X X X

Dissolved Iron A236.1 X

Total Iron A236.1 X X X X

Dissolved Lead A239.2 X X X X

Total Lead A239.2 X

Total Mercury A245.1 X X X X

Dissolved Nickel A249.2 X

Total Nickel A249.2 X X X

Dissolved Zinc A289.1 X X X X

Total Zinc A289.1 X X

Bis(2-ethylhexyl)phthalate 625M X X X X

PAHs 625M X X X X

Diazinon 507 X X X X

Chlorpyrifos 507 X X X X
X = Requires analysis

6. If a constituent is not detected at the method detection limit for its respective
test method listed in Table 2 above in more than 25 percent of the first ten
sampling events or on a rolling basis using ten consecutive sampling events,
it will not be further analyzed unless the observed occurrences show
concentrations greater than ten times the detection limit and are cause for
concern.

7. Receiving Waters Studies

a. San Pedro Bay

The Principal Permittee, in conjunction with other Permittee(s), could partially
fund a study of receiving waters impacted by stormwater, subject to
revisions as set forth below in II.A.7.c. The purpose of the study will be to
study the impacts, if any, of stormwater/non-stormwater discharges on the
beneficial uses of San Pedro Bay and to assist the Permittees in developing
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CONSTITUENT EPA TEST BALLONA MALIBU LOS SAN
METHOD CREEK CREEK ANGELES GABRIEL

RIVER RIVER

Sulfate B429 X X X X

Alkalinity A310.1 X X X X

Hardness A130.2 X X X X

COD A410.4 X X X X

pH A150.1 X X X X

Specific Conductance A120.1 X X X X

Total Dissolved Solids A160.1 X X X X

Turbidity A180.1 X X X X

Total Suspended Solids A160.2 X X X X

Volatile Suspended Solids 160.4 X X X X

MBAS A425.1 X

Total Organic Carbon A415.1 X X X X

BOD A405.1 X X X X

Dissolved Phosphorus A365.2 X X X X

Total Phosphorus A365.2 X X X X

NH3-N A350.3 X

Nitrate-N C4110B X X X X

Nitdte-N C4110B X X X

TKN A351.4 X X X X

Dissolved Aluminum A202.2 X

Total Aluminum A202.2 X X X X

Dissolved Barium A208.2 X X X X

Total Barium A208,2 X X X X

Dissolved Boron A212.3 X X X X

Total Boron A212.3 X X X X

Dissolved Cadmium A213.2 X X X X
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Multifamily Bond Issue Ammonia, ammonia nitrogen, nitrite
Residential Project 404 nitrogen, TSS, PAH, diazinon, chlorpydfos

Mixed Residential Bond Issue Ammonia, nitrate, total zinc, PAH,
Project 156 diazinon, chlorpyrifos

Mass Emissions

4. The Principal Permittee shall monitor a total of four mass emission stations.
Monitoring shall not exceed five storm events per station for each storm
season. Composite samples may also be taken at Coyote Creek.

5. Samples for mass emission station monitoring may be taken at the same
locations and with the same type of automatic sampler used under Order 96-
054, as well as through grab sampling. The samplers shall be set to monitor
storms totaling 0.25 inches or greater of rainfall. The minimum required
constituents to be analyzed for samples taken at mass emission stations are
listed in Table 2 below.

Table 2
Mass Emissions Constituents

CONSTITUENT EPA TEST BALLONA MALIBU LOS SAN
METHOD CREEK CREEK ANGELES GABRIEL

RIVER RIVER

Cyanide A335.2 X X X X

TPH A418.1 X

Oil and Grease A413.1 X

Indicator Bacteda Vades X X X X

Ammonia A350.3 X X

Calcium A215.2 X X X X

Magnesium C3500MgD X X X X

Potassium A258.1 X X X X

Sodium A273.1 X X X X

Bicarbonate A310.1 X X X X

Chlodde B429 X X X X

Flouride B429 X X X X

Nitrate B429 X X X X
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CALIFORNIA REGIONAL WATER QUALITY
CONTROL BOARD - LOS ANGELES REGION

320 W. 4TM STREET, SUITE 200
LOS ANGELES, CA 90013

II. Monitoring Requirements

A. The Discharger shall implement the Countywide Monitoring Plan as follows.

Land Use

1. The Principal Permittee shall monitor a total of 200 station events per storm
season at land use stations, provided there are sufficient storm events dudng
the season. A station event is defined as one sampling event per station.

2. All samples for land use station monitoring may be taken at the same
locations and with the same type of automatic sampler used under Order 96-
054. The samolers shall be set to monitor storms totaling 0.25 inches or
greater of rainfall.

3. The land use stations shall be monitored dudng the term of this Order or until
such time that event mean concentrations (EMC) are derived, at the 25%
error rate, for the following constituents at their respective sites:

Table 1
Land Use Constituents

LAND USE TYPE     LOCATION CONSTITUENTS

Retail/Commercial Santa Monica Pier Ammonia, total and dissolved copper,
Drain nitrate, total lead, total suspended solids

(’rss), PAH, diazinon, chlorpydfos

Vacant Sawpit Wash Total kjeldahl nitrogen (’I’KN), TSS, PAH,
diazinon, chlorpydfos

High Density Single Bond Issue Total lead, PAH, diazinon, chlorpydfos
Family Residential Project 620

Transportation Dominguez PAH, diazinon, chlorpydfos
Channel

Light Industrial Bond Issue Total copper, PAH, diazinon, chlorpyrifos
Project 1202

Education Bond Issue Total copper, total zinc, TSS, PAH,
Project 474 diazinon, chlorpyrifos
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6. Programs for Public Agency Activities

a. The discharger shall provide a summary, which at a minimum,
includes an estimate of the quantity of trash removed from catch
basin inlets;

b. A summary of the total tonnage of debris that were removed annually
by street sweeping and the total miles of curbed streets within the
permittee’s juridiction;

c. Evaluate the training provided to field road maintenance personnel.

B. The discharger shall submit a Stormwater Monitoring Report on October 15, 2002,
and annually on October 15, thereafter. The report shall include:

1. Status of implementation of the monitoring program;
2. Results of the monitoring program;
3. A general interpretation of the results; and,
4. Both tabular and graphical summaries of the monitoring data obtained during

the previous year.

C. All applications, reports, or information submitted to the Regional Board shall be
signed and certified pursuant to EPA regulations 40 CFR 122.22 (b). Each report
shall contain the following completed declaration:

"1 certify under penalty of law that this document and all attachments were
prepared under my direction or supervision in accordance with a system
designed to assure that qualified personnel propedy gather and evaluate the
information submitted. Based on my inquiry of the person or persons who
manage the system, or those persons directly responsible for gathering the
information, the information submitted is, to the best of my knowledge and
belief, true, accurate, and complete. I am aware that there are significant
penalties for submitting false information, including the possibility of fine and
imprisonment for knowing violations.

Executed on the day of ,20___,

at

(Signature). (Title) ";

Permittee submittals to the Principal Permittee shall also be signed and certified
pursuant to EPA regulations 40 CFR 122.22 (b)o

D.    The Discharger shall mail the original of each annual report to:
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2. Public Information and Participation

a. Programs for Residents

i. Description of activities on distributing brochures, community
outreach efforts, public communication efforts and
educational programs in schools including an estimate of the
number of impressions per year made on the general public
about stormwater quality via print, local TV access, local
radio presentations, meetings or other appropriate media.

3. Programs for Development Planning

a. The status of significant rewrite of the Permittees’ General Plan;

b. A summary of the accomplishments of the ~rogram.

4. Programs for Development Construction

a. Number of exempt construction projects, non-priority projects, and
pdodty projects requiring coverage under the General Construction
Activity Permit;

b. Number and type of enforcement actions, applicable to stormwater
enforcement, taken at construction sites during the past year.

5. Programs for Illicit Connection and Illicit Discharge Control

a. Number of reports of illicit discharges that Permittees responded to,
¯ percentage that were identified as actual illicit discharges, and

percentage of the actual illicit discharges where the incident was
either cleaned up, referred to another responsible agency and/or
follow up/education with the discharger was conducted;

b. Number of illicit connections investigated in the past year

c. Number of illicit connections eliminated in the past year;

d. Number and type of enforcement actions for stormwater illicit
connections taken in the past year;

e. A summary from records on illicit discharges and connections which
includes type of material, type of source, date of initial inspection,
enforcement action taken, date of follow-up inspection, date of
conclusion/cleanup/removal/follow-up/education.
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State of California
CALIFORNIA REGIONAL WATER QUALITY CONTROL BOARD

LOS ANGELES REGION

MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM NO. ClXXX

FOR

STORMWATER MANAGEMENT/URBAN RUNOFF DISCHARGES
FOR

LOS ANGELES COUNTY FLOOD CONTROL DISTRICT,
COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES, AND THE CITIES OF LOS ANGELES COUNTY

NPDES PERMIT NO. CASXXXXXX

I. Procjram Reportincj Requirements

A. The Perrnittees shall submit, by October 15 of each year beginning the year 2002,
an Annual Storrnwater Program Report, Assessment, and Budget Summary
documenting the status of the general program and individual tasks contained in the
WMAPs.

The Permittees shall submit standard annual reporting forms to the Principal
Perrnittee or Regional Board including information on items 1-6 below.

The Annual Storrnwater Program Report, Assessment, and Budget Summary shall
include any proposed changes to the WMAPs. The Annual Stormwater Program
Report, Assessment, and Budget Summary shall cover the previous fiscal year
from July 1 through June 30. At a minimum, the annual report will include the
foilowing:

1. Program Management

a. Status of compliance with permit requirements including
implementation dates for all time-specific deadlines. If permit
deadlines are not met, the Discharger shall report the reasons why
the requirement was not met and how the requirements will be met
in the future, including projected implementation date.
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d. Study Reports: The Principal Permittee shall require the project
scientists conducting the study to prepare an ~nnual report covering
study activities of the previous year, and any interim/final
assessments. Such reports shall be submitted by the Principal
Permittee to the Executive Officer with the Annual Monitoring Report.

e. Principal Permittee Responsibilities: The commitments of the
Principal Permittee toward performance of a receiving waters studies
could be: providing funding, and submittal of progress and final
reports.

8. River Toxicity Studies: The Principal Permittee would take two storm
weather and two dry weather water samples in the Los Angeles River,
Coyote Creek, and Dominguez Channel. Toxicity Identification Evaluations
shall be conducted for a full range of constituents on_appropriate freshwater
species.

Wet weather Toxicity Identification Evaluations shall be conducted for a full
range of constituents on appropriate freshwater species on the San Gabriel
River.

9. Bacteria: The Principal Permittee shall participate in the Southern California
Coastal Waters Research Project’s development and calibration of water
quality models in an effort to characterize the presence and persistence of
indicator bacteda in dry and wet weather.

The Principal Permittee could participate in similar studies initiated for other
parts of the County where indicator bacteria impair beneficial uses.

10. Contaminated Sediments: The Principal Permittee could participate in the
Corps of Engineers’ Sediment Control Management Plan and the Coastal
Commission Sediment Task Force.

11. Aerial deposition: The Principal Permittee could fund, in whole or in part, a
study of the receiving water impacts due to aerial deposition on inland
watersheds.
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Co-participation with the Southern California Coastal Water Research .Project pathogen
modeling study; and with the Coastal Commission and the U.S. Army Corp to manage
contaminated sediments

Deficiencies

The proposed monitoring program is deficient as follows:

¯ Trash monitoring: Does not implement a baseline trash-monitoring program for
watersheds not presently listed for impairment from trash.

¯ Treatment Control BMP Effectiveness: Does not evaluate the effectiveness of structural
and treatment control BMPs at critical sources and as watershed improvement projects.

Possible Advancements

¯ Source Identification Strategy: Submit strategies for source identification and reduction of
zinc and copper in the Ballona Creek watershed and nutrients in the Malibu watershed, and
for pollutants scheduled in respective watersheds within the next 5 years for Total Maximum
Daily Load (TMDL) development.

¯ New Development Controls: Conduct a study to measure the effectiveness of new
development and redevelopment standards in improving the quality of storm water
discharges.

¯ Coordination: Coordinate the monitoring program with the California Department of
Transportation (Caltrans), the Santa Monica Bay Restoration Program, and the Southern
California Coastal Water Research Project (SCCWRP) Regional Monitoring Program.

IX. Miscellaneous

Small Municipality Temporary Delay: Municipalities with a population of less than 100,000
(1990 census), who availed themselves of the Intermodal Surface Transportation Efficiency Act
(ISTEA) of 1991 temporary delay provisions for publicly operated Phase 1 industrial facilities
and construction projects, will be required to obtain coverage for storm water discharges no
later than March 10, 2003.

Administrative Review Procedure: The Administrative Review procedure followed in the current
permit term is likely to be revised significantly, with ’Notice of Intent to Meet and Confer’ and
other administrative review provisions eliminated. The USEPA has commented that MS4
permits should not include such administrative steps that restrain the ability of the permitting
authority to enforce the federal Clean Water Act.
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Tracking database: Develop a construction inspection and enforcement tracking system,
similar to the one for the industrial program. A standardized database may be created to
identify projects subject to the construction program requirements and inspection and
enforcement fields attached. The database will also enable measuring the performance and
progress.

¯ Program detail: Provide detail on compliance inspection, follow-up procedures, fate of self-
inspection forms, use of building code violation forms for storm water violations, and
guidelines on sanctions.

¯ Preference: Emphasize the use of erosion control BMPs first and only then sediment control
BMPs. Guidance materials about BMPs that may be considered for implementation should
be made readily available through diverse media such as websites and public counters.

VIII. Proqram for Storm Water Monitorinq in Los Anqeles County

Backqround

Permittees implemented a successful comprehensive monitoring and assessment program
during the current permit at two watersheds to better understand receiving water impacts. In
addition they measured mass emissions at four rivers, conducted land-use pollutant load
studies, and evaluated a couple of critical sources.

The objective of a monitoring program for Los Angeles County is to: (i) identify sources of
storm water pollutants; (ii) assess impacts of storm water discharges on receiving waters; (iii)
measure pollutant loads to waters of the U.$. and establish long-term trends; and (iv) evaluate
the effectiveness of BMPs.

The objective of the storm water program may be achieved by: (i) monitoring critical sources
and priority land-uses; (ii) profiling storm water discharge plumes and evaluating the causes of
toxicity; (iii) conducting bioassessments of resident flora and fauna to assess the health of the
ecosystem; (iv) measuring mass-emissions of pollutants to the coastline at river and stream
mouths; and (v) evaluating the effectiveness of structural and treatment control BMPs.

Permittees propose to implement a monitoring program for Los Angeles County that includes:

¯ Landuse monitoring for selected pollutant parameters
¯ Mass emission monitoring at Ballona Creek, Malibu Creek, Los Angeles River, Dominguez

Channel and San Gabriel River for selected parameters
¯ Plume profile, bioassessment, sediment fate and transport, and storm water toxicity at San

Pedro Bay and Santa Monica Bay
¯ Wet and dry weather flow toxicity in the Los Angeles River, Coyote Creek, and Dominguez

Channel
¯ Impact of aerial deposition on inland watersheds
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The objective of the program may be achieved by, (I) adopting an ordinanc~ requiring the
implementation of proper erosion and sediment controls, and controls for other wastes; (ii)
implementing procedures for site plan review of construction plans that consider potential for
water quality impacts; (iii) implementing procedures for construction site inspection and
enforcement of control measures; (iv) utilizing sanctions and penalties to ensure compliance;
(v) establishing procedures for the receipt and consideration of information and non-compliance
reports submitted by the public; (vi) identifying appropriate BMPs for implementation on
construction sites; (vii) establishing measurable goals to evaluate successful program
implementation.

Permittees propose to continue the following Development Construction program components:

¯ local storm water pollution prevention plans for projects less than five acres
¯ minimum control measures at all construction sites
¯ State storm water pollution prevention plan and notice of intent filing for construction

projects five or more acres
¯ Brochures and information material for developers, construction affiliates, and the public
¯ Employee training

Deficiencies

The program is deficient because it does not include:

¯ SWPPP Enforcement: Permittees need to enforce SWPPP requirements at all sites under
their municipal and MS4 permit authority, including sites under the State General
Construction Activity.Storm Water Permit, independent of the Regional Board’s inspection
program.

¯ Performance: An appropriate performance standard to measure successful
implementation.

Possible Advancements

¯ Training: Tier employee training schedules to allow a completion time of six months for
cities with a population less than 1 million and one year for cities with a population of 1
million or more.

¯ Regulation of Additional Construction Sites: Lower the threshold for storm water pollution
prevention plans from 5 acres to "1 acre or more," to be consistent with USEPA Phase II
regulations. [See USEPA Phase II Small Construction Projects Fact Sheet]. Also consider
requiring such plans for high-risk projects that are within or discharging directly to or directly
adjacent to an environmental sensitive area, are located in a hillside area; and/or are less
than an acre - but need to be regulated as deemed necessary by priority criteria to be
proposed by Permittees.
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erosion and/or impair protect stream habitat. Permittees should work with the County of
Ventura to develop criteria.

Performance: An appropriate performance standard to measure successful
implementation is not included

Possible Advancements

Possible categories to add to the SUSMP: Extend SUSMP standards and post-construction
storm water mitigation to ministerial (non-discretionary) projects. Also extend SUSMP
standards to: (i) locations within or directly adjacent to or discharging directly to an
environmentally sensitive areas; and (ill heavy industrial development on one acre of more.

¯ Commercial/Industrial category: Lower the threshold for application of SUSMP
requirements for commercial and industrial developments from 100,000 square feet to 1
acres, beginning March 8, 2003, to be consistent with USEPA Phase II regulations for small
construction projects [See USEPA Fact Sheets - Small Construction; Construction Site
Runoff; Post-Construction Runoff, which are attached]

¯ Retail gasoline outlets: Make the numerical BMP design cdteria applicable to proposed
medium and high-output retail gasoline outlet developments.

¯ Non-SUSMP listed projects: Use project characteristics and a checklist to identify additional
development types for post-construction storm water runoff. The characteristics may
include (i) vehicle or equipment fueling areas; (ii) vehicle or equipment maintenance areas;
(iii) outdoor storage or handling of hazardous materials or waste; (iv) commercial or
industrial waste handling or storage; (v) hillside location; (vi) outdoor manufacturing work
areas; (vii) exposed animal confinement areas; and (viii) any other pollutant generating
areas with the potential to be exposed to storm water runoff.

¯ Mitigation funding: Propose a funding mechanism for regional or watershed-based BMP
solutions such as a storm water mitigation fund or "bank". Developers who obtain waivers
from the numerical BMP design standards will in part fund the mitigation bank.

VII. Program for Development Construction
Background

Polluted storm water from construction sites often flow to MS4s and are discharged to receiving
water bodies. Sediment is usually the main pollutant of concern although other pollutants that
are generated from poor on site waste management practices can be a problem. These
pollutants can impact natural waters by destroying habitats and causing siltation.

The objective of a program for development construction is to ensure that construction projects
are (I) managed to minimize the potential for soil erosion and sediment transport, and (ii) to
reduce pollutants generated during construction and post-construction.

R0001752



Los Angeles County MS4 Permit - x - 03/07/01
ROWD - Review - "

program to comply with storm water regulations. Federal regulations do not limit the categories
of development that may be subject to storm water mitigation requirement~ nor does it limit
them to the nature of the approval action as defined under the California Environmental Quality
Act (CEQA) or the National Environmental Protection Act (NEPA) [i.e. discretionary or
ministerial].

The development planning program objective may be achieved by, (i) requiring the
implementation of combinations of structural BMPs, treatment control BMPs, and source control
BMPs, (ii) adopting an ordinance requiring the implementation of post-construction BMPs, (iii)
providing a mechanism to ensure long-term maintenance and operation of treatment control
and structural BMPs; (iv) revising General Plans and CEQA procedures to ensure that
developments mitigate post-construction storm water runoff; and (iv) establishing measurable
goals to evaluate successful program implementation.

Permittees have proposed to continue the following components,

¯ SUSMP requirements for development categories authorized by the State Water
Resources Control Board Order No. 2000-11 and projects in environmentally sensitive
areas;

¯ checklist to identify non-SUSMP projects that may require post-construction BMP controls
and an urban storm water mitigation plan; and

¯ developer and contractor information program.

Deficiencies

The program is deficient because the SQMP does not:

CEQA Guideline Revisions: Require completion of CEQA guidelines and checklist
revision, if not already done so, for consideration and mitigation of the potential water
quality impacts of new development and redevelopment no later than the date of permit
adoption. This revision should have been done under the current permit term.

General Plans: Require completion of revision to General Plans, if they have not already
been done, to include watershed and storm water management considerations no later than
date of permit adoption. This revision should have been done under the current permit term.

¯ Developer Information: The SQMP does not contain a program for Permittee to provide or
make available to developers Development Planning Information that includes: (i)
guidelines on BMP selection; (ii) guidelines on the siting and design of BMPs; (iii) Standard
Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plans (SUSMPs); and (iv) guidance on post-construction
storm water mitigation for non-SUSMP categories, no later than 90 days from the date of
permit adoption.

¯ Peak storm water discharge rate criteria: Permittees need to establish numerical criteria
to control post-development peak storm water runoff discharge rates to not exceed pre-
development peak discharge rates where the discharge will result in potential downstream
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¯ Maintain a database on industrial/commercial facilities visited

Deficiencies

The ROWD does not include:

¯ Inspection Program: The industrial/commercial educational site visit program should be
upgraded to an inspection and enforcement program, since Permittees have had five years
to gain experience. The U.S. EPA requires this change [see letter from Alexis Strauss,
Director, Water Division, USEPA, Region IX to Dennis A. Dickerson, Regional Board
Executive Officer, dated December 19, 2000, which is attached and was also distributed at
the January 2001 EAC Meeting].

¯ Performance: An appropriate performance standard to measure successful
implementation.

Possible Advancements

¯ Tracking database: Consider using the educational site-visits database to create a tracking
database for the inspection and enforcement program. The database should be streamlined
and a single standard format used for ease of updating and coordination. Consider a web-
based database. See suggestions for modifying and augmenting the database that are
contained in the CSWMP Report of Effectiveness [July 31, 2000].

¯ Inspection program: Submit an industrial/commercial facilities inspection and enforcement
program for consideration. Key components may include: (i) a proposed schedule of
inspections with frequencies; (ii) a proposed performance standard to evaluate successful
implementation; (iii) inspection schedule tie-in with the critical sources findings,
characteristics of the watershed, and known impacts on the receiving waters; and (iv)
specifics on the use of a comprehensive database for tracking and appropriate
modifications and augmentations.

V. Program for Development Planninq
Backqround

Post-construction mitigation of storm water runoff in areas undergoing new-development or
redevelopment is necessary because storm water from these areas significantly affects
receiving water bodies. Studies indicate that prior planning and design for the minimization of
pollutants in post-construction storm water is the most cost-effective approach to storm water
quality management.

The objective of a program for new development planning is to ensure that new developments
and redevelopment are designed to minimize or prevent adverse impacts on water quality from
storm water discharges. Municipalities are required to develop, implement, and enforce the
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¯ Performance: An appropriate performance standard to measure successful implementation
is not included.

Possible Advancements

¯ Trash collection: Collect trash and debris from open channels twice a year (Aug-Oct; March-
May) before and after the storm season, and create a voluntary program for collection of
trash in natural stream channels.

¯ Priority catch-basin threshold: Permittees may lower the priority catch-basin classification
threshold to be 25 percent full from 40 percent full for clean out. Permittees may submit
mapping (preferably as a GIS layer) of all catch basins in a municipality and identify which
are city-owned/county-owned, and which are priority for frequent cleaning.

¯ Priority Projects below 1 acre: For construction projects between 5,000 square feet and less
than 1 acre, Permittees may develop a checklist to identify projects that will need to
implement construction and post-construction BMP controls.

¯ Contractor Self-Inspections: Permittees rr~ay require that contractors perform self-
inspections before and after every rainfall event with 0.25 inch or more predicted or actual
precipitation.

IV.-Proqram for Industrial/Commercial Inspection

Background

The purpose of the industrial/commercial inspection program is to conduct site visits to priority
businesses (Phase 1, automotive service, gas stations, restaurants) and to evaluate on-site
business practices to ensure compliance with local storm water regulations. Inspections of
industrial/commercial facilities and enforcement of storm water requirements are crucial to the
success of the program and maintaining support among the public.

The objective of the industrial/commercial program can be achieved by: (i) establishing a
single electronic database of all facilities to be inspected and a schedule for inspection; (ii)
distributing to industry and business owners specific brochures on appropriate BMPs to
minimize storm water pollution; (iii) conducting site visits to evaluate compliance with local
storm water ordinances; (iv) implementing appropriate enforcement procedures and actions;
and (v) establishing measurable goals to evaluate successful program implementation.

Permittees propose to continue implementation of the following components of the program for
industrial/commercial business inspection:

¯ Conduct educational site visits and distribute brochures
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III. Proqram for Public Aqency Activities

Background

Municipal operations can be a potential source of pollutants to the MS4. These include
pollutants: (i) that collect on streets, parking lots, open spaces, storage and vehicle
maintenance areas, park and recreation lands, and (ii) that are generated from land
development practices, flood management practices, storm sewer maintenance, pesticide
application, and facilities maintenance.

The objective of a program for public agency activities is to ensure that public agencies: (i)
minimize storm water pollution impacts from public agency activities; and (ii) hold their level of
performance to an equivalent or better standard than private business/industry.

Permittees propose to continue their implementation under the current pe_rmit term in the
following subject areas:

¯ Sewage Systems Operations
¯ Public Construction Activities Management
¯ Vehicle Maintenance/Material Storage Facilities Management
¯ Landscape and Recreational Facilities Management
¯ Storm Drain Operation and Management
¯ Streets and Roads Maintenance
¯ Parking Facilities Management
¯ Public Industrial Activities (optional)
¯ Emergency Procedures

Deficiencies

The program proposed does not contain the following components:

¯ Public construction projects: Does not require public construction projects to implement
construction and post-construction storm water controls similar to that required of private
construction projects, including numerical mitigation criteria for post-construction BMPs.

¯ Pesticide application: Does not provide a standardized protocol for the routine and non-
routine application of pesticides, herbicides (including preemergents), and fertilizers, and a
prohibition on application during rain events (e.g. within one day of rain event forecasted to
be greater than 0.25 inches except for application of preemergent herbicides; and after rain
event where water is leaching or running or when water is running off-site).

¯ Phase 1 facilities: Does not demonstrate that it applies the stricter compliance standard
based on technology or water quality criteria for Phase 1 facilities. Eliminate the current
provision that allows publicly owned Phase 1 facilities to be covered under the MS4 permit.
This provision has largely been unused dudng the current permit term and may cause some
confusion because of the different compliance standard than for other MS4 programs.
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¯ Responsibility for surveys: It is not clear who has lead respon.sibility in various
segments of the County’s and municipalities’ storm drain system. Additional
information is needed to clarify responsibilities.

¯ Non-storm water discharge exemptions: The Los Angeles County MS4 permit
allows several categories of exemptions to the general prohibition on un-permitted
non-storm water discharges. The Permittees have proposed adding several new
exemption categories; e.g. unspecified discharges from emergency floor drains, and
blood and human tissue from accident sites. However, no rationale and analyses of
possible impacts to water quality are submitted to justify the addition of new
categories to the prohibition exemption. In addition, several of the exemptions in the
existing permit are subject to conditions; these conditions need to be clarified, and
are subject to approval by the Regional Board Executive Officer.

¯ Training: Permittees propose to train employees in targeted l~ositions to identify
and report illicit discharges one year from the permit adoption date (page 28 of the
ROWD, Part 4, E.2). However, because Permittees were required to possess
training materials by March 1997, and the IC/ID model program was to be
implemented no later than July 1999, the one-year time period appears
unwarranted. All that may be required is refresher training. Pending clarification
from the Permittees, Board staff intend to propose that the refresher training be
conducted no later than 90 days from permit adoption date.

Possible Advancements

¯ Overview of IC/ID problems: Based on Annual Reports and the ROWD, it is not clear
what types of discharges have been most problematic, and what type of response
and/or corrective action has been required. It would be helpful for Permittees to
provide additional information. This will facilitate the Regional Board and Permittees’
efforts to enhance the IC/ID program, by focusing our efforts in the most problematic
areas.

¯ Public reporting (including hazardous materials): Permittees may enhance the Public
Reporting component of the program, including Hazardous Wastes Reporting, by
posting records of illicit discharges and connections (i.e. those not subject to criminal
investigation) on Permittee’s websites.

¯ GIS database: The County of Los Angeles and several cities already have storm
drain data mapped on a Geographic Information System. Consider digitizing the
information for the entire MS4 permitted area and consolidation to one
comprehensive GIS database.
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II. Pro,qram to Eliminate Illicit Connections and Illicit Discharges (IC/ID)

Background

During dry weather, much of the discharge to storm drain systems consists of wastes and
wastewaters from non-storm water sources. A significant amount of such discharges may be
from illicit discharges or connections, or both. Illicit discharges may occur either through direct
connections (deliberate or mistaken piping) or indirect connections (infiltration, spills,
washdowns, or dumping). The objective of the Permittees’ proposed IC/ID program should be
to detect illicit connections and illicit discharges (including unpermitted non-storm water
discharges) to the storm drain system, and to promptly eliminate such discharges and
connections.

The IC/ID elimination program objective may be achieved by: (i) mapping locations of outfalls
of the MS4 and the names and locations of all waters of the U.S. that receive discharges from
the ouffalls; (ii) adopting a storm water/urban runoff ordinance to prohibit unauthorized non-
storm water discharges into the MS4, and implementing appropriate enforcement procedures
and actions; (iii) implementing a program to detect and eliminate non-storm water discharges to
the MS4, including illegal dumping; (iv) educating public employees, businesses, and the
general public about the dangers associated with illegal discharges and improper disposal; (v)
establishing a public reporting hotline or other mechanism to report illicit discharges and illegal
dumping; and (v) establishing measurable goals to evaluate successful program
implementation.

In the ROWD, the Permittees propose to continue implementation of IC/ID program elements,
listed below, at a level of effort similar to that undertaken for the previous five years:

¯ Illicit Discharge Elimination
¯ Illicit Connection Elimination
¯ Public Reporting of Illicit Discharges, including Hazardous Substances

Deficiencies

The proposed IC/ID program does not specify important performance standards to detect and
eliminate illicit connections and discharges. For example:

¯ Progress in surveying the storm drain system: Under the IC/ID program in
existing permit, Permittees have been screening the storm drain system for illicit
connections and discharge during regularly scheduled maintenance activity. But
the proposed program does not discuss how much of the storm drain system has
been surveyed to date, what methods have been used, and how much remains
to be surveyed. Performance standards are needed measure progress on this
program element.
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¯ Business Outreach
¯ School Education K-12
¯ 1-888-CLEAN-LA hotline and website
¯ Project Pollution Prevention identifying signature
¯ Research to target audiences and allocate budget resources accordingly.
¯ Coordination with other pollution prevention programs such as solid wastes recycling and

used oil recycling.

Deficiencies

The PIPP implemented by Permittees under the current permit term was well formulated and
objectively implemented. However, the PIPP program for the next permit term appears deficient
as indicated below:

¯ Targeted Outreach: PIPP program for the next permit term is not ul~graded to implement
targeted public education programs that draw on the results of the integrated monitoring
program.

¯ Site Visit Program: The commercial/industrial educational site visits program is not
upgraded to an inspection and enforcement program [see comment under IV. Program for
Industrial/Commercial Inspection], and the education/participation component of the
program separated.

¯ Performance: A performance standard for each Permittee, in addition to a countywide
performance standard, has not been provided.

Possible Advancements

¯ Targeted Outreach: Use the results from the completed 5-year PIPP and monitoring
program in the current permit term to identify target audiences for special outreach (such as
zinc, copper, and TSS generating facilities in the Ballona Creek watershed). Materials and
information specific to known problem areas should be developed to target specific
audiences. The results of research conducted during the current permit term should be
used to augment the PIPP through the next permit term.

¯ Business education/participation: Revise the business/industrial outreach component to
continue business sponsorships, providing easy-to-understand brochures, consulting
assistance [e.g. City of Los Angeles Environmental Affairs HTM program] etc.

¯ Cost-sharing: The County of Los Angeles should retain its existing PIPP partnerships and
continue to forge new ones. The budget for the program the last five years was
approximately U.S. $5.2 million. The County indicates that an estimated 3 - 5 times that
amount may be needed to support an adequate PIPP, partially due to the increase in
advertising costs. The proposed PIPP budget for the new permit term is $7.5 million.
Permittee contributions on pro-rate basis may be considered to fill the funding gap.
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REPORT OF WASTE DISCHARGE

MUNICIPAL STORM WATER AND URBAN RUNOFF DISCHARGES
WITHIN LOS ANGELES COUNTY, AND

THE CITIES OF LOS ANGELES COUNTY
[EXCLUDING THE CITY OF LONG BEACH]

REVIEW AND COMMENT

I. Program for Public Information and Participation

Background                                                -

An informed and knowledgeable community is crucial to the success of a storm water quality
management program. Changing public patterns of behavior that contribute to storm water
pollution through education is a significant challenge. In addition, communities can play an
important role in successful implementation of the storm water program when given the
opportunity to participate.

The objective of a Public Information and Participation Program (PIPP) is to: (i) increase
awareness among the public to build broad support for the program; (ii) increase compliance as
the public become aware of the personal responsibilities expected of them for program
success; and (iii) reinforce successful public education and participation strategies.

The objective of the storm water PIPP may be achieved by: (i) distributing brochures or fact
sheets for general public and specific audiences such as business and industry; (ii) propagating
alternative information sources through websites, public fairs, bus-stop posters, refrigerator
magnets, bumper stickers, and placemats; (iii) stocking a library of educational materials for
community and school groups; (iv) promoting volunteer citizen educators to educate the public
and schools; (v) implementing a program for K-12 school-age children; (vi) stenciling storm
drains with appropriate messages; (vii) installing a storm water hotline for information and
citizen reporting; (viii) providing economic incentives to citizens and businesses; (ix) conducting
public meetings/citizen panels to receive inl~ut an~ dis3eminate information; (x) supporting
volunteer water quality monitoring groups; (xi) supporting community clean-ups; (xii) supporting
citizen watch groups; (xiii) encouraging vicinity adoption programs to keep areas free of storm
water pollutants; (xiv) and establishing measurable goals to evaluate successful program
implementation.

Permittees propose to continue the following PIPP components,

¯ Advertising - traditional and non-traditional
¯ Media Relations
¯ Corporate Partnerships
¯ Special Events
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5. Specify a clear frequency and schedule for the inspections
6. Standardize the database for scheduling and trackihg of activities performed,

including constant updates of facilities list, inspections, follow-up inspections and
enforcement activities

7. Coordinate with RB activities
8. Incorporate suggestions made in the CSWMP Report of Effectiveness
9. Specify clearly defined measurable goals/pedormance standards, by identifying a

baseline, a defined target and milestones to be achieved during the 5-year life of
the permit

10. Include enforcement criteria for sites under the State General Construction Permit:
Perrnittees must first enforce and complete followup inspections under their legal
authority; then escalate to Regional Board for additional enforcement (except in
situations when RB or USEPA involvement is solicited

11. Tiered training timetables: expedite to six months for cities less than 1 million
population, one year for cities with population over 1 million

Development Planning 1. Complete revisions to CEQA guidelines to mitigate storm water runoff from new
developments and redevelopment.

2. Complete revisions to General Plans to include storm water and watershed
considerations.

3. Implement a program to make available to developers development planning
information such as guidelines on siting and design of BMPs etc.

4. Specify peak discharge rate criteria to control post-development peak discharge
rates.

5. Add performance standards.

Development 1. Accelerate local enforcement
Construction 2. Add performance standards

Monitoring 1. Trash Monitoring: Implement a baseline trash-monitoring program for watersheds
not presently listed for impairment from trash.

2. Critical Source Characterization: Implement a program to characterize critical
sources that contribute a CWA 303(d) listed pollutant in watersheds

3. Treatment Control BMP Effectiveness: Develop program to evaluate the
effectiveness of structural and treatment control BMPs at cdtical sources and as
watershed improvement projects.
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MUNICIPAL STORM WATER AND URBAN RUNOFF DISC.HARGES
WITHIN LOS ANGELES COUNTY, AND

THE CITIES OF LOS ANGELES COUNTY
[EXCLUDING THE CITY OF LONG BEACH]

Pro~lram Ke), Enhancements Proposed for Renewed Permit

Public Information and 1. Targeted Outreach: Implement targeted programs that draw on results of the
Participation integrated monitoring program

2. Site Visit Program:
Upgrade commercial/industrial educational site visits to inspections
Revise outreach component to continue business sponsorships

3. Performance: Provide performance standards for each Permittee

IC/ID Elimination 1. Surveying the storm drain:
- Prioritize, and add a performance measure
- Clarify responsibilities among the County and municipalities

2. Non-storm water discharges exempt from prohibition:
- For proposed new categories, provide a supporting rationale and an analysis of

water quality impacts
- For conditioned exemptions, clarify conditions (and obtain Executive Officer

approval
3. Training: Expedite

Public Agency Activities 1. Public Construction Projects
Require public construction projects 1 acre or more to implement construction
and post-construction storm water controls

2. Pesticide Application
- Provide a standardized protocol for the routine and non-routine application
- Prohibit application during rain events forecasted to be greater than 0.25 inches

3. Phase 1 Facilities
Demonstrate that such facilities apply the stricter compliance based on
technology or water quality for Phase 1 facilities

4. Performance
Include appropriate performance standard to measure successful
implementation

Industrial and 1. Develop a stand-alone program component (business educational should remain
Commercial Inspections under PIPP)

2. Include Phase I (including sites with NOIs under State Permit), vehicle repair
shops, vehicle body shops, vehicle parts and accessories, gasoline stations,
restaurants

3. Emphasize issues specific to the watershed and receiving waters impairments by
targeting known or potential sources or sectors (as a way to prioritize the schedule)

4. Continue critical sources identification process to bring new categories of facilities,
if identified, in to the system and address them through a prioritization process or
as designated by WMC
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Commercial Inspection, (iii) Development Planning, (iv) Development Construction, Public
Agency Activities, (v) Public Information/Education, and (vi) Monitoring. O~Jr comments are in
the attachment (and, for your convenience, summarized in a table).

Please note that this review does not in any way restrict our privilege to bring up for discussion
additional subject matters during the permit reissuance process, that have not been
commented upon herein. We intend to conduct a series of work-group meetings to receive
input over the coming months, with Permittee representatives and interested persons, to assist
us in developing permit requirements.

While our comments, which accompany this letter, pertain to the ROWD for Los Angeles
County and incorporated cities for the MS4 permit reissuance, the comments may also be
deemed applicable to common elements in the separate ROWD and sample permit submitted
concurrently by you and the City of Santa Clarita for the Santa Clara Watershed.

If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact me at (213) 576-6510 or Dr. Xavier
Swamikannu at (213) 576-6654.

Sincerely,

ORIGINAL SIGNED BY

Dennis A. Dickerson
Executive Officer

Enclosure

cc: Jorge Leon, Office of Chief Council, State Water Resources Control Board
John Youngerman, Storm Water Section, State Water Resources Control Board
Eugene Bromley, CWA Standards and Permits Office, USEPA Region IX
Laura Gentile, CWA Compliance Office, USEPA Region IX
Mustafa Ariki, Watershed Management Division, County of Los Angeles Department of

Public Works
Perrnittees - See attached Distribution List

California Environmental Protection Agency
***The energy challenge facing California is real Every Californian need~ to take immediate action to reduce ener©, consumption***

***For a list of simple ways to reduce demand and cut your energ~ cost~, see the tips at: http’~/w~,w.swrcb.ca.gov/new~/echalleng~html***

~ Recycled Paper
Our mission i~ to preserve and enhance the quality of California ’$ water resources for the benefit of present and future ~eneration~.
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California Regional Water Quality Control Board
Los Angeles Region

Winston H. Hickox (50 Years Serving Coastal Los Angeles and Ventura Counties) Gray D~vis
GovernorSecretary for 320 W. 4th Street, Suite 200, Los Angeles, California 90013

Environmental Phone (213) 576-6600 FAX (213) 576-6640
Protection intemet Address: htlp://www.swrcb.ca.gov/rwqcb4

March 2, 2001

Harry W. Stone
Director of Public Works
County of Los Angeles, Department of Public Works
900 South Fremont Avenue, P.O. Box 1460
Alhambra, CA 91802-1460

REVIEW OF THE REPORT OF WASTE DISCHARGE FOR THE REISSUANCE OF THE
MUNICIPAL STORM WATER PERMIT FOR LOS ANGELES COUNTY AND CITIES IN LOS
ANGELES COUNTY.

Dear Mr. Stone:

Thank you for submitting, on January 31, 2001, the Report of Waste Discharge (ROWD) for
reissuance of the Los Angeles County Municipal Storm Water Permit (Los Angeles County MS4
permit), and a sample MS4 permit. The County of Los Angeles and Cities (except the City of
Long Beach) are covered under Board Order No. 96-054, which expires on July 30, 2001.

Federal regulations at 40 CFR 122.21(d) require that the ROWD be submitted at least 180 days
prior to the MS4 permit expiration date and that the permitting authority respond as to its
completeness. The US Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA), in addition, has issued
guidelines for review and consideration of MS4 permit reapplications. (61 Fed Reg. 41697).

The purpose of our review and comment is to: (i) identify possible gaps in the application, (ii)
suggest potential areas for improvement in program implementation and the Storm Water
Quality Management Plan (SQMP), (iii) recommend a direction in monitoring to emphasize
identification and control of pollutant sources and eliminate the causes of receiving water
impairment, (iv) invite input on objective measures of successful program implementation (i.e.
performance standards), and (v) highlight subject areas for further discussion during permit
reissuance. Our comments are also intended to communicate Board staff strategy to update
the Los Angeles County MS4 permit in accordance with current laws and policies and provide
Permittees the opportunity to provide any additional information that will assist Board staff in
permit development. During permit development, we intend to look at the sample MS4 permit
submitted by Permittees for useful content, but it will not form the basis for developing permit
requirements.

So far as the ROWD and accompanying Storm Water Quality Management Plan (SQMP) did
not include better and improved Best Management Practices (BMPs) for the next permit term,
as required under USEPA’s Interim Permitting Policy (61 Fed. Reg. 43761), the application is
incomplete. Permittees did not demonstrate that they evaluated the monitoring results and
model program implementation experience from the current permit term and utilized them to
propose enhancements to the SQMP for the next permit term. As a result, we identified several
apparent deficiencies in this initial review. Our review of your reapplication evaluated the
following areas of the Los Angeles County MS4 program for consistency with federal and state
storm water regulations: (i) Illicit Connection and Illicit Discharge Elimination, (ii) Industrial

California :Environmental Protection Agency
***The energy challenge facing California is real Every Californian needs to take immediate action to reduce energy consumption***

***For a list of simple ways to reduce demand and cut your energy costs, see the tips at: http://www.swrcb.ca.gov/news/echalleng~html***

~ Recycled Paper
Our mission is to preserve and enhance the quality of California ’~ water resources for the benefit of present and future generations.
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Los Angeles County MS4 Permit - xv - 03/07/01
ROWD - Review

WMAPs: The requirement to develop detailed Watershed Management Area Plans (WMAPs)
is likely to be eliminated, because WMAPs submitted with the ROWD did n’ot demonstrate that
municipalities intend to tailor implementation to accommodate watershed characteristics.
Permittees are invited to submit a separate list of watershed specific programs that are different
than the countywide baseline for consideration [or reference the WMAP page]. Such sub-
programs may de-emphasize some countywide program components, strengthen others, or
offer a wholly new augmentation.

TMDL Provisions: The tentative permit is likely to include provisions that will require Permittees
to: (i) modify the SQMP within 180 days of approval of a TMDL, pursuant to the procedures
established under state and federal law and regulations, and (ii) implement a program to
achieve pollutant load reductions as specified in the TMDL.
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LARWQCB Programs Page 1 of 1

~ EO Report LARWOCB Programs    i Meetings Public

Proposed Renewal Schedule (as of March 2, 2001) "

02-14-01: Meet with Executive Advisory Gommittee (EAC)

03-02-01 : Issue ROWD comment letter

03-14-01: EAC meeting, 1:30 at LA County Department of Public Works (DPW) in Alhambra

03-15-01: "Preliminary" draft/staff report ready for review

03-22-01 : Meet with subcommittee of permittees to review preliminary draft

04-02-01: Issue first draft of permiVstaff report (containing technical basis)        ’

04-11-01 : EAC meeting, 1:30 at LA County DPW in Alhambra

04-18-01: Conduct workshop - location to be determined

04-26-01 : Brief Board on renewal process at Board meeting

05-08-01 : Comments on first draft due

05-09-01 : EAC meeting, 1:30 at LA County DPW in Alhambra

06-01-01 : Issue final draft of permit and staff report, including responses to initial comments

06-13-01 : EAC meeting, 1:30 at LA County DPW in Alhambra

07-06-01 : Final written comments due

07-11-01 : EAC meeting, 1:30 at LA County DPW in Alhambra

07-18-01 : Issue "Response to Comments" to public and to Board

07-26-01: Propose adoption at Board meeting

>>Storm Water Home <<

EO Report I LARWQCB Programs I Meetings I Public Notices I Board Members I Regional Maps I Staff
Directory I News I Mission Statement I Directions I Home

For questions or comments, please contact Webmaster
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Municipal Storm Water Permit
Los Angeles County and Cities

Presentation to the Southern California Council of ¯
Governments
April 17, 2001

Xavier Swamikannu
California Regional Water Quality Control Board, Los

Angeles Region

Storm Water Program
Background

¯ Clean Water Act Amendments - 1987

¯ Municipal storm water (MS4) Permits
~ LA County issued in 1990; Reissued 1996 ;

Scheduled for Reissuance 2001
~ Long Beach issued 1999;

¯ Statutory standard - reduce pollutants to the
Maximum Extent Practicable (MEP)

¯ Water quality standards must be attained
where required by regulatory agency
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Federal Regulations

¯ Reduce pollutants from residential/
commercial areas (40 CFR 122.26 (d)
(2)(iv)(A))

¯ Control illicit connections and illegal dumping
(40 CFR 122.26 (d)(2)(iv)(B))

Federal Regulations

¯ Control pollutants from municipal and
industrial facilities (40 CFR 22.26 (d)(2)(iv)(C))

¯ Control pollutants from construction sites (40
CFR 22.26 (d)(2)(iv)(D))

¯ Implement and enforce controls for new
development / significant redevelopment
40CFR 122.26 (d)(2)(iv)(A)(2)

2
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Municipal
Storm Water Program

¯ Public Agency Activities

¯ Development Planning / Construction

¯ Illicit Connections / Discharges

¯ Public Education /Information

Municipal Storm Water
Monitoring Program

¯ Critical Sources Characterization

¯ Mass Emissions Monitoring

¯ BMP Effectiveness Evaluation

¯ Receiving Water Impact Assessment

3
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Proposed
Reissuance Schedule

Meetings with Permittee sub-group [Feb-April]
Release First Draft [April 13]
Staff Workshop [April 24]
Meetings to review comments [May-June]
Issue Final Draft and Response to Comments
[June 8]
Propose adoption at Public Hearing [July 26]

Proposed Program
Enhancements

Public Information and Participation Program
~ Outreach specific to pollutant of concern
~ Corporate Outreach
~ Business Assistance Program

Industrial/Commercial Inspection
)) Inspection [rather than site-visits]
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Proposed Program
Enhancements (cont’d)

Development Planning
>>Peak discharge control to protect habitat
>>Numerical mitigation criteria not applied to hillside

developments less than 10,000 sq. ft.
>>Flow based BMP design criteria added
>> Gas stations subject to mitigation if threshold [100

or more ADT] exceed
>> Industrial/Commercial threshold [to 40,000 sq.

ft.]added
>>General Plan update [five years]
>>Develop Technical Guidance

Proposed Program
Enhancements (cont’d)

Development Construction
>> Specific requirements for projects 1 acre or more

Public A,qency Activities
~ Apply same standard as private construction

~> Apply same standard as private development
planning

>> Obtain coverage suspended under ISTEA for all
public industrial activity/construction projects
[March 10, 2003]

5
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Proposed Program
Enhancements (cont’d)

Illicit Connection/Discharge Elimination
Priority Screening

Monitorin.q Program
Toxicity Reduction Evaluations
Tributary/Source Identification
Urban Stream Bioassessment
BMP Effectiveness Study

Summary

Third generation
Basic model programs already in place
Consistent with U.S. EPA’s ’Interim
Permitting Strategy’
Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL)
component
Builds on success
Remedies shortcomings

6
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2001 DRAFT NPDES PERMIT

L.A.C.F.C.D., LOS ANGELES COUNTY AND
iNCORPORATED CITIES

COMPARISONS WITH THE LOS ANGELES
NTY FLOOD CONTROL DISTRICT’S 1996

NPDES PERMIT’S REPORT OF WASTE
DISCHARGE DATED FEBRUARY 1, 2001



STREET SWEEPING

DRA The draftpermit has a tiered-street sweeping

PERM program with the highest.[’requen~:v o.[’street
sweephtg of at least four times pet" month.

L.A. The ROWD does not have a tiered-street sweeping
ROW program. Instead, we require curbed streets to be

swept approximately once per month.



CATCH BASIN CLEANING

A catch basin must be cleaned att.!,time that it is 40%
full.

L.A. Only priority catch basins must be cleaned once they
ROW a~e 50% full. All other catch basins need to be

cleaned once per year.



PUBLIC INFORMATION AND PARTICIPATION

DR/~ The Principal Permf~tee ~ha!! inxure a minimum
PERI 35 million &tpressio.s per

L.A. Each Permittee shah ensure a minimum of 50
RO’ million impressions per year (see Performance

Standards).



INDUSTRIAL/COMMERCIAL
INSPECTION PROGRAM

OPAl This is an inspectio~ program that requires
PER enforcement.

L.A. Thi~ is an educational site visit program that does
ROW not require enforcement.



DEVELOPMENT PLANNING PROGRAM

The Standard Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plan
(SUSMP) applies to aH new projects.

L.A. BA, The SUSMP applies to discretionary and
ROW redevelopment projects only.



CONSTRUCTION SITES PROGRAM

Local Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plans
(SWPPPs) are required for constrt~ction pro.iects that
will result ht soil disturbance o.[l acre or more.

~.~. SWPPPs are required for priority construction
~0~ projects that will result in a soil disturbance of 2

aCI~S 01" mol~.



ILLICIT CONNECTIONS AND DISCHARGES

The State Board mustperm# ato~ stream diversions.

L.A. The first six exempt discharges of the ROWD are
ROW similar to the Draft Permit’s exempt discharges.



ILLICIT CONNECTIONS AND DISCHARGES (cont’d)
EXEMPTIONS SUBJECT TO CONDITIONS

ORAl
T.lte draftp..ermit lists deq()r.ativ.e fimntai.ns attd~R stdewa[k rtnsing as contlttlonal exemptions.

Discharges from potable water sources,
2. Gradin~ drains,
3. Emergency floor drains,
4. Street washing,
5. Wash water runojj tom the clean"
f!_ghqqg vehtcles, . ~f fi mg of fire
6. Sidewalk washing,_ and
7.. Wash water rundff .of blood a.nd oth.er human.
ttss..ues from the cleaning of acctdent sttes or acct,    1
spills.



PUBLIC AGENCY ACTIVITIES-FUELiNG
AREAS & MAINTENANCE AREAS

.Prohibition of untreated stormwater runoff from
fueling areas and repair/maintenance areas.~)r
vehicle maintenance and repair.facilities does not
differentiate between new and existing facilities.

Prohibition of untreated stormwater runoff from
~./~. fueling areas and repair/maintenance areas for

ROll vehicle maintenance and repair facilities only
applies to new facilities.



PUBLIC AGENCY ACTIVITIES
SAW-CUTTING

Prohibition of street saw-cutting wastes from
PERM entering the storm drain at all times.

L.A. Avoidance of street saw-cutting and paving during
ROWl storm events that will carry the debris.



RECEIVING WATER LIMITATIONS

Impairment ~f a receiving water bod.v by MS4
discharges need not be substantiated with scient~[ic
research.

L.A. Impairment of a receiving water body by MS4

ROW discharges need to be substantiated with scientific
research.



TRAINING

Generally requires Permittee’s sta.[f to be trained
within three to six months of perm# adoption.

L.A. Generally requires Permittee’s staff to be trained
ROWI within one year of permit adoption.



PESTICIDES/HERBICIDES

Application of pesticides/herbicides cannot be done
PERM during rain events.

L.A. BA Application of pesticides/herbicides may not be
ROWI applied if storm event results in runoff



TMDLS

"The .Principal Permittee shah modi~[j~ the
Stormwater Quality Management Plan (SQMP) to

~RAI comply with waste load allocations developed and
PERM approved pursuant to the process for the designation

and implementation of Total Daily hlaximum Loads
(TMDLs) for impaired water bodies."

This permit does not contain language that requires
the revision of the Stormwater Quality Management
Plans (SQMPs) when a new TMDL regulation is
adopted.



2001 DRAFT NPDES PERMIT

PUBLIC WORKS

END OF PRESENTATION



Watershed h i an:\ ement:
A New Appr,)ach for Local Government,-

Lt~cal .oo\.e}nments that u.~e a wa- Flonda. a large growing county with try and quanntv t.-sue:. The c,,unt~
tershed approach recogm:e that the an esnmated populanon of 234,500,ha~ worked in cooperanon
pr,~tectu~n and restoration of water descnbed thmr watershed approach vanous partner~. ~uch a- w~rh
resource~ requires multi-juris&c- that mcorporates land use plan-City of Gmnesvdle and the upper
nonal c,~,~eration and stakeholderrang. re~ulanon, restoration, acqui- Chattahoochee R~ver Basin Group.
~nv,~tvement. The, approach ~ smon and partnerships to manage The Ct~v ,~fW~[ham>bur~ > u--
e-pecmllv needed t,~ addre~ th~ the community’s increasing de- tng a regional watershed appr, mch_
~--uc- ,,f n,m-point s~urces of mands t~r water. Some of the lnt- ~o stormwater ll~,lna~emcnt. The
poliun~n that result t}om u~an and t~am’e~ the c~untv has been a part-City adopted ~ts 5tornmate~M,m-
,~ncultural run-,~ff. The watershed of ~nclude the storage and recoverT agement Plan tn 1~o2 and
appr,~ach depend, on a specific ~et~- of water tk~m aquifers as part of a the use of Cttx owncJ Rc~,
~r,q-h~c t~cu~ that tbllows nature’s thur county ~nmanve, and a local Best Management Pract~cc-
b,,undanc,, ,tr,~n~ ,cience for ,theland acqmsmon program where (BMPs).and a 5tormwater Slana~-
~,,,,I, and re-, ,urce, needed tbr re-- 28,000 acres have been bought andment Ordmance. The c~tv ,electcJ
t,~r,m,,n and protecnon, and part- protected by the countT to date. in remonal BSIP, becau,c th& pr,,-
nor,hip- that transcend pohncal,all pro~ram~, outreach to the pub- moted better 1,rod u~e, pr, wtdc,~
cC,~l~ll~lc and >,~clal boundane~, hc ha, been a cnncal element mbetter maintenance

and were more ac--

thencalh" plcas~n~ and
ec,~nom~cal. [he
developed ~t~ Remonal
~tormwater. ~lana~e-
ment Program
on remonal p,,nd- and
re~erved open ,pace.

Citte~ and
he- connnue t,~ lea0
the way m dem,,n-
stratln~ the el~vlrt}n-
mental. ,,,c~al. and
economic behest,
water>heal
ment. ICM.Aprov~dc-
resource> and helps
share the
k11110~ local ~m’ern-
ment> through
studiea, conference>,
and Web site>. T~,

L,,c,d ~,,vcrnment t~ffic~a], that m,mat,mam~ ],,cal support of water learn more about ICMA’~ g’~ter
rcccntlx attended watershed ctmfer- pr,~tecn,m procram,, programs, contact Barbara Yuhas at
,’nov,. -p,n>,~red by ICMA at the Hall County Georgia ~s also _~_/96_-3~39 or byuhas@icma.og.

Annual V~rmma Watershed tak~nu an ~nte~rated approach
LXmlcrencc and the S~mtheast water~hed manauementthatcreate> Barbara ~i~ha~ ~ d~rec~,r ~q" Natural
kXhter,hed F,~rum, had the opDw- partnership, amon~ local, state, andRes,urces Pro~ams. ICMA.
mm~v to -hare the bene~t~ of thmr remonal parne>. The~e partnersh~p~ DC.
waterd~ed management effort>, have bec,~me ~mportant in devel-
Otncml, t’nm~ Manatee C,,untx’. op~nu local s~lunons m water qual-

P[RFORMA~CE S~ATTERS SPRING 2001
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DRAFT
Pa~.._.. REGIONAL/SUBREGIONAL IMPLEMENTATION PROGRAM

A. The Regional Board encourages the utilization of groups of permittees
and intergovemmental programs for the development and
implementation of storm water programs. This is the most cost-effective
use of public resources when implementing the NPDES Permit, such
that the tax burden on individual property owners and the fiscal impact
on existing government services will be minimized.

Intergovernmental coordination involves combining the resources of
various permittees, cities, Councils of Government, the CoLJnty of Los
Angeles, the Flood Control District and other agencies, such as Caltrans
to implement the NPDES Permit in accordance with maximum extent
practicable standards.

Examples of intergovemmental programs include the improvement of
regional or subregional retention basins, pump stations, storm drains
inserts, storm drain clarifiers, as well as the implementation of storm
water programs and other treatment facilities .approved by the Executive
Officer. The Board especially encourages the use of multi-purpose
open space facilities to implement the NPDES Permit and regional
BMP’s, such as regional parks and athletic fields designed to treat storm
water.

This section specifically recognizes that urban storm water may flow
over many governmental jurisdictional boundaries prior to reaching
waters regulated under the Clean Water Act and the Porter Cologne
Act, and that storm water may pass through local and regional facilities,
including storm drain pipes and retention facilities. The following
regulations are designed to encourage all levels of government, from
local cities, Los Angeles County, State and Federal agencies to form
governmental groups to resolve storm water issues.

Regional and Subregional Implementation Programs (RSIP) provide the
framework to implement the NPDES Permit and TMDL’s in manner
consistent with Federal, State and local regulations. Implementation of
the RSIP by the per

B. Regional/Subregional Implementation Program

A Regional/Subregional Implemenation Program (RSIP) may be
submitted by the intergovemmental organizations, as an alternative to
separate NPDES Permit requirements or TMDL’s as required of each
government entitity. In order to comply with the terms of the individual
NPDES Permit and TMDL’s. The RSIP’s will contain the following:

1. Identification of the Intergovemmental Group (IG)

The application for the RSIP shall identify the Intergovemmental Group
(IG) who will be subject to the RSIP. The application shall identify the
lead agency who will be responsible for coordination of the IG. The
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application shall identify if the IG has any special authority, such as joint
powers authority.

2. Implementation Plan Components

The application shall consist of the following components and shall be
accompanied with a detailed description of the programs and facilities
the IG will utilize, modify or construct in order to comply with the NPDES
Permit or TMDL.

a) Administrative Component- The Implementation Program
includes an administrative component describing any new
ordinances, resolutions or policies and staffing necessary for
implementation.

b) Program Component- The Implementation Program may
include revised existing and new programs necessary for
implementation.

c) Capital Improvement Program - The application may include a
capital improvement program, detailing both minor and major
facilities that would be constructed for implementation.

d) Time Schedule - The application shall be accompanied with a
time schedule for the implementation of the various components,
programs and facilities.

e) Financing Program - The application shall be accompanied with
a financing program explaining how the IG intends to fund the
programs and facilities. The financing program would outline
any State or Federal financial assistance, new fees, taxes or
assessments. The financial program must document baseline
services, such as public safety and public works. The financing
program shall indicate if the IG is required to impose new fees,
assessment or taxes to implement the RSlP.

3. Voter Approval of Financing Program

It is recognized that a public vote may be required to impose new fees,
assessments or taxes to implement the RSIP. If determined that vote is
required, the application shall be accompanied by an election schedule
of when the IG will schedule the new fees, taxes or assessments for a
vote of the electorate. Additional State required programs, in excess of
the available resources as determined by the local electorate, shall only
be implemented when State or Federal funding is made available.

4. Mitigation Fees - Regional Storm Water Impact Fees

The IG may design a regional fee mechanism, to deal with waivers that
are granted under the NPDES permit and applicable TMDL’s, where a
waiver for impracticability or a threat to ground water has been granted.
The regional fee should also take into account situations where off-site
fees are required due to loss of environmental habitat should on-site
mitigation be required. The regional fee may also be used as a levy on
new development in order to provide a funding mechanism for the
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installation of regional/subregional storm water treatment facilities and
other RSIP capital improvements.

Pursuant to Government Code Section 66000-66011, the IG must
establish the following:

a. Identify the purpose of the fee.
b. Identify the use to which the fee is to be put (e.g. public facilities

or programs must be identified).
c. Determine how there is a reasonable relationship between the

fee’s use and the type of project on which the fee is imposed.
d. Determine there is a reasonable relationship between the need

for the program or facility and the type of project on which the fee
is imposed.

The IG must also deposit, invest, account for and expend the mitigation
fee pursuant to Government Code Section 66006. The 1(3 must also
make findings once each fiscal year regarding any portion of the
mitigation fee remaining unexpended or uncommitted pursuant to
Government Code Section 66001(d).

The 1(3 must also refund any unexpended or uncommitted mitigation fee
after five years receipt (Government Code Section 66001(e). The IG
must also adopt a plan indicating on which capital improvement or
program the fee will be expended (Government Code Section 66006(b).

5. RSIP Review Standards

The Executive Officer shall utilize the following standards to review and
approve individual RSIP applications:

a. The RSIP significantly complies with the intent of the NPDES
Permit and applicable TMDL.

b. The RSIP has incorporated to the maximum extent practicable
current programs and technologies.

c. The RSIP will be implemented in manner consistent with the time
periods imposed by the NDPES Permit and applicable TMDL.

6. Amendments to the RSIP

The Executive Officer may approve or disapprove of amendments to the
RSIP. The IG must provide documentation that:

a. The proposed amendment will meet or exceed the objectives of
the original NPDES or TMDL component, program or schedule;
or

b. The fiscal burden of the original NPDES or TMDL component,
program or schedule is substantially greater than the proposed
amendment and does not achieve a substantially greater
improvement in water quality.
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FT
The Executive Officer may eliminate any NPDES or TMDL component
or program, if the IG can document that:

a. The component or program is not technically feasible and no
substitute is available, or

b. The cost of implementation outweighs the benefits to the
receiving waters.               -

7. Administrative Review Process

The administrative review process formalizes the procedures for review
and acceptance of the RSIP and any amendments to an approved
RSIP. In addition, it provides a method to resolve differences in
interpretation of the RSIP components between the Executive Officer,
the Regional Board and the IG.

RSIP Application and Amendments to an Approved RSIP

a. Determine Application Complete - The Executive Officer shall
notify the IG in writing within 30 days after the filing of the RSIP if
the application has been determined to be complete. If
determined to be incomplete, the letter shall outline the items
that the IG will need to supply in order to complete the
application.

b. Resubmittal of the Application - The Executive Officer shall
notify the IG within 30 days after resubmittal of the application.
The 30-day review pedod shall apply to all resubmittals.

c. Approval or Disapproval of the RSIP - The Executive Officer
shall have 60 days in which to either approve or disapprove of
the RSIP. The IG shall be notified in writing of the reasons for
either approval or disapproval.

d. Appeals to the Regional Board - The IG shall have 30 days from
receipt of the Executive Officer’s letter to appeal the action of the
Executive Officer. The IG shall notify the Board in writing of the
reasons for the appeal and any action that the IG wants the
Board to consider.

e. Appeal Hearing - The Executive Officer shall set the appeal for a
Board public heanng item, within 60 days receipt of the wdtten
appeal from the IG. The appeal headng date may be extended
upon mutual agreement between the Executive Officer and the
IG.

f. Interpretations of the RSIP Components - The IG may file a
written appeal to any determination made by the Executive
Officer in implementing the RSIP. The Executive Officer shall
set public heanng regarding the Board under Section Five,
Subsection B, 7e. above.

8. RSIP Enforcement/Legal Indemnity

Violations of any provision of an approved RSIP shall be subject to the
provisions of Part 6, Section O, Standard Provisions of this Permit. In
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order to encourage and to provide an incentive to cost-effective
regional/subregional programs, the State will provide legal indemnity to
the IG, when civil litigation arises in the good faith implementation of an
approved RSIP.
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Arcadia Re.qional/Subre,qional Implementation
Artesia Pro.qrams
Bellflower
Bell Gardens The CPR Amendment to the NPDES PermitBurbank
CerTitos
Commerce What is the Coalition and what the Coalition’s Goals?
Compton
Diamond Bar ¯ Coalition for Practical Regulation is a group of 35 Los Angeles
Downey County cities, representing 1.7 million residents, committed toHawaiian Gardens
Industry finding cost-effective regional solutions to improve storm water
Irwindale quality.
La Canada~Flintridge
LaMirada ¯ The Coalition cities are concerned about the high cost of
Lakewood implementing new storm water programs. The cities areLawndate
Monrovia equally concerned over "unfunded" mandated storm water
Montebello programs, which could result in the reduction of existing city
Norwalk programs, if new revenues are not provided. The cities and
Palos Verdes Estates Los Angeles County have been hit hard by the State "take
Paramount
PicoRivera away" of local property taxes - now totaling $1.8 billion
Pomona annually.
Rancho Palos Verdes
Rosemead ¯ The Coalition believes that all the stakeholders, including the
Santa Fe Springs cities, Los Angeles County and the State, need to find practical
San Gabriel
Sierra Madre and cost.effective solutions to storm water quality problems.
Signal Hill
South Gate Does the Draft NPDES Permit propose regional solutions?
Vernon
Walnut ¯ The Draft Permit says that cities "will work couperad~ely" toWhittier

control storm water pollution from one jurisdiction to another
through "cooperative agreements." The Draft Permit provides a
limited framework on how this cooperation is to occur. (Page 6
#17)

¯ The Draft Permit has only a few examples of regional
approaches - such as public information programs and a
"Countywide Hotline" for reporting complaints. The Draft Permit
discusses the need for cities to "coordinate regional and local
outreach and education to reduce duplication of efforts". (Pages

2175 Cherry Avenue i Signal Hill, CA 90806 i (562) 989-7302 i (562) 989-7393 F~x
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21-25, Part 4A). The Draft permit provides no further guidance on other
regional cost-effective programs.

The Draft Permit in principal "supports a Watershed Management
Approach", to encourage cost-effective programs, through "interagency
agreements". However, the permit is vague on how these principals are
translated into government action. (Page 9, #32)

¯ "Watershed Management" is limited in the Draft to committees comprised
of various cities in each of the five watersheds. These committees are
designed to collect information and to further the proposal to force the
cities to perform the State’s Industrial and Commercial storm water
inspection and enforcement program. The committees are to exchange
information, prioritize pollution control efforts, monitor implementation
annually and identify additional sites for inspections (Pages 15-16, Part
3A, B&C).

¯ The Draft requires that the cities amend the Storm Water Quality
Management Plan (SQMP) to "incorporate regional provisions, such as
"watershed specific requirements". However, the five watersheds are
huge geographic areas, over 3,100 square miles in the entire area. They
have different topographies, infrastructures, development patterns and
needs. The Draft Permit should provide flexibility for cities in the various
watersheds to join together in smaller more manageable groups to
address specific permit requirments. (Page 17, Part 3F)

¯ The Draft Permit has no mechanism that requires that other government
agencies work with the cities to implement storm water programs.
Examples would include programs that combine resources with Caltrans,
various school districts, community college districts, other special
districts and federal facilities.

The CPR Amendment Provides a Management Framework for
Regional/Subregional Solutions to Storm Water Quality Issues

¯ The Coalition proposes a specific, amendment to the Draft NPDES
Permit that encourages groups of cities to form partnerships with Los
Angeles, County, the State and other agencies to plan and implement
regional/subregional storm water programs.

¯ Known as the RSIP - or Regional/Subregional Implemenation Program -
the RSIP provides the framework to encourage regional cooperation for
implementing clean water goals and programs. RSlPs would promote
cost-effective solutions, with problem solving groups of cities and other
agencies
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¯ Cities have a good track recorcl of solving regional issues in a cost-
effective manner, in problem solving groups. Examples include local
government’s joint response to natural disasters such as wildfires and
earthquakes.

¯ The RSIP will encourage government to coordinate and combine limited
resources, in order to implement programs with the least financial effect
on residents, businesses and taxpayers.

How does the RSIP work? What are its Components?

¯ Cities and other agencies will "self-form" into groups with common
interests, issues, drainage watersheds and shared storm water
infrastructure. Cities will still be responsible for permit compliance,
however joint efforts will provide consistent and efficient program
implementation.

¯ Once the groups of cities and other agencies "self-form", they will submit
a Regional/Subregional Impementation Program to the Regional Board.
The RSIP would be a storm water master plan, based on the application
of the maximum extent practicable standard (MEP) to storm water
programs. The MEP is what is technically achievable and financially
responsible, non-numeric criteria applied to all municipal storm water
discharges through the implementation of best management practices.

¯ The RSIP would be approved by the Regional Board and would consist
of four main components:

1. Administrative Programs - such as joint illicit connection removal
programs;

2. Capital Improvements and Program Elements - such as regional
storm water treatment facilities or programs;

3. Time schedule for implementation; and
4. Financing Plan that would detail funding.

¯ The RSIP recognizes that new local taxes and assessments for clean
water programs may require voter approval.

¯ The RSIP allows local government the flexibility of determining if the
programs will be implemented with existing resources or new resources.
It also allows for State and federal funding if programs are required
above the local resource level.
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RSIP allows for impact fees to fund regionallsubregional projects

The RSIP provides a framework for the levy of a regional development
impact fee, to deal with waivers that are granted under the NPDES
permit, where implementation of storm water programs would be
impractical or threaten ground water quality.

¯ The storm water impact fee could also be used to install
regional/subregional storm water capital improvements or storm water
programs.

Participation in the RSIP protects communities and tax payers from
litigation

Cities and agencies that form regional/subregional groups, submit RSIP’s and
work under a Board approved RSIP, will be deemed in compliance with the
NPDES permit. The Board would retain the ability to levy fines for non-
compliance, but third party litigation would be excluded.

Regional Implementation time frames in the Draft Permit are unrealistic

The Draft NPDES permit proposes that the cities amend the SQMP in 180 days
to include regional programs. It may take cities in the various watersheds
several months to organize and study regional issues. Additional time would be
necessary to design and finding the funding necessary for regional storm water
programs. (Page 17, Part 3F)

Interesting Storm Water Facts

# of Catch Basins in Los Angeles River Watershed Only - 150,000

Estimated installation costs of catch basin inserts in Los Angeles River
Watershed - $120 million

Estimated annually maintenance costs of catch basin inserts in the Los Angeles
River Watershed - $60 million.

Interesting Coalition Facts

Population of Coalition Cities - 1,668,837

Square Miles of Coalition Cities - 275.4
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Arcadia Proposed Shift of the State’s Storm Water Inspection
Artesia and Enforcement Program to the Cities
Bellflower
Bell Gardens What is the State Proposing?
Burbank
Cerritos
Commerce The Draft NPDES Permit would shift the responsibility for industrial
Compton and commercial storm water inspections and enforcement programs
Diamond Bar from the State to the cities. The State was required in 1989 to develop
Downey a program for industrial and commercial storm water permits. Fees
Hawaiian Gardens
Industry collected by the State range from $250 to $10,000 per storm water
Irwindale permit. The State is currently responsible for reviewin plans, issuance
La Canada~Flintridge of permits, inspections and legal enforcement, including levying fines
La Mirada and prosecuting violators.
Lakewood
Lawndale What are commercial and industrial sites?Monrovia
Montebello
Norwalk Commercial sites include automotive related businesses, retail gas
Palos VerdesEstates outlets, auto body shops, motor vehicle parts and accessories
Paramount facilities. Commercial sites include all restaurants. The commercial
Pico Rivera inspection program is actually "open ended", in that the ExecutivePomona
Rancho PalosVerdes Officer can add, at any time, "other commercial facilities that
Rosemead contribute or potentially contribute" to storm water pollution (Page 26,
Santa Fe Springs Section 3).
San Gabriel
Sierra Madre Industrial sites are permitted and inspected by the State under the
Signal Hill
South Gate Phase I NPDES Permit. Sites include refineries and other heavy
Vernon industries. Under the inspection and enforcement program, cities will
Walnut be required to inspect industrial sites and designate appropriate
Whittier BMP’s (Best Management Practices) for businesses. (Page 27,

Section 4

Cities are being ordered to become the "storm water pofice"

The permit states that cities must have the ability to enter onto private
property to inspect businesses for compliance with State approved
storm water plans. The permit states that cities must possess the
"ability to carry out all inspection, surveillance and monitoring." Cities
will need to determine if non-compliant sites create an "adverse

2175 Cherry Avenue $ Signal Hill, CA 90806 ~ (562) 989-7302 ~ (562) 989-7393 Fax
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Inspection Shift
Page 2

impact or nuisance". The criteria or testing procedures to determine whether
the site is a nuisance are undefined. (Page 29, Section 7) The cities must also
"possess the authority to enter, sample, inspect, review and copy records, and
require regular reports" from local businesses. (Page 19, Section Gl(n).

Cities will be inspecting sites, even if there is no evidence of non-storm
water discharges into the local storm drains.

The Permit requires that commercial and industrial facilities be investigated,
"regardless of exposure or non-exposure" of storm water pollution. Cities will be
required to establish inspection frequencies with the Regional Board. The
permit calls for at least one inspection within the first 24 months for each
commercial and industrial site. The permit has a minimum of not less that two
inspections for each site during the five-year life of the NPDES permit. (Page
27-28, Section 5)

Inspectors will be required to .provide oral notification of a "adverse impact or
nL:isance" to the Board within 24 hours. Inspectors must provide oral
notification of "non-compliance" sites within three days. The inspectors are to
follow up oral reports with written reports, in the next five days. Cities are then
to enforce the violations through "ordinances or other regulatory mechanisms",
including "sanctions to ensure compliance". (Page 28, Sections 6 & 7).

What are the major problems with shifting the inspection and enforcement
program to the cities?

Shifting of the inspection and enforcement responsibility to the cities presents
several problems:

¯ No Le,qal Basis to Mandate Local Inspections & Enforcement - The
State entered into an MOA (Memorandum of Agreement) with the
USEPA in 1989 to administer the NPDE,£ Program. This included the
requirement that the State develop stornq water permits and conduct
storm water inspections for specified Industrial and Commercial
facilities.

¯ No Legal Authority to Enter Businesses- Cities do not have the legal
authority to enter onto private property to enforce a State storm water
permit. Cities have to obtain search warrants to enter private
property. Case law limits cities to pursuing code enforcement based
on the rule of what can be observed from the city right-of-way.
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Inspection Shift
Page 3

Unfunded Inspections - The State is proposing no funding to the
cities for the costs of the new inspection program. The business
community would object to the additional levy of a city storm water
fees, since they are already paying fees to the State. Cities will be
required to fund new staffing for inspectors or contract with consultant
inspection firms.

¯ Unfunded Leqal Enforcement - Cities must rely on the cumbersome
municipal code violation process, which includes filing of charges with
city prosecutors or the district attorney. Violations could then end up
in expensive court cases. The State is proposing no funding for
prosecution and court expenses.

¯ Unfunded Surveillance, Monitorin,q and Health Risk Assessments -
Most cities do not have the resources or expertise to complete the
health risk assessments and the monitoring required to determine if
an "adverse impact or nuisance" exists in storm water. Consultant
expertise will most likely be required. Cities do not have storm water
"surveillance" programs for local businesses. The State proposes no
funding for the surveillance, monitoring or health risk assessments.

¯ Unknown Amount and Frequency of Inspections - Cities are not
aware of the number of State issued Industrial/Commercial permits in
their jurisdiction. The number of inspections is open-ended. The
Executive Officer may add sites that "contribute or potentially
contribute" to storm water pollution during the five-year life of the
NPDES Permit.

¯ Third Party Liti,qation - By placing the inspection and enforcement
requirement into the NPDES Permit, cities will be exposed to third
party litigation and State fines. Cities would be subjected to fines and
litigation, if inspection and enforcement programs were not
considered "sufficient" by the Board or any individual or third party.
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Inspection Shift
Page 4

Conclusion

The State industrial and commercial inspection program is contained in a MOA
between the State and USEPA. The Coalition is opposed to this shift of
inspection and enforcement responsibility, since the NPDES Permit has not
addressed the following issues:

There is no legal authority in the Clean Water Act or in the Porter-Cologne
Act that requires the Cities to take over the inspection and enforcement of
industrial and commercial storm water permits.

The cities are being asked to inspect and enforce State permits they have
neither reviewed, nor issued.

¯ The inspection and enforcement program will be very expensive to revenue
starved cities. The cities do not have the resources for surveillance, water
testing and other requirements. This is another example of an unfunded
State mandate on the cities.

¯ Placing the inspection and enforcement program into the NPDES Permit will
subject the cities to Board fines and third-party litigation, even when a City
attempts to implement the program in "good faith".

R0001802



Dan Raaulescu - SCAG Committee Meeting .... Page 1

From: Xavier Swamikannu
To: internet:griset@scag.ca.gov
Date: 4/17/01 2:59PM
Subject: SCAG Committee Meeting

Dan:

I want to thank you for inviting me to today’s meeting to present. Attached to your handout was a draft
copy of a municipal storm water permit. I was under the mis-impression that it was the Regional Board’s
Draft Permit. In fact, it is a copy of a sample permit submitted to us by Permittees in January

I do not want anyone to waste their time reviewing a draft that is different from the one officially released
by the Regional Board for comment. The official copy can be found by visiting the Regional Boards
website at:

http://www.swrcb.ca.qov/rwqcb4/html/pro,qrams/Stormwater/stormwater.html

Please communicate my concerti to all attendees on your sign-in list to the extent possible.

Thank you.

Xavier

***The energy challenge facing California is real. Every Californian needs to take immediate action to
reduce energy consumption***
***For a list of simple ways to reduce demand and cut your energy costs, see the tips at:
http://www.swrcb.ca.gov/news/echallenge.html ***

Dr. Xavier Swamikannu
Storm Water Program
CalEPA - RWQCB - Los Angeles
320 W. 4th Street
Los Angeles, CA 90013

e-mail: xswami@rb4.swrcb.ca.gov
phone: (213)576-6654

CC: Carlos Urrunaga; Dan Radulescu; Wendy Phillips
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Bellflower ~^=M~re ennis A Dickerson ~ °
Bell Gardens ~.utive Officer ~ ~/" \
Burbank LARWQCB
Cerritos 320 W. 4th Street, Suite 200
Commerce Los Angeles, CA 90013 \Compton
Diamond Bar Re: Tentative Agenda - NPDES ......Workshop~- Coalition ConcernsDowney
Hawaiian Gardens
Industry Dear Mr. Dickerson: \
Irwindale
La Canada~Flintridge The Coalition for Practical Regulation " represen~ 35 Los Angeles County
La Mirada cities, who are Permittees under the Los Angeles County Storm Water
Lakewood Permit. We are in receipt of your April 4, 2001, l’Tentative Agenda" for the
Lawndale public workshop on the NPD,ES .Permit Ren.e.~l. This letter is sent to
Monrovia request your direction on how best to present the Coalition’s comments on
Montebello the proposed NPDES Permit, since your agenda does not include items for

ParamountPal°sN°rwalkverdes Estates
discussion involving many issues of concern to the cities.

Pico Rivera We also want to express our concern over the limited time we have had to
Pomona review the permit, as the workshop has been scheduled less than two weeks (~
Rancho Palos Verdes from the release of an 86 page draft permit. Given the length of the draft
Rosemead permit and given that there are some 84 Permittees that need to review it,
Santa Fe Springs less than eleven working days of time is not sufficient to allow for a complete
San Gabriel dialogue at the workshop.
Sierra Madre
Signal Hill The Coalition wants to work with you to make the public comment pedod as
South Gate productive as possible, and to fully hear and understand our concerns.Vernon
Walnut Regardless of when the workshop goes forward, the draft agenda appears
Whittier somewhat limited in scope. It divides the time your staff will take to present

the permit, with the time allowed for public comments. The agenda is
arranged into five limited categories that do not address many of the
concerns of the Permittees. In addition, we do not know how much time
your staff will take to present the issues, but it appears that the public
comment period is very limited. For example - your category to present your

/ll~., ~.~l~/l~f(~/i r"" recommended shifting of the State’s insoection and enforcement-
responsibilities to ~,he cities is limited to 40 minutes for both staff

,,~/)~ {,/ presentations and public comment. The cities have significant concerns with
this major program shift, and 40 minutes does not appear to be sufficient
time to clarify your intentions and present our concerns.

2175 Cherry Avenue $ Signal Hill, CA 90806 $ (562) 989-7302 $ (562) 989-7393 Fax
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Mr. Dennis Dickerson
Workshop Concerns
Page 2

We will be requesting clarification and presenting our concerns in the following areas.
We need your direction on which sections of your agenda you wish us to speak under.
We have a number of major questions with the proposed NPDES Permit at this time,
but will likely have more once we have had sufficient time to review the draft. Our
major items of concern at this time are as follows:

Maximum Extent Practicable Standard

! ,~,~i~Lj~P"~I,)L~
Shifting of Inspection and Enforcement Responsibilities/Fiscal

Impact of the shift on Cities                            ~ ={’~"
Unfunded Mandates-
Cost-Benefit Analysis of New Regulations                     ~j
Unrealistic Permit Implementation Schedules
Improper Expansion of the SUSMP and Development Programs
Lack of Administrative Appeal and "Meet & Confer" Process
TMDL Implementation Concerns
Lack of a Regional Approach
Lack of Authority Issues and/or Exceeding the Board’s Legal

Authority

We very much appreciate the opportunity to provide our comments to Board staff, and
sincerely want to work with you to make the public comment period at the workshop
both efficient and productive. We look forward to hearing from you with respect to
these issues. Please do not hesitate to contact me if you need additional information
or have any questions. I can be reached at 562-989-7302. Thank you for your
attention to these important matters.

Sincerely,

Kenneth C. Fa~
City Manager ~
Signal Hill

cc: CPR Steering Committee
CPR Members       ~,~’tf ~-f""
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¯                              BAY WATERSHED COUNCIL MEETING

~ Thursday, April 19, 2001
9:30 am to 12:00 noon

s,.=.~a-, Loyola Marymount University
O ,~kT St. Robert’s Auditorium

7900 Loyola Blvd.
Restoration
PROJECT Los Angeles, CA 90045

(for directions,.see attached map)
Contact: Stefanie Hada @ (213) 576,6615

AGENDA

1. Welcome and Introductions, Burt Margolin, Chair

2. Revisions/Approval of Agenda

3. Approval of minutes of February 1, 2001 meeting
Attachment 3

4. Consent Items
a) A Resolution to Provide for the Membership of the Ballona Wetlands Foundation on the Bay

Watershed Council--Attachment 4.a.
b) A Resolution to Formalize the Appointments of the Steering Committee of the Bay Watershed

Council-Attachment 4.b.

5. Santa Monica Bay Restoration Grant Program - Discussion and Action
Marianne Yamaguchi, Director
Attachment 5
Action: Consider and approve projects for Proposition 12 funding.

6. 2001 Municipal Storm Water NPDES Permit Renewal - Presentation and Discussion
Xavier Swammikannu, LA Regional Water Quality Control Board          i
Presentation and Discussion: 40 minutes

7. Clean Beaches Initiative- Update
Mark Gold, Chair, Steering Committee
Marianne Yamaguchi, Director

8. Public Forum ...~
Any member of the pu.blic may have up to three minutes to address the Council on any matter of
concem to the SMBRP.

9. Other Business ,~

10. Adjourn
Next meeting date: June 21, 2001



BAY WATERSHED COUNCIL MEETING
Thursday, April 19th
9:30 AM-12:00 PM

Tt~s meeting will be held on the Loyola Marymount University campus, in the St. Robert’s Auditorium.
Free parking is available in Lot "A", offof Loyola Blvd. and 80th Street.

Driving Directions:

From the North, take 405 Freeway South to Howard Hughes Parkway exit
Proceed up hill to Sepulveda and turn left. Make a right on 83th Street (into a neighborhood). Make
another right on Loyola Blvd and head to the Campus Entrance.

From the South, take 405 Freeway north to the Manchester exit. Turn left on to Manchester and
proceed toward the ocean. Tttrn right on Loyola Blvd (the light before Lincoln) and head to the cam-
pus entrance.

Parking lot "A" is the first lot in frontofthe campus on the left, just past the Kiosk,

LOYOLA MARYMOUNT UNIVERITY - CAMPUS MAP

St. Roberts
Auditorium



MINUTES OF THE TWENTY-FIRST
SANTA MONICA BAY WATERSHED COUNCIL

MEETING
February 1, 2001

1. Welcome and Introduction
Newly crowned Bay Watershed Council Chair Burr Margolin, convened the 21st Bay
Watershed Council meeting at the Marina del Rey Hotel at approximately 9:40 a.m.

Members in Attendance: Representing:
Burr Margolin Chair, BWC
Melinda Bartlett Cit)’ of Los Angeles
Don Wolfe Los Angeles Co. Dept. of Public Works
Rorie Skei Santa Monica Mountains Conservancy
Marvin Smith I~os Angeles Rod and Reel
Kathy Dunbabin Hermosa Beach City Council
Mary Sue Maurer Assemblymember Fran Pavley
Drew Wonacott Los Angeles Co. Dept. of Beaches & Harbors
Joseph Chesler Los Angeles Co. Dept. of Beaches & Harbors
Bob Horvath Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles Co.
Laurie Newman Senator Sheila Kuehl
Jovita Pajarillo US EPA Region 9
Dennis Washburn Calabasas City Council
Marvin Sachse Brash Industries
Mike Frazer Los Angeles Co. Fire Dept. - Lifeguard Div.
Angus Alexander Los Angeles Co. Fire Dept. - Lifeguard Div.
John Dorsey SMBRP Technical Advisory Committee
John Cubit NOAA
David Kay Southern California Edison
Dorothy Green Heal the Bay
Susan Nissman LA Co. Supervisor Zev Yaroslavsky
Susan Lipman City of Culver City
Menerva Daoud Los Angeles Co. Dept. of Public Works
H. David Nahai LA Regional Water Quality Control Bd.
Mark Gold Heal the Bay
Steve Fleischli Santa Monica BayKeeper
Wendy Rains Ballona Wetlands Foundation
Margo Murman RCD of the Santa Monica Mountains
Neil Miller City of Manhattan Beach
Lou Garcia City of Redondo Beach

SMBRP Staff
Marianne Yamaguchi, Stefanie Hada, Miwa Tamanaha, Guangyu Wang, Cathy Chang,
Stephen Groner, Carol Linteau, Jack Topel, Stephanie McDonald, Karen Caesar

2. Approval of Agenda
Agenda was approved.

3. Approval of September 28, 2000 Meeting Minutes
Minutes were approved.
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8. Report on progress re implementation of the Malibu Creek watershed plan
Stephanie McDonald gave a presentation on this topic, outlining the significance of the
watershed, its current and potential land uses, plans to restore it, and key issues. She also
discussed which actions are only making moderate and minimal progress, as well as the top
10 accomplishments and top 10 restoration priorities.

9. Announcement of progress report on storm water management programs in the Santa
Monica Bay watershed.
Cathy Chang gave a presentation on this topic. She discussed the six categories of
stormwater related actions included in the Bay Restoration Plan, their objectives, methods of
evaluation, and the work now in progress. This topic will be revisited at a future meeting.

10. Overview of consent decree regarding the natural resources damanges lawsuit and DDT
contamination of the Palos Verdes Shelf.
John Cubitt from NOAA provided this update. He said the case had been in court for +I0
years, and that it is the biggest natural resource damage assessment since the Exxon Valdez
spill; it was the biggest for a non-oil spill case. He said the consent decree detailing the
settlement should be ready by June to be approved by the court.

11. Governor Davis’ Clean Beach Initiative
Marianne Yamaguchi reported that there is money available to improve our beaches. In order
to take advantage of this great opportunity, we need to work as a group to develop a list of"
projects we want to do in the Los Angeles area. A future meeting was arranged to come up
with ideas.

12. Public Forum

13. Adjourn
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ATTACHMENT 4.a.

Santa Monica Bay Restoration Project
Bay VCatershed Council

Resolution 2001-04

A Resolution to Provide for the Membersh(v of the Ballona Wetlands Foundation
On the Bay Watershed Council

WHEREAS, the Santa Monica Bay Restoration Project is one of twenty-eight programs
created under the U. S. National Estuary Program, per Section 320 of the Federal Water Quality
Act of !987 (PL 100-4), and it is committed to the restoration, conservation, cleanup, protection,
and enhancement of the Santa Monica Bay and the wise use of the resources within its
watershed, and

WHEREAS, the Bay Watershed Council is the official governing body of the Santa
Monica Bay Restoration Project, and its Bylaws provide that the Council may formally invite an
organization to become a member of the Council, and

WHEREAS, the Ballona Wetlands Foundation was created by court-order to preserve
and protect the Ballona Creek tidal wetland ecosystem, a critical and endangered resource
located wholly within the Santa Monica Bay Watershed, and

WHEREAS, the goals and functions of the Ballona Wetlands Foundation parallel those
of the Santa Monica Bay Restoration Project, leading the Foundation to request the opportunity
to affiliate with the Council, and

WHEREAS, the Steering Committee of the Bay Watershed Council has reviewed the
affiliation request and heartily recommends that the Ballona Wetlands Foundation be formally
invited to become a member of the council,

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the Bay Watershed Council extends to the
Ballona Wetlands Foundation an enthusiastic invitation to affiliate with the Council as a
member. The Council requests that the Foundation notify the Council in writing that the
invitation is accepted and that the Foundation provide to the Council a letter naming its
designated delegate and up to two alternates to serve on the Council.

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the Director of the Santa Monica Bay Restoration
Project shall file this original resolution in the official records of the organization and shall
update all pertinent records of the organization.

Duly adopted by the Bay Watershed Council on this 19t~ day of April, in the year 2001.

ATTEST:

SIGNED:
Mr. Burt Margolin, Chairperson of the Bay Watershed Council
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ATTACHMENT 4.b.

~ MEMORANDUM
~i|nlu

BAY Date: April 19, 2001
I{e,qoralion

To: Members of the Bay Watershed Council

From: Marianne Yamaguchi, Director
Carol Linteau, Consultant

Subject: Resolution to formalize the current membership
of the Steering Committee and revitalize the
BWC membership

The Steering Committee has identified a need to update and
revitalize the membership of the overall organization. FYI,
efforts are underway to work with all BWC member organizations320 W. Fourth StreeI

2od F=oor to renew their designations to the Council and fill all current
Lo~.~n~e~es, CAg00~3 vacancies on both the Council and Steering Committee. To

213,576-0615
Fax 213 576-6646 accomplish this, Council Chairman Burt Margolin will be signing

a letter to the governing body of each member organization
requesting them to review and specify their designees and return
to us a completed simple form that will allow us to update our
records and revitalize our membership.

A Pannership to
Restore and Protect Today you have before you a resolution to:
Santa Monica Bay

¯ Make formal the appointment of 1 1 delegates to the Steering

~ Committee. This resolution simply makes official the current
de facto membership of the Committee, given the recent
election of Officers and various changes in the Council’s

Funded by US EPA membership since its creation.
and the State Water Resources
Control Board in cooperation

,,’~,h,he ~,,,b~c, ~oca~ age,c~e,. * Direct the Steering Committee to bring before the Council at
and industry., its June meeting a proposal to fill the remaining 3 delegate

that are vacant.

. Direct the Steering Committee to review and recommend
needed changes to the Council bylaws. Staff will present a
set of suggested bylaws amendments to the Steering
Committee at its May meeting. In turn, the Steering
Committee will present their recommended amendments to
the full BWC after their own deliberations.
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ATTACHMENT 4.b.

Santa Monica Bay Restoration Project
Bay Watershed Council

Resolution 2001-05

A Resolution to Formalize the Appointments
To the Steering Committee of the Bay Watershed Council

WHEREAS, the Santa Monica Bay Restoration Project is one of twenty-eight programs
created under the U. S. National Estuary Program, per Section 320 of the Federal Water Quality
Act of" 1987 (PL 100-4), and it is committed to the restoration, conservation, cleanup, protection.
and enhancement of the Santa Monica Bay and the wise use of the resources within its
watershed, and

WHEREAS, the Bay Watershed Council is the official governing body of the Santa
Monica Bay Restoration Project, and the Bylaws for the Bay Watershed Council specify that the
Council shall formally appoint fourteen delegates to a Steering Committee of the full Council,
and

WHEREAS, since creation of the Council and its initial Steering Committee changes and
vacancies have occurred over time in the designations of delegates and alternates by member
organizations of the Bay WatershedCouncil and the Steering Committee. As a matter of course,
it is necessary and appropriate that the Council reviews and updates its membership records,
updates its Bylaws, holds elections of Officers and formally appoints its Steering Committee.

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that each of the persons listed in this
Resolution is hereby formally appointed by the Council as a delegate to serve on its Steering
Committee, making official the past changes in the Council, its Officers and its Steering
Committee members:

Mr. Burt Margolin Chair of the Bay Watershed Council, Delegate representing the
Public At Large and User Groups within the Santa Monica Bay
Watershed
Steering Committee Category: Open Delegate

Mr. David Nahai Vice Chair of the Bay Watershed Council, Delegate Designee and
Chair of the Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board
Steering Committee Category: LAR WQCB

Ms. Laurie Newman Vice Chair of the Bay Watershed Council, Delegate Designee of
State Senator Sheila James Kuehl
Steering Committee Category: Federal/State Legislators

Mr. Adi Liberman Vice Chair of the Bay Watershed Council, Delegate Designee of
Councilmember Ruth Galanter, City of Los Angeles
Steering Committee Category: City of Los Angeles
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ATTACHMENT 5
April 19. 2001

~ TO: MEMBERS OF THE BAY WATERSHED COUNCIL

R/~Y FROM: MARIANNE YAMAGUCHI, DIRECTOR
I{e~.lorulion
PI{OJECI"

RE: RECOMMENDATIONS RE SANTA MONICA BAY
RESTORATION GRANT PROGRAM

(PROPOSITION 12)

Background
The Safe Neighborhood Parks, Clean Water, Clean Air and Coastal Protection Bond Act of 2000
(Proposition 12) specifically earmarked $25 million for restoration of Santa Monica Bay in
accordance with the goals and priorities of the Santa Mo~ica Bay Restoration Plan. The Bay
Restoration Plan includes over 250 actions, the goals of which include:

¯ To reduce pollutant loadings to and prevent degradation of the waters of Santa Monica Bay;
¯ To reduce human health risks associated with swimming in or harvesting seafood from the

Bay; and
¯ To restore, rehabilitate and protect the marine ecosystem, living resources and biodiversity of

the Bay and its watersheds.

A Request for Proposals was issued soliciting three-page pre-proposals for projects that would
achieve the goals of the Bay Restoration Plan and address its water quality and natural resource
protection objectives. The RFP included proposal rating criteria for each category, based on the
work of the Watershed Implementation Strategy Work Group.

On February 28, 2001, 63 proposals were received, with a total funding request of $33.9 million.
Of these proposals, 14 projects are for pollution control and abatement projects ($15.4 million);
14 for habitat restoration projects ($4.4 million); 25 for assessment, monitoring and research
projects ($11.3 million) and 10 for education programs ($2.9 million). A broad range of
applicants submitted proposals, including 11 from municipalities, 10 from federal/state/local
agencies, 7 from non-profit organizations, 11 from universities and research institutions, and 8 of
which were multi-entity partnerships.

Between March 5 and 19, a team of 27 Review Panelists each reviewed and scored these
proposals. They are gratefully acknowledged for their efforts. The Review Panel convened on
March 22 to make recommendations which were then forwarded to the Steering Committee.
The attached Excel tables summarize the grant award, including comments and conditions of
award.

Recommended Action: Consider and approve projects as recommended.
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ATTACHMENT 5.
Santa Monica Bay Restoration Project

Bay Watershed Council

Resolution No. 2001-06

A Resolution to Award
Proposition 12 Santa Monica Bay Restoration Grants

WHEREAS, the Safe Neighborhood Parks, Clean Water, Clean Air and Coastal
Protection Bond Act of 2000 (Proposition 12) provided $25 million for restoration of Santa
Monica Bay in accordance with the goals and priorities of the Santa Monica Bay Restoration
Plan; and

WHEREAS, the Santa Monica Bay Restoration Project is established as a National
Estuary Program per Section 320 of the Federal Water Quality Act of 1987 (PL 100-4) and is
committed to the restoration, conservation, cleanup, protection and enhancement of the Santa
Monica Bay and the wise use of the natural resources within its watersheds; and

WHEREAS, the Bay Watershed Council is the governing body of the Santa Monica Bay
Restoration Project; and

WHEREAS, Proposition 12 provided that the Bay Watershed Council of the Santa
Monica Bay Restoration Project shall determine project eligibility and grant priorities; and

WHEREAS, the California Legislature has to date obligated $5 million of bond monies to
this grant program which is administered by the California State Coastal Conservancy and it is
anticipated that an additional $5 million will be obligated in the 2001-02 budget; and

WHEREAS, the Santa Monica Bay Restoration Project has undertaken a process to
solicit and receive project propos~ils that achieve the goals and priorities of the Santa Monica
Bay Restoration Plan; and

WHEREAS, a Review Panel has reviewed and made recommendations regarding the
proposals received and forwarded those recommendations to the Bay Watershed Council’s
Steering Committee; and

WHEREAS, the Bay Watershed Council’s Steering Committee has reviewed the
recommendations of Review Panel and has forwarded its recommendations to the Bay
Watershed Council;

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the Bay Watershed Council of the Santa
Monica Bay Restoration Project recommends that the following projects be awarded grant
funding under the provisions of the 2000 Proposition 12 Santa Monica Bay Restoration Grant
Program; and
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remove oil and grease at a storm drain located near the Overland Avenue Bridge along
Ballona Creek;

$810,000 to the City of Los Angeles for a project to divert dry weather runoff from the
Temescal Canyon storm drain that impacts recreational uses at Will Rogers State Beach;

$30,000 to the City of West Hollywood for a project to install 20 catch basin excluder
devices at high intensity commercial areas along Sunset and Santa Monica Boulevards;

$810,000 to the City of Los Angeles for a project to divert dry weather runoff from the
Imperial Highway storm drain that impacts recreational uses at Dockweiler State Beach;

$600,000 to the County of Los Angeles for a project to install and monitor up to 200 catch
basin trash inserts and up to 16 vortex separation systems in order to analyze and characterize
the nature of trash from eight different land use types;

C. For research, education and monitoring projects that achieve the priority objectives of the
Santa Monica Bay Restoration Plan;

$100,000 to the Southern California Coastal Waters Research Project and the National
Fisheries Conservation Center to assess the impacts of human activities on changes to
nearshore fish populations and assemblages of Santa Monica Bay;

Up to $284,430 to the UCLA Ocean Discovery Center for the "EcoPak" project, to develop
and implement pre- and post-field trip curriculum and training focusing on Santa Monica
Bay habitats and environmental problems;

Up to $88,420 to the University of California at Los Angeles for a project to evaluate
restoration techniques for rocky intertidal communities of Santa Monica Bay;

$63,800 to Mountains Recreation and Conservation Authority, Mountains Restoration Trust,
and the Resource Conservation District of the Santa Monica Mountains for a project to assess
the population and movement of Western Pond Turtles (a State and Federal species of
concern) in the Upper Topanga Canyon watershed;

Up to $365,835 to the California State University at Monterey Bay to map and assess shallow
water habitats in Santa Monica Bay to determine availabil.ity of kelp and rockfish habitat and
potential for kelp restoration and rockfish replenishment;

$350,600 to Heal the Bay for a project to map pollution sources, characterize impairments,
generate and compile water quality monitoring data, prioritize restoration projects and Best
Management Practices in the Malibu Creek watershed;

Up to $667,000 to the City of Malibu to develop and implement a groundwater quality
monitoring program and model to assess risks associated with decentralized wastewater
treatment systems;
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SMBRP Proposition 12 Project Recommendations
April 2001

A B C D E F
MAXIMUM

RECOMMENDE
PROJECT FUNDING D FUNDING

PROJECT NAME PROPONENT BRIEF DESCRIPTION REQUEST LEVEL Conditions
GROUP I

Restoration of riparian habitats along Lower Solstice Creek.
Restoration of Ripadan Habitat - Eradication of non-native planl species and planting of
Solstice Canyon NPS/MRT native sedges, ~lrasses, herbs and shrubs. $ 55,000 $55,000

Funds portion of feasibility study Ior removal Rindge Dam .....
,as a part of Ihe Malibu Creek Environmental Restoration
Study. Provides funding for three portions of the study:

Malibu Creek Environmental hydrology and hydraulics studies, engineering design and Assuming allocation not availabl[
Restoration Stud)~ CA Parks & Rec aria s s and environmental studies~ysts, an, ...... . ........... $ 200,000 $200,00(~ from CSCC.

trap gross solids and to remove free oil and grease with Ihe
use of sorbents at the outlet of a 102 inch storm drain
located just west of the Ovedand Avenue Bridge along
Ballona Creek. Includes collaboration with the Santa
Monica Baykeeper for the sampling and monitoring of the

Ballona Creek Water Quality water quality to establish general effectiveness of such as a
Improvement Proiect .... �~ul~ver city _ sy~s_te=m in tr~ea_ti_ng~similar.runoff. $ 168,500 $168,500

storm drain Hyperion Treatment Plant "lh~ diversion
structure will include a Irash well to collecl lrash and debris,
a wet well for pumping out diverted flow, a concrete valve Fund lhrough Clean Beaches

Temescal Canyon Low Flow box for controlling flow directions and a metal instrument Initiative if funding becomes
Diversion and Treatment ~ of LA )anel for control switches. $ 810,000 $810,000 available.

Kelp restoration and maintenance work at three sites along
Malibu coast. Creation of mariculture system at Ocean
Discovery Center for kelp propagation. Involves students
from Santa Monica in the kelp growing program and

._~7. ~elp Restoration Proiect SM BayKeeper volunteer divers to monitor and "plant" kelp. $ 50,000 $50,000 Delete aerial survey component.
curb face openings on Sunset and Santa Monica
Boulevards. These devices will be combined with the
current five-day-a-week street sweeping of the two
Boulevards to reduce the amount of litter and debris lhat
enters the storm drain system. Devices will be located in

Catch Basin Debris Excluder catch basins near fast food restaurants and restaurants Applicant must address O&M
Devices W_est~Holl)’wood with Qut~door dining where litter is a problem. $ 30,000 $30,000 issues in full proposal.

Removal of Arundo donax and other non-native plants
along Malibu Creek (state parkland) from PCH Bridge to Proponent must show that

Malibu Creek Habitat Malibu Canyon / Las Virgenes Road. Project is upstream sources of arundo will
Enhancement MRT approximately 105 acres and 5.2 linear miles. $ 1,69,000 $189,000 not cause reqeneration.
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SMBRP Proposition 12 Project Recommendations
April 2001

A B C D E F
Map pollution sources; characterize impairmenls; generale

Stream Health Index and Index and compile WQ moniloring data; develop priorilized lisl of
of Biological Inlegrity for Malibu restoration projecls and BMPs. Develop Stream Health Delete IBI development

1.~.9 Crk Watershed Heal the Bay !~_de_x_and Index of Biological Integrity. $ 400,000 $ 350,600 ~:omponent
Develop model for assessing risks posed by dec~l~aiized

Risk Assessment of wastewater treatment systems in project area. Develop
Decentralized Wastewater Igroundwater quality monitoring program. Quantify pollutant

2_~..0 Systems, Malibu Malibu contributions to various habilats. $ 667,000 $ 667,00(~
Restoration of habitat and ireaiment of some flows 1o Las
Virgenes Creek. Reintroduction of native vegetalion and
removal of a 400 foot long section of concrete from Las

Las Virgenes Creek Restoration Virgen~s Creek. Installation of a CDS along with a Purizer Funding for concrete removal
2f and Treatment Program Calabasas disinfection unit at storm drain ~utfall. $ 721,700 $ 282,000 and r~epl~a~ntin__g componenl only

data management system wilh ~he capibilify Io
automalically retdeve monitoring data and imagery and to
integ~ate, analyze, and display this data in a user-friendly
manner. The new SMBRP website would be capable of
using the above mentioned GIS and data management
tools to coordinate monitoring and research activities as

Wrigley Institute well as to illustrale and communicate information about
Interactive Information System ,for Environmental conditions within Ihe Bay and watershed to stakeholders.

2...~.2 for Santa Monica Bay Studies $ 452,600 $ 347,600

enough to quadruple capacity from 20,000 to 80,000
visiting students/year. This proposal funds the development

Ocean Discovery Center of architectural plans, drawing and models, engineering Funding contingent on raising $5
2....~3 Expansion Project UCLA ODC st~udies_agd preliminary curriculu~.a__nd ex_hibit planning. $ 1,400,000 $ 250,000 r~illion with~i_n_2, y__ear_s.

Phase II Topanga Creek Finalize characterization of lower Topanga watershed.
Watershed and Lagoon Develop final restoration plan, including engineered Funding for lagoon/wetland

24 Restoration RCD SMM drawings. Pathogen m_o_n~i!ori~ng and ex_otic tree removal. $ 632,291 $ 298,760 restoration plan component only.
25 Subtotal - Group 1 $ 10,77_6,337 $ 7,028,446
26           GROUP II

Two-stage Best Management Practice (BMP) treatment Need better characterization for
train at three locations TBD and two dry weather diversion ;)reposed measures at proposed
locations, Wilshire and Monlana Ave. For the 2-stage BMP locations. Recommend that only
syslem, a Continuous Deflective Separation unil will be the measures that address a

~
primary stage to remove the gross solids and floatables, demonstrated problem and cost-

~ sediments and some hydrocarbons. A SlormFilter will be effective. Wilshire and Montana
(:~ the second stage to remove soluble compounds A drains are nol generally flowing
~ monitoring program will be developed and implemenled. ’ in summer; SM Canyon diversio~
O0 An educational program will publicize this treatment by CLA may address some sites
~ program, informing the public about urban rL, noff problems A more detailed proposal needed03 27 Storm Drain BMP Retrofits Sanla Monica and solutions. $ 1,700,000 TBD before recommend fundin~l.
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VIA FACSIMILE AND
FIRST CLASS MAIL

Mr. Denms Dickerson
Executive Officer
California Regional Water Quality
Control Board
Los Angeles Region
320 W. 4th Street, Suite 200
Los Angeles, California. 90013- i 105

Re: Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board
Draft NPDES Permit No. CAS614001

Dear Mr. Dickerson:

This office is representing a coalition of cities ("Coalition") in connection with the Los
Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board’s Draft Municipal NPDES Permit for Los
Angeles County, NPDES No. CAS614001. The purpose of this letter is to provide the Board
with a list of legal issues that the Coalition has identified with this initial Draft, in order to give
the Board and interested stakeholders an opportunity to fully evaluate these issues prior to the
issuance of a final permit.

With all parties working to address these legal issues, it is our hope that the Regional
Board will then be in a position to issue a legal, valid and technically supportable municipal
NPDES permit for Los Angeles County. The issues the Coalition would ask that your staff
consider addressing at this time include the following:~

(1)    The Draft Permit imposes requirements which the Regional Board does not have
authority to impose, and/or where the Regional Board has exceeded its authority. For example,

I Please recogmze that we have expedited the forwarding of this list of lega! issues to you so that you
would be in a position to review them in time for the April 24, 2001, Workshop. Please, understand
however, that as we did not receive a complete draft of the perrmt until April 13, 200 I, the list of issues
identified herein is by no means comprehensive.

227/065121-0067
178648.01 a04/20/01
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Mr. Dermis Dickerson
. April 20, 2001
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the Draft goes beyond the maximum extent practicable standard under the Clean Water Act and
the regulations thereunder. It further exceeds the inspection, surveillance, and monitoring
obligations that may be imposed on mumcipalities under the federal regulations, specifically
including, but not limited to, authority to inspect certain specified industrial activities and
construction sites. Specifically, please note that there is no authority to require that
municipalities inspect all industrial and commercial operations within its jurisdiction, or that it
enforce the terms of a State wide General Permit.

(2) The Draft Permit fails to comply with the requirements of the Clean Water Act as
it is not based on quantitative data, and as the managements programs in the Draft Permit have
not been developed based on such quantitative data, and formulated to identify and thereafter
address the types and sources of pollutants in the affected receiving waters. In short, the Draft
Permit was not developed based on data showing the pollutants of concern, and the sources of
those pollutants.

(3) The Draft Permit fails to consider economic considerations and no cost!benefit
analysis appears to have been performed by Board staff.

(4) The Draft Permit would result in countless unfunded mandates on municipalities,
in clear violation of the.provision of the California Constitution that precludes the State from
shifting financial responsibility to local entities that are ill-equipped to handle the transferred
tasks.

(5) The SUSMP requirements imposed under the Draft Permit are inconsistent with
State Board Order No, 2000-11, and in addition, are subject to all the same legal arguments
addressed in connection with the Coalition’s petition to the State Board which led to State Board
Order No. 2000-11. For example, in addition to improperly expanding the categories of
development the SUSMP would apply to, the reference to "discretionary" projects has again
been dropped, which, combined with the Regional Board’s revised definition of
"Redevelopment," would result in some of the very same problems created by the last SUSMP, a
SUSMP that was specifically modified by the State Board because of such defects.

(6)    The Draft Permit seeks to impose waste discharge requirements that contravene
the requirements of California Water Code Section 13263 and 1324 I.

(7) The Draft Permit improperly attempts to amend the statutory and regulatory
requirements of CEQA, in violation of CEQA and the requirements of the Administrative
Procedures Act.

(8) The Draft Permit improperly invades the local land use authority of
municipalities, by requiring amendments to the Cities’ General Plans. There is nothing in State

227/0~5121-0067
178645.01 a04,’20/01
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law that allows a regional water quality control board to dictate to a municipality on how to
regulate land uses within its jurisdiction.

(9)    Various findings in the Draft Permit are not supported by the evidence, and many
provisions in the Draft are not supported by findings.

(10) The Draft Permit seeks to impose an order, rule or standard of general application
again, without complying with the requirements of the Administrative Procedures Act.

(11) The Draft Permit fails to comply with the requirement of California Water Code
Section 13370, which requires compliance with the provisions of the Clean Water Act.

(12) The Draft Permit fails to include a finding of consistency with the Area-Wide
Waste Treatment Management Plan, a finding the Clean Water Act expressly requires before the
subject NPDES permit can be issued (33 U.S.C. § 1288(e)), and a finding required under State
Law. (Water Code §13225 (h).)

(13) Because the Draft Permit goes beyond the authority provided under the Clean
Water Act and the Porter-Cologne Act, and as the Draft Permit will apply to "new sources" as
defined in the Clean Water Act, the requirements of CEQA must be complied with.

(14) The Draft Permit fails to include a set of Administrative Enforcement Procedures,
including a notice and meet and confer process, to resolve differences in compliance
expectations.

(15) The Draft Permit fails to include appropriate "safe harbor" language particularly
for alleged exceedences of water quality objectives, and rather than acting as a "permit" to allow
for "discharges" of pollutants in accordance with the Clean Water Act and to "control" pollutants
"to the maximum extent practicable," the Draft Permit is open-ended generally prohibiting all
discharges from the MS4 that cause or contribute to a violation of water quality standards or
water quality objectives. The very purpose of the issuance of a "permit" is to allow the
discharge of"pollutants," so long as they are controlled to the maximum ~x’tentpractieable. We
would ask that the Regional Board not lose sight of the fact that the subject "discharges" are not
caused or created by the municipalities, and that as enforcing agencies, municipalities cannot be
expected to be liable for every act or indiscretion of its citizens.

(16) The Draft Permit, particularly including the SUSMP requirements set forth
therein, violate the prohibition under California Water Code Section 13360, prohibiting the
Regional Board from specifying the design, location, type of construction, or particular manner
in which compliance is to be obtained.

227/065121-0067
178648.01 m04/20/01
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(17) As the State Board has not adopted regulations providing guidance on the
issuance of MS4 NPDES permits, and since the Regional Board is not a State agency with State
wide jurisdiction, the Regional Board has no authority to issue the subject NPDES permit. (See
40 CFR § 123.1(g).)

We look forward to working with you and your staff on a resolution of the above issues
and to the development of a municipal NPDES permit that is consistent with both the Clean
Water Act and State law. Please do not hesitate to contact the undersigned if you have any
questions or need any additional information with respect to these issues.

Sincerely,

RUTAN & TUCKER, LLP

Richard Montevideo
RM:ctm:kmh
cc:    Jorge Leon, Esq.

Craig Wilson, Esq.
Mr. Arthur Baggett
Mr. Ken Farfsing

22 ?/0~.~ 121 .,0067
1786~,8.01 ~4/20/01
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40 CFR 122.26(d)(2)(iv)tA)
SUSMPs

(A) A description of structural and source control measures
to reduce pollutants from runoff from commercial and
residential areas that are discharged from the municipal
storm sewer system that are to be implemented during the
life of the permit, accompanied with an estimate of the
e__xpected reduction of pollutant loads and a proposed
schedule for implementing such controls.

227~0651214~67
180657.01 a(~23/01
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40 CFR 122.26

... (C) A description of a program to monitor
and control pollutants in storm water discharges to
municipal systems from municipal landfills,
hazardous waste treatment, disposal and recovery
facilities, industrial facilities that are subject to
section 313 of the title III of the Superfund
Amendments and Reauthorization Act of 1986
(SARA), and industrial facilities that the municipal
permit applicant determines are contributing a
substantial pollutant loading to the municipal
storm sewer system, the program shall:

(1) Identify priorities and procedures for
inspections and establishing and implementing
control measures for such discharges;

227/06512 I-0~7
180525.01 a04/23/01

R0001833



REDEVELOPMENT

"Redevelopment" means, but is not limited to, the expansion
of a building footprint or addition or replacement of a
structure; structural development including an increase in
gross floor area and/or exterior construction or remodeling;
replacement of impervious surface that is not part of a
routine maintenance activity; land disturbing activities
related with structural or impervious surfaces.
Redevelopment that results in the creation or addition of
5,000 square feet or more or impervious surfaces is subject
to the requirements for storm water mitigation. If the
creation or addition of impervious surfaces is fifty percent or
more of the existing impervious surface area, then storm
water runoff from the entire area (existing and additions
must be considered for purposes of storm water mitigation.
If the creation or additions is less than fifty percent of the
existing impervious area, then storm water runoff from only
the addition area needs mitigation.

227/065121-0067
180713.01 g~310l
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"INDUSTRIAL/COMMERCIAL FACILITY"
Under the Draft NPDES Permit

"Industrial/Commercial Facility" means any facility
involved and/or used in either the production, manufacture,
storage, transportation, distribution, exchange or sale of
goods and/or commodities, and any facility involved and/or
used in providing professional and non-professional services.
This category of facilities includes, but is not limited to, any
facility defined by the Standard Industrial Classifications
(SIC). Facility ownership (federal, state, municipal, private)
and profit motive of the facility are not factors in this
definition.

227/065121-0067
18065 l.Ol at04/23/0|
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA
STATE WATER RESOURCES CONTROL BOARD

ORDER: WQ 2000 - 11

In the Matter of the Petitions of
THE CITIES OF BELLFLOWER, ET AL., THE CITY OF ARCADIA, AND

WESTERN STATES PETROLEUM ASSOCIATION
Review of January 26, 2000 Action of the Regional Board

and
Actions and Failures to Act

by both the
California Regional Water Quality Conm31 Board,

Los Angeles Region and Its Executive Officer
Pursuant to Order No. 96-054,

Permit for Municipal Storm Water and Urban Run-Off Discharges Within
Los Angeles County

[-NPDES NO. CAS614001 ]

SWRCB/OCC FILES A-1280, A-1280(a) and A-1280(b)

BY THE BOARD:

On July 15, 1996, the Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board (Regional

Water Board) issued a revised national pollutant discharge elimination system (NPDES) permit

in Order No. 96=054 (permit) to the 85 incorporated cities and the county, within Los Angeles

County (the County). ~ The permit covers storm water discharges from municipal separate storm

sewer systems throughout the County.:

~ This was the second storm water permit adopted for Los Angeles County and its cities. The first permit was the
sub.~ect of an earlier Order. (in the Matter of’Natural Resources Defense Council, inc., Order WQ 91-04). in this
permit, the County is designated as the Principal Permiuee, and each city is designated as a permit’tee. The County
is required to submit various documents on behalf of all of the permittees.
: The Regional Water Board has since issued a separate permit for one city, Long Beach. The relevant provisions of
the Long Beach permit are similar to those tn Order No. 96-054.
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The permit contains provisions for the regulation of storm water cLischarges from

development planmng and construction.~ Pursuant to these provisions, the County, was required

to submit Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plans (SUSMPs).4 The SUSM~s are plans

that designate best management practices (BMps) that must be used in specified categories of

development projects. The County submit’ted SUSM~s, but the Regional Water Board approved

the SUSIVfPs only a~er making revisions. The Executive Officer issued the revised SUSMPs on

March 8, 2000.s

On February 25, 2000, the State Water Resources Control Board (State Water Board or

Board) received a petition for review of the actions and failures to act regarding the SUSMPs

from a number of cities, the Building Industry Association of Southern California and the

Building Industry Legal Defense Foundation (jointly referred to as Cities). A second petition

was received from the City ot~A, rcadia. And a third petition was received from the Western

States Petroleum Association (WSPA). On April 7, 2000, the petitioners filed amendments to

their petitions, concermng the March 8, 2000 issuance of the SUSMPs. The Cities’ amendment

also revised the list of cities included in the petition. The Cities petition now includes 32 cities.

The petitions are legally and factually related, and have therefore been consolidated for purposes

of review.6 The petitioners also requested a stay of the SUSM~Ps. This request was denied by

letter, dated May l I, 2000.

s Perrm~, Pan 2.III. These prov~slon.s focus more on post-co~’uct~on ~’npac~s of develop~m ~ o~ d~c~ges
~om co~ction act~vitles.
’ Pe~t, Pan 2.111.A. l .c.
s ~ese ~e refe~ed to hereto as ~e F~I SUSMPs. ~e Fill SUSMPs also apply to Long Beach, even ~ough ~t ~s
subject to a s~te ~t.
~ Cal. Code of Regs., tit. 23, secnon 2054.

2
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On June 7 and 8, 2000, the Board held a hearing m Torrance. Several entities, including

the petitioners, the Regional Water Board, and several environmental groups’, were designated

parties. The evidence from that heanng has been included in the record before the Board. The

record for comments on the petition was kept open until the end of the hearing. The parties were

allowed to submit post-hearing briefs.8

I. BACKGROUND

In prior Orders9 this Board has explained the need for the mumcipal storm water programs

and the emphasis on BMPs in lieu of numeric effluent limitations. The emphasis for preventing

pollution from storm water discharges is still on the development and implementation of

effective BMPs, but with the expectation that the level of effort will increase over time. In its

Interim Permitxing Approach~°, the United States Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA)

stated that first-round permits should include BMPs, and expanded or better-tailored BMPs in

subsequent permits where necessary to attain water quality standards. Dischargers, consultants,

and academic institutions in California and nationwide have conducted numerous studies on the

effectiveness of BMPs and appropriate design standards. While many questions are still

" The environmental groups are Natural Resources Defense Council, Inc., Santa Momca BayKeeper, and Heal the
Bay.
s There are several documents that were not t~mely received and, therefore, are not made a pan of the record before

the Board. The hearing nonce specified that all evidence from parnes must be received by May 3 l, 2000. The
Reglonal Water Board subrmtted documents on June 6. 2000. The hearing nouce specified tha’t policy statements
were due by the close of the heanng. Several cornmen~ letters were received June 12, 13, and 19, 2000. None of
these subrmrta|s are a part of the record. The post-hearing briefs were subject to a 10-page Im’m. The environmental
groups subtmned objecnom to the post-heanng brief subnutted by the Cines. First, the envu’onmental groups
challenge the length of the brief. All briefs were subject to a 10-page hrmt. The Cities subrmtted a 10-page brief.
w~th a 22-page att~cb.ment showing extensive proposed revmons’to the SUSMPs. This subrmtml v~olates the page
lurmt, and only the bnef is considered pan of the record. Second, the environmental groups claim fl’mt an e-mail
message referred to by the pennoners ~s subject to atxorney-chent privilege and should not have been used m th~s
heanng This e-mail message, from the Reg~orm] Water Board’s counsel to one of its engineers, was placed m the
Regional Water Board’s adrmmstranve record and subrmrted to the State Water Board. ~kny prlv~lege that n’my have
attached to the message has been waived and no longer exists. Finally, the post-heanng brief from the City of
Arcadia was received late and will not be considered. Documents subrmtled late for interim deadlines {suCh as the
deadline for subrmmng responses to the petglons), have been included m the record.
~ See, especially Orders WQ 91-03 (In the Matter of Cmzens for a Better En~onment ez al.) and WQ 91-04
~ Imenm Perrtutting Approach for Water Qu~Iity-Based Effluent Lirmmnons m Storm Water Perrruts. {61 Federal
Register 57425.)
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outstanding, more is expected of municipal dischargers, and many are implementing more

effective prog~.ms.

While storm water management plans are improving, our knowledge of the impacts is

also growing. Urban runoffhas been determined to be a significant contributor of impmrment to

waters throughout the state. In Los Angeles specifically, beach clostu’es are sometimes

associated with urban runoff. In adopting the SUSMPs, the Regmnal Water Board took note of

the urgent need for preventing further pollution fi-om u~an runoffand storm water discharges.

It is important to emphasize the role of the SUSMPs within the totality of regulating

storm water discharges, and the purpose of these particular control measures. The requirement to

prepare SUSMPS was part of the development controls in the permit. In addition to

development controls, the permit requires education, public outreach, programs to restrict illicit

connections and discharges, and controls on public facilities. In the context of the entire effort

required by the permit, the development controls can be seen as preventing the existing situation

from becoming worse.

The Final SUSMPs include a list of mandatory BMPs for nine categories of development.

There are provisions that are applicable to all categories and lists of BMPs for individual

categories. Requirements applicable to all categories include provisions to limit erosion from

new development and redevelopment, requirements to conserve natural areas, protection of

slopes and channels, and storm drain stenciling. Examples of BMPs specific to categories of

discharge include design of loading docks for commercial projects and design of fueling areas

for retail gasoline outlets. In most respects, the Final SUSMPs were similar to those proposed by

the County. The sigrdficant departures were the inclusion of a numeric design standard for

structural or treatment control BMPs, and the inclusion of certain types of projects that were not

4
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covered in the County’s proposal. The design standard creates objective and measurable criteria

for the amount of runoff that must be treated or infiltrated by BMPs.

The record indicates that the purpose of the development controls, including the

SUSMPs, is not simply to prevent pollution associated with construction runoff. As the

petitioners point out, construction discharges are already subject to this Board’s Statewide

Construction Permit. The development controls in the SUSMPs, on the other hand, focus on

post-construction runoff. They are aimed at limiting not just the pollutants in nmoff from the

new development, but also the volume of runoff that enters the municipal storm sewer system.

By limiting runoff from new development, the SUSMPs prevent increased impacts from urban

runoff generally. There is adequate technical information in the record to show that by

controlling the volume of runoff from new development, BMPs can be effective in reducing the

discharge of pollutants in storm water runoff.

The Procedure for Adoptia[[ the SUSMPs

The permit requires a program for controls on Development Planmng and Construction.

It involved a number of submissions by the County in consultation with the Cities. The first step

was submission of a checklist for determining priority projects and exempt projects. The

checklist was due on January 30, 1998. A list of recommended BMPs for development projects

was also due on that date. The SUSIVIPs were due within six months of approval of the BMP

list, and were to incorporate BMPs for certain categories of development. Following approval of

the SUSMPs, the cities and County were to implement development programs for priority

projects, consistent with the BMP list and the SUSMPs.

The BMP list was not approved until April 22, 1999. Thereafter, the County submitted

proposed SUSMPs on July 22, 1999. The Regional Water Board held a public workshop on
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August I 0, 1999. Following the workshop, the County submirted revisions to the SUSM~s on

August 12, 1999. On August 16, 1999, the Regional water Board gave notice that it would

discuss the SUSMPs in a public meeting on September 16, 1999. There was significant

discussion at that meeting regarding ~ne intent of the Executive Officer to approve the SUS/vfPs,

but with revisions including a num~ic design standard. At the conclusion of the meeting, the

Regional Water Board members asked the Executive Officer to revise the SUSMPs and bring

them back to another meeting. On December 7, 1999, the Executive Officer circulated revised

SUSMPs for public review. This document incorporated a numeric design standard and made

other revisions to the l~ermitlees’ proposal. The Regional Water Board held a hearing on the

SUSMPs on January 26, 2000. At that meeting, the Regional Water Board endorsed the

SUSMPs revised by the Executive Officer, but directed him to make further changes. The

Executive Officer issued the Final SUSMPs on March 8~, 2900.

The Contents of the Final SUSMPs

The permit provides that the SUSM~s must incorporate the appropriate elements of the BMP

list and, at a minimum, apply to seven development categories: 100-plus home subdivisions;

10-plus home subdivisions; 100,000-plus square foot commercial developments; automotive

repair shops; retail gasoline outlets; restaurants; and hillside single-family dwellings.

The _< ~:SMPs proposed by the County applied to these seven categories. Various BMPs

applied to the different categories, and the SUSMPs contained narrative mitigation requirements

for source control and treatment. The July proposals stated:

"The development must be designed so as to mitigate (infiltrate and/or treat) the
site runoff generated from impervious directly connected areas that may
contribute pollutants of" concern to the storm water conveyance system."

6
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There were no numeric design criteria for mitigation. According to various participants, earlier

County dral:~s had included design standards to mitigate flows from 0.6-inch storm events. Bu[

any numeric criteria had been removed from the version that was submitted.

In its revised SUS!vfPs, submitted on August 12, the County explained in its cover letter

that the mitigation language did not mean that all runoffmust be mitigated. Rather, the County’s

intent was to omit a numerical standard fi’om the SUSMTs. The revised SUSMPs no longer

referred to mitigation at all. Instead, the following language replaced the mitigation requirement:

"The development must be designed so as to minimize, to the maximum extent
practicable (MEP), the introduction of pollutants of concern that may result in
significant impacts, generated fi’om site nmoffof directly connected impervious
areas (DCIA), to the storm water conveyance system as approved by the building
official."

The Final SUSMPs, as approved by the Executive Officer and the Regional Water Board,

included several revisions from the County’s submittal. The revision that is of greatest concern

to the petitioners is the addition of Design Standards for Structa.u’al or Treatment Control

BMPs. i~ The design standards require that developments subject to the SUSMPs shall be

designed to mitigate storm water runoff(by treatment or infiltration) from one of the following:

"I. The 85m percentile 24-hour runoff event determined as the maximized capture
storm water volume for the area..., or

2. The volume of annual runoff based on unit basin storage water quality
volume, to achieve 80 percent or more volume treatment .... or

3. The volume of runoff produced from a 0.75 inch storm event, prior to its

discharge to a storm water conveyance system, or
4. The volume of runoff produced from a historical-record based reference 24-

hour rainfall criterion for "treatment" (0.75 inch average for the Los Angeles
County area) that achieves approximately the same reduction in pollutant
loads achieved by the 85th percentile 24-hour runoff event."

The Final SUSMPs also include the narrative language quoted from the Court .ty’s August 22, 1999 proposal.
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The Final SUSMPs also applied to two additional categories of development: parking lots over

5,000 square feet or w~th 25 or more spaces and exposed to storm water, and to developments in

environmentally-sensitive areas. Other revisions included application to all projects in the

categories instead of discretionary projects only. and the definition of redevelopment.

II. CONTENTIONS AND FINDINGS~2

Contention: The petitioners contend that the Regional Water Board erred in not

complying with the Administrative Review Process within the permit, and acted arbitrarily and

capriciously and in violation of the Clean Water Act and state law.

Finding: The permit required the County, in consultation with the cities subject to the

permit, to submit SUSMPs. The permit includes some general mmimnm requirements for the

SUSMPs.~ The Executive Officer is granted authority to approve the SUSMPs.~

The permit also contains an administrative review process. ~5 The permit states that the

administrative review process "formalizes the procedure for review and acceptance of reports

and documents" and "provides a method to resolve any differences in compliance expectations

between the Regional Board and Permittees. prior to initiating enforcement action.’’~6 Following

this introductory statement, the permit includes two procedures. The first is for review and

approval or disapproval of reports and documents. The second is the dispute resolution section

that must be followed prior to enforcement action.

*: Th~s Order does not address all of the issues raised by the petmoners. The Board funds that the ~ssues that are not
addressed are insubstantial and not appropriate for State Water Board rev~e~. (See People v. Bar~y (1987) 194
Cal.App.3d 158, [239 Cal.Rptr. 349], Cal. Code Regs., m 3, § 052.)~3 Percmt, Part 2, III.A.l.c.
~4 Perrmt, Part 2, III.A.2.

~ Perrmt, Part 2, I.G.
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The process for review of documents that are subject to the Executive Officer’s approval

is that the Executive Officer will notify the pcrmittees of the results of the review and approval

or disapproval within 120 days. It’the Executive Officer does not do so, the permittees must

notify the Regional Water Board of their intent to implement the documents without approval.

The Executive Officer then has 10 days to respond, or the permittees may implement the

program and the Executive Officer may not make modifications.

The dispute resolution procedure is to be used when the Executive Officer determines

that a permittee’s storm water program is insufficient to meet the permit’s provisions. The

Executive Officer must send a "Notice of Intent to Meet and Comrer’’ with the permittee. A meet

and confer period then ensues, resulting in a written "Storm Water Program Compliance

Amendment (SW’PCA)." The permit’tee is provided time to comply with the SW’PCA. The

Executive Officer is not allowed to take enforcement action against a permirtee until the

Executive Officer notifies the permittee in writing that the administrative review process has

been exhausted and that a violation exists warranting enforcement.

The petitioners contend that the Executive Officer failed to notify the permittees that their

SUSMPs were inadequate within 120 days of its submittal. The petitioners also argue that, by

revising the SUSMPs without pursuing the dispute resolution process, the Regional Water Board

"violated" the terms of the permit.

The provision for review of documents, which clearly includes the SUSMPs, requires that

the Executive Officer notify, the permit~ees of the results of the review and approval or

disapproval within 120 days. The County submitted the revised SUSMPs on August 12, 1999.

Within 120 days, the Regional Water Board held a workshop where staff expressed their

concerns with the SUSMPs. Also within 120 days the Regional Water Board itself held a public
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meeting where there was extensive discussion and concern by board members that the SUSM~s

did not include a numeric standard. And, prior to any notification by the permittees that they

would proceed with implementing their SUSIVfPs, the Regional Water Board held a hearing

.lanum’y 26, 2000, where it directed the Executive Officer to issue the SUSMPs with revisions.

The ~.xecutive Officer did so on March 8, 2000.

It is clear from the record that the Executive Officer, and the Regional Water Board itself,

did inform the permittees that the SUSMPs were inadequate. There was no requirement for a

specific form for expressing disapproval of documents. The extensive discussion and meetings

on the need for revisions to the SUSMPs, and the Executive Officer’s approval of revised

SUSlVfPs, plainly refutes the allegation that the Regional Water Board never notified the

permittees of its disapproval of the County’s proposed SUSMPs.

The permittees also claim that the Regional Water Board "violated" the permit by falling

to institute the meet and confer process.~7 The dispute resolution process, which includes meet

and confer, did not apply to the decision to disapprove the proposed SUSMPs. That process is

only required when the Regional Water Board ultimately takes an enforcement action against a

permittee. It is separate from the process for review and approval or disapproval of documents,

and does not even appear to relate to possible enforcement actions for submission of inadequate

documents. This is illustrated by the fact that the provision regarding documents refers to

submittals from both the Principal Permittee and the individual permittees, while the dispute

resolution provision refers only to the permittees. This distinction is relevant because the County

is charged with submitting the documents, while the individual permittees are responsible for

compliance. A fair reading of the entire section on the administrative review process is that the

~: W~ not~ that i~rtmts ~t issued to p~n’mt~ts m allow discharges to waters ofth~ stat~. It is ordy I~rnun~ts, znd
not R.egional Waler Boards, who can be charged w~th violaung pemu~�.

I0
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review and approval or disapproval of documents applies to submission of documents by the

County on behalf of the cities, while the dispute resolution process applies to enforcement

actions against any perrnittees for failing to implement adequate programs.

Con~ent~on: The petitioners contend that the Regional Water Board was not authorized

to revise the SUSMPs to add more stringent requirements.

Finding: The petitioners contend that the mitigation standards in the SUSMPs are more

stringent than the requirement in the permit to reduce pollutants in storm water runoff to the

maximum extent practicable (MEP)~8. The issue of what level of protection constitutes MEP

will be discussed In.fCra, in the discussion of the reasonableness of the numeric standards. But the

petitioners also make certain procedural claims on this point. They argue that in approving the

BMP list, the Regional Water Board determined that those BM~s constituted MEP and that the

Board could not add additional BMPs in the SUSMPs. They also contend the Regional Water

Board itself had no authority to "usurp" the Executive Officer’s role in reviewing the SUSMPs. 19

Finally, the petitioners contend that the Regional Water Board was not authorized to mandate a

program for the permittees without amending the permit.

The permit requires the County to submit a list of BMPs for approval. The Regional

Water Board approved this list. Following approval of the list, the County was required to

submit the SUSMPs, which must "incorporate the appropriate elements of the recommended

BMPs list.’’2° The petitioners contend that by approving the list, the Regional Water Board

determined that those BMPs constituted MEP, and that under the terms of the permit the

Regional Water Board could not require additional BMPs.

~s The technology-based standard for consols under mumclpal storm water perrmts ~s MEP. For a fuller diseussmn

of thas standard, see Order WQ 91-03.~9 It is undisputed that, at its January 26, 20~0 meeting, the Board directed the Execuuve Officer to make addiuonal

revlsions to the SUSMPs.
20 Perrmt, Part 2. III.A. 1 .c.
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In addressing this contention, we face what appears to be a fimdamental

rmsunderstanding of the numeric design slandards on the part of the petitioners. The design

standards are objective criteria that developers must achieve in designing their BMPs. The design

standards are not separate BMPs. The standards tell what magaitude of storm event the BMPs

must be designed to treat or infiltrate. They do not specify the BIrths that must be employed.

The SUSMPs as submitted by the County specify BlVfPs for various categories of

development. Many of these Birds are designed to minimize the pollutants in storm water

runoff, by reducing flow through infiltration or by treatment. Examples of BIV[Ps proposed by

the County include infiltration basins and trenches, oil/water separators, and m~Lia filtration.

The County’s proposed SUSMPs also included language r~luinng minimizing the introduction

of pollutants to the storm water conveyance system. That language remains unchanged in the

Final SUSMPs. The only significant difference between the two versions of the SUShCPs was

that the Regional Water Board established numeric criteria for designing the BMPs.

In adopting the Final SUSMPs, the Regional Water Board based its decision on the MEP

standard.2~ The Regional Water Board did not significantly rexase the BMP list or specify

f~-’ther the actions that developers must take to comply with the SUSIVfPs. Thus, we find that the

Regional Water Board did not inappropriately revise its deterrmnation of what constituted MEP.

The Regional Water Board is the political body responsible for water quality control in

the Los Angeles region,z: While the Regional Water Board may delegate specified powers and

duties to its Executive Officer,23 it can at any time act on its o~-n behalf. The fact that the Board

authorized its Executive Officer to approve the SUSMPs in the permit did not mean that the

Board thereby denied itself the opportunity to provide direction to the Executive Officer in his

:* Resolution R-O0-02.
"-’Water Code sections 13200 and 13225.
23 Water Code section 13223.
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approval. Such an interpretation of its delegation authority would result in an improper failure or"

the Board to assume responsibility for water quality in the region.

We also find that the Regional Water Board was authorized to revise the SUSN, fPs to

achieve compliance with the permit’s requirements. The SUSIVfPs are a pan of implementation

of the permit. Because the permit reg~Jates storm water discharges throughout the entire

Los Angeles region and it is implemented by 85 cities and the County, it is obvious that the

permit could not spell out every detail of the program for the five-year tm’m of the perrmt.

Instead, the implementation is through the subrrdssiort, review and approval, and implementation

of various programs, including the SUSMPs.24 Where it receives a submission that it finds is not

consistent with the requirements of the permit, it is reasonable for the Regional Water Board to

be able to require revisions. The Regional Wa~er Board is not required to amend the permit each

time it approves a submittal or approves a subrmttal with revisions. On the other hand, if the

Regional Water Board’s action in requiring revisions is inconsistent with the terms of the permit,

then the Board should not act without first amending the permit. While the Regional Water

Board could have required the County to make the revisions rather than making them itself, we

see no harm in the Regional Water Board’s approach.

As will be discussed below, in most respects the Final SUSMPs are consistent with the

permit. But there are some portions of the SUSM~s that are not consistent, and in those cases

the SUSMPs provisions are further revised in this Order.

Contention: The petitioners make various procedural claims, including that they were

denied due process, and that the Regional Water Board violated the Administrative Procedure

.~4 A fuller discusslon of the use of storm water management plans to incorporate a deve|opmg program ~s found in

Order No. WQ 91-03.
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Act, the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), and the California Constitution, Article

XIII B, section 6 (regarding state mandates).

Finding: The petitioners point out that at the January 26, 2000 Regional Water Board

hearing, there was some cortfusion over late changes to the SUSMPs and they contend they were

not provided adequate opportunity to comment. There was significant discussion of the

SUSMPs over several months. We do not agree with the petitioners that a program of this

magnitude must necessarily take years to ~~3ut we are concerned that at the -

’~--~-January 26, 2000 hearing, interested persons and permittees were not given adequate time to

review late revisions or to comment on them. Given the intense interest in this issue, the

Regional Water Board should have diverged from its strict rule limiting individual speakers to

three minutes and conducted a more formal process. Such a process should provide adequate

time for comment, including continuances where appropriate.25 But to the extent the Regional

Water Board’s process caused any harm, this Board cured those harms. We held a two-day

heanng in Los Angeles County, where all parties were allowed significant time to present their

positions and testimony. In addition, we allowed the introduction of new evidence that had not

been presented to the Regional Water Board. At this point, all parties have been afforded a full

opportunity to review the Final SUSMPs, to present their positions and evidence, and to engage

in cross-examination. The petitioners’ due process rights have been protected.

The Board has already addressed the contentions regarding compliance with other laws in

prior decisions. The Administrative Procedure Act exempts the adoption of permits from its

requirements.26 While the SUSMPs are not a permit, they are implementing documents for a

/~2~ For future adjudicative proceedings that are highly controversial or involve complex factual or legal issues, we (
encourage regional water boards to follow t~e procedures for formal heanngs set forth m Cal. Code of Regs., tat. 23,
secnon 648 et seq.
z6 Government Code section 11352; See, Order No. 954 (In the Maner of the City and County of San Francisco).
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permit, and are therefore subject to the exemption. Moreover, they are relevant only to this

permit, and are not a general rule of application. The constitutional provisions regarding state

mandates also do not apply to NPDES pem’tits.;~ As will be explained below, the SUSMPs as

revised hereim are consistent with MEP and therefore are federally mandated. The provisions of

CEQA requiring adoption of environmental documents also do not apply to N"PDES permits.28

Again, as an implementing document for the permit, there is no requirement for a separate

CEQA analysis.29

Contention: The petitioners contend that the SUSMI)s do not properly apply the

maximum extent practicable standard.

Finding: The permit, consistent with Clean Water Act section 402(pX3)(B)(iii), requires

controls to reduce the discharge of pollutams to the maximum exxent practicable, or MEP.3° In

approving the Final SUSMPs, the Regional Water Board acknowledged that one of the primary

objectives of the municipal storm water program is the requirement to reduce the discharge of

pollutants from storm water conveyance systems to the MEP.3~ While all parties appear to agree

that the standard for the SUSMFs is MEP, they disagree about what level of effort is necessary to

comply with that standard.

The petitioners approach this issue from two angles. First. they contend that the SUSMPs

will not provide water quality benefits that reflect M]EP. Second. they contend that there could

be adverse impacts on groundwater quality that have not been adequately evaluated.

’~ See, Order No. WQ 90-3 (In the Mailer of San D~ego Umfied Port Dismci~.
2, Water Code secuon 13389.
29 We do note w~th interest the environmental groups’ comment that if the perrmilees believed ~t w~s necei~ry to
comply w~th the APA =nd CEQA prior to adoption of the SUSMPs, then they themselves would have vlolated those
acts m their subm~sions of the proposed SUSMPs.
~0 Perrmt, Finding 13.
~ Final SUSMP$, at page 2; Resolution No. R-00-02, at page 3.
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Storm Water Design Standards as M~P

In adopting the Final SUSMPs, the Regional Water Board found that many rivers and

streams in Los Angeles County. are impaired for pollutants found in storm water and urban

runoff’, and that storm water runoff- cames pollutants from nearly all types of developed

properties.32 Pollutant loading from the aggregate of development in the basin results in

impairments fi’om sediments, metals, complex organic compouna¢, oil and grease, nutrients, and

pesticides?3 The Final SUSM~s reflect two goals: to reduce the amounts of these pollutants in

runoff- and to reduce the ability of runoff to act as a conveyance systern to deliver more

polluumts to receiving Craters. The Final SUSMPs, which include lists of BMPs and design

standards requiring treamaent or infiltration, addr~s these two goals.

Clean Water Act section 402(p)(3)(B)(iii), which sets forth the requir~me~ats for

establishing MEP in municipal storm water permits, provides that such permits "shall r~uire

controls to reduce the discharge of pollu~nts to the maximum extent practicable, including

management practices, control techniques and system, design and engmeenng methods, and such

other provisions as the Administrator or the State determines appropriate for the control of such

pollutants." The United States Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA), in a guidance

document, explains that BMPs should be used in first-round storm water permits, and "expanded

or better-tailored BMPs in subsequent permits, where necessary, to provide for the attainment of

water quality standards.’’34 The Clean Water Act, as interpreted by U.S. EPA, does require that,

in a second-round permit,~ expanded BMPs may be appropriate. In light of the number of water

Resolunon No. R-00-02.

Lntenm Perm~mng Approach for Water Quality-Based Effluent Limitations m Storm Water Perrmts, 61 Federal
Register 57425 (1996).

The original pern-at was issued in 1990. The 1996 perrmt is a second-round pert’mr.
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bodies impaired by runoff-in Los Angeles County,, it was appropriate to expand the scope of

BlVfPs during the permit term.

The regulations implemenung section 402(p) specifically require municipalities to have

controls to reduce the discharge of pollutants from their storm sewer systems that "receive

discharges from areas of new development and significant redevelopment," including post-

construction discharges.36 Clearly, it was appropriate for the Regional Water Board to require

BMPs for new development and significant redevelopment. The permit’tees, who submitted their

own version of SUSMPs with listed BMPs for categories of development, appear to have no real

quarrel with this general mandate.

This Board has ah’eady endorsed requirements to limit the flow of the "first flush" of

storm water, which may contain more significant pollutants.37 The permit’tees’ own version of

the SUSMPs required mitigation of storm water runoffby treatment or infiltration, thus

conceding the propriety of these two approaches to lessening the impact of storm water

discharges. The crux of the disagreement is that the Regional Water Board added numeric

design standards to establish the amount of runoff that must be treated or infiltrated, and required

the mandatory application of these standards to categories of development.

The addition of measurable standards for designing the BMPs provides additional

guidance to developers and establishes a clear target for the development of the BMPs. The U.S.

EPA guidance manual suggests the use of design criteria and performance standards for post-

construction BIVfPs.38 The numeric criteria the Regional Water Board adopted essentially

)~ 40 CFR secuon 122.26(d)(2)(iv)(A)(2).~7 In the Matter of National Steel and Sl~pbuildmg Company, et al., Order WQ 98-07, at slip optmon 7.
3s Guidance Manual for the Preparauon of Pan 2 of the NPDES Pemut Apphcanons for Discharges from Municipal

Separate Su’om Sewer Systems, at page 6~) (November 1992).
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requires that 85 percent of the runoff‘from the development be infiltrated or treated.39 In

adopting these standards, the Regional Water Board based its decision on a resear:h review of

standards in other states and a statistical analysis of the rainfall in the area. The standard was set

to gain the maximum benefit in mitigation while imposing the least burden on developers.~° In

light ,,f the evidence of the use of this or more stl’ingent standm’ds in other states, the expert

test.. ..;. ,upporting this standard, the endorsement by U.S. EPA in its comments, and the cost-

effectiveness of its implementation (discussed below), the Re~monal Water Board acted

appropriately in determining that the standards reflect MEP.4~

We also find that the Regional Water Board appropriately applied these standards to

seven of the categories listed in the SUSMPs: single-family hillside residences, I00,000 square

foot commercial developments, automotive repair shops, restatzrants, home subdivisions with I 0

to 99 housing umts, home subdivisions with 100 or more housing units, and parking lots with

5,000 square feet or more or with 25 or more parking spaces and potentially exposed to storm

water nmoff.~2 These categories, except for parking lots, were already targeted for special

treatment in the permit. The evidence shows that each listed category can be a significant source

of pollutants and/or runoff following development. It is appropriate that the design standards

apply so that BMPs for these categories of development resul[ in the infiltration or treatment of a

sigt~ificant about of the runoff.

39 Four different methods of calculation are perrrurted, so the percentage of capture may vary slightly.
,o At the hearing m rials manet, Regional Water Board staff explained that fl~e standard was set at the bottom of the
"knee" of the curve where the benefits of the rtutlgat~on requirements decrease and the cost increases. Other states
have set the ftand~rd higher along this curve, requinng 90 to 95 percent truncation.4) This conclusion m no way departs from our acceptance ofBMPs m lieu of"nurnenc effluent hrtutatlons m storm

water perrmts. (See, e.g., Order WQ 91-03 and Order WQ 91-0~.) The numeric standard is a deslgn standard for
BMPs. It does not qt~ntlf’y or linut the pollutants m the effluent. It also does not speclfy which of the lifted BMPs
must be employed.
4: As d~scussed below, this Board is revismg the SUSMPs to delete the apphcarion of the design standards to retail
gasoline outlets and to locations w~thin or directly adjacent to or discharging du’ectly to envtronment~,lly-sensmve
a.reas.
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Potential Impacts on Ground Water

The petitioners contend that infiltration of runoff may lead to ground water pollution, and

that the Regional Water Board did not properly consider such potential impacts. The mitigation

standards provide for a waiver where there is a risk of ground water contamination b~cause a

known unconfined aquifer lies beneath the land surface or an existing or potential underground

source of drinking water is less than ten feet from the soil surface.4~ The Final SUSMPs also

include a discussion on how to use infiltration so that the risk of contamination of groundwater is

reduced, and where infiltration is not appropriate.~

The Regional Water Board did consider the potential impacts to groundwater from

infiltration, and included appropriate limitations and guidance on its use as a BMP. These

provisions will ensure adequate protection of groundwater from any adverse impacts due to

infiltration.

Contention: The petitioners contend the Regional Water Board failed to show that the

SUSMPs as adopted ark cost-effective and that the benefits to be obtained outweigh the costs.

Finding: The petitioners refer to the Preamble to the Phase I’[ storm water regulations4~

a.s the basis for their economic argument. The quoted language, however, does not wholly

support the petitioners’ contention. The Preamble states that President Clinton’s Clean Water

Initiative clarifies "that the maximum extent practicable standard should be applied in a site-

specific, flexible manner, taking into account cost considerations as well as water quality

effects."’6 It is clear that cost should be considered in determining MEP; this does not mean that

~ Final SUSMP, page 1,1.
"~ Id., at page 15.
’~ 64 Federal Register 68722 and following. -These regulations do not apply to the perrmt, but the general language
on MEP is relevant to EPA’s mterpretauon of the st~ndm’d.
"~ 64 Federal Register 68722, 68732 (’December 8, 1999).
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the Regional Water Board must demonstrate that the water quality, benefits outweigh the

economic costs.

While the standard of MEP is not defined in the slorm water regulations or the Clean

Water Act, the t~’rn has been defined in other federal rules, lh’obably the most comparable law

that uses the term is the Superfimd legislation, or CERCLA, a~ section 121(b). The legislative

history of CERCLA indicates that the relevant factors, to determine whether MEP is met in

choosing solutions and treatment technologies, include technical feasibility, cost, and state and

public acceptance.4v Another example of a definition of MEP is found in a regulation adopted by

the Department of Transportation for onshore oil pipelines. MEP is defined as to "the limits of

available technology and the practical and technical limits on a pipeline operator ....

These definitions focus mostly on technical feasibility, but cost is also a relevant factor.

There must be a serious at’tempt to comply, and practical solutions may not be lightly rejected.

If, from the list ofBMPs, a permitlee chooses only a few of the least expensive methods, it is

likely that MEP has not been met. On the other hand, if a permirtee employs all applicable

BMPs except those where it can show that they are not technically feasible in the locality, or

whose cost would exceed any benefit to be derived, it would have met the standard. MEP

requires permittees to choose effective BMPs, and to reject applicable BMPs only where other

effective BMPs will serve the same purpose, the BMPs would not be technically feasible, or the

cost would be prohibitive. Thus while cost is a factor, the Regmnal Water Board is not required

to perform a cost-benefit analysis.

In reviewing the record, il is apparent that the Regional Water Board did evaluate the cost

of the SUSMPs. While the petitioners claim there is no evidence in the record to show the

132 Cong. Rec. H 9561 (Oct. 8, 1986).
49 CFR section 194.5.
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SUSMPs are necessary and cost effective, the opposite is true. The record is replete with

documentation of costs of pilot mitigation projects, studies from similar programs in other states,

andresearch studies. The Regional Water Board complied with the requirement to consider cost.

The Regional Water Board found that the cost to include BMPs that will meet the

mitigation criteria will be one to two percent of the total development cost. This amount appears

reasonable, especially in light of the amount of impervious surface ah’eady in Los Angeles

County and the impacts on impaired water bodies. In considering the cost of compliance, it is

also important to consider the costs of impairment. The beach closures in the Los Angeles

region, well documented in the evidence, have reached critical proportions. These beach

closures clearly have a financial impact on the area, and should be positively affected by the

SUSMPs.

We do note that there could be further cost savings for developers if the permittees

develop a regional solution for the problem. We recommend that the cities and the County,

along with other interested agencies, work to develop regional solutions so that individual

dischargers are not forced to create numerous small-scale projects. While the SUSMPs are an

appropriate means of requiring mitigation of storm water discharges, we also encourage

innovative regional approaches.49

Contention: The petitioners have raised contentions regarding details of the SUSMPs,

including the amount of time allowed for inclusion of SUSMPs m local ordinances, and their

application to both "discretionary" and "non-discretionary" pro,)ects, in addition, dunng the

hearing certain ambiguities in the wording of the Final SUSMPs became apparent, including the

provisions regarding redevelopment and environmentally-sensitlve areas. In this portion of the

,9 We note that the SUSMPs as written do not m any way preclude the development of regional solutions approved
by the Regional Water Board as a means to comply w~th the BMP and desLm s~andard reqmrements.
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Order we address these issues and also the application oft.he design standards to retail gasoline

outlets (RGOs) and the waiver fi.mding requirements.

Fi~diag: The testimony at the hearing in this matter revealed that there are specific

provisions of the SUSMPs that create confusion as to the types of development projects subject

to the mitigation design standards. The petitioners also contend that application of the standards

to specific types of development either is unreasonable or is inconsistent with the terms of the

permit. The specific requirements are discussed below.

Retail Gasoline Outlets

Petitioner WSPA contends that RGOs should be excluded from the SUSMPs. Its petition

raised the same general contentions as the other petitioners, but at the hearing WSPA presented

evidence specific to RGOs. In particular, WSPA raised questions about the propriety of applying

the design standards for BMPs to RGOs. In considering this issue, we conclude that construction

of RGOs is already heavily regulated and that owners may be limited in their ability to construct

infiltration facilities. Moreover, in light of the small size of many RGOs and the proximity to

underground tanks, treatment may not always be feasible, or safe. The mandatory BMPs that are

included in the SUSMPs may be adequate to achieve MEP at RGOs, but the Regional Water

Board should add additional mandatory. BMPs, such as use of dry. cleanup methods (e.g.

sweeping) for removal of litter and debris, use of rags and absorbents for leaks and spills,

restricting the practice of washing down hard surfaces unless the wash water is collected and

disposed of properly, annual training of employees on proper spill cleanup and waste disposal

methods, and the inclusion of BMPs to address trash receptacle areas and air/water supply
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areas,s° We conclude that because RGOs are already heavily regulated and may be limited in

their ability to construct infiltration facilities or to perform treatment, they should not be subject

to the BIVfP design standards at th~s time, and recommend that the Regional Water Board

undertake further consideration of a threshold relative to size of the RGO, number of fueling

nozzles, or some other relevant factor. This Order should not be consn’ued to preclude inclusion

of RGOs in the SUSIVfP design standards, with proper justification, when the permit is reissued.

Redevelopment Projects

The SUSIV[Ps were written to apply to new development and to some types of

redevelopment in nine categories of projects. The definition of’h’~development" retie, creel the

intent of the Regional Water Board to define the scope of redevelopment projects subject to the

requirements. That dei~mtion~, however, was somewhat confusing, and it was apparent from

testimony at the hearing that the parties had different understandings of the scope of

redevelopment subject to the SUSIVIPs. In their post-hearing briefs, the various parties appeared

to agree on the actual intent of the Re~onal Water Board in including redevelopment in the

SUSMPs. This intent was to include redevelopment that adds or creates at least 5,000 square

feet of impervious surface to the original development and, where the addition constitutes less

than 50 percent of the original development, to limit the application of the BMP design standards

to the addition.

~o These BMPs are from a list of BMPs m a publication of the California Storm Water Quality, Task Force. (Best

Management Practlce Guide - Retail Gasohne Outlets. March 199"L) This pubhcat~on mcludes BMPs m addmon to
those hsted in the SUSMPs. All BMPs recommended in thls publicatmn should be mandated.
~ The SUSMPs s~ate: "Redevelopment" means, on an already developed s~te. the creatlon or addmon of at least
5,000 square feet of n’nperv~ous surfaces or the creation or addiuon of fifty percent or more of m~perviou.s surfaces
or the making of u’nprovernents to fifty, percent or more of the emstmg sn’ucmre. Redevelopment includes, but ts not
ILrmted to: the expansion of a building footpnnt or addition or replacement of a s~ructufe; su’uctura[ development
including an increase m gross floor area and/or exterior construction or remode|mg; replacement of u-npervmtts
surface that is not part of a routine maintenance acuvtty; and land disturbing acnvmes related vath su’uctural or
m’zpervious surfaces.
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While some parties requested further requirements for development, it appears that the

Regional Water Board’s original intent was relatively simple to apply and results in a fair and

appropriate application of the SUSIVfPs’ requirements to redevelopment. Therefore, we will

revise the definition in the SUSM~s accordingly.

Environmentally-Sensitive Areas

The permit required that the SUSMPs addre~ at least seven development categories,s2

The final SUSMPs added two more categories: parking lots of 5,000 square feet or more or with

25 or more parking spaces and potentially exposed to storm water runoff; and location within or

directly adjacent to an environmentally-sensitive area (ESA). The petitioners contend that the

addition of ESAs was inappropriate because the permit refers only to "development categories’’53

and ESA is a location category.

Whether or not the Regional Water Board went beyond the permit’s terms in including

this category, we find a fundamental problem with the language of the SUSMPs regarding ESAs.

All of the other categories are relatively simple to apply because they describe the types of

development that fall within the category. For instance, the threshold for a commercial

development is 100,000 square feet. If the development is smaller, it is not subject to the

SUSMPs. But for developments within ESAs, the SUSMPs contain no threshold. This absence

led to speculation by the petitioners that something as small as a new patio on a home in an ESA

would make the SUSMPs applicable. The Regional Water Board, at the hearing and in its post-

hearing brief, conceded that there should be some t~eshold. While the Regional Water Board

~’~ The categories lis~ed m the permit are: smg|e-farmly hill residences, I00.000 square-foot cornmerc~a~
developments, automouv¢ repair shops, retail gasoline outlets, restaurants, home subdivisions w~th 10 to 99 housing
umts, and home subdivisions w~th 100 or more honsmg umts. Perrm~ Pan 2. III.A.l.c.
~ Id.
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did recommend a specific threshold, we believe that it is inappropriate for this Board to add a

threshold that has not been fully discussed by all interested persons.

While it may be appropriate to include more stringent controls for developments m ESAs,

we also note that such developments are already subject to extensive regulation under other

regulatory programs. Moreover, in light of the permit language limiting the SUSMPs to

development categories, ESAs are not an appropriate category within the SUSM~s. The

Regional Water Board may choose to consider the issue further when it reissues the permit.

Discretionary and Non-Discretionary, or Ministeriai~ Projects

The petitioners contend that the SUSMPs should apply only to projects that are

considered "discretionary" within the meaning of California Environmental Quality Act

(CEQA).~ They argue that the inclusion of non-discretionary, or ministerial, projects is

inconsistent with the terms of the permit.

The permit provisions on development projects do refer to "discretionary" projects in

several places. The permittees are directed to develop a checklist for determining priority, and

exempt projects."~f Priority projects are defined as development and redevelopment projects

requiring discretionary approval, which may have a potential si_m~.,ificant effect on storm water

quality.~6 The permittees are also required to develop a BMP list.f: In developing the SUSMPs,

the permittees are required to incorporate appropriate elements of the BMP list.5~ Next, the

permittees must develop a pro~am on plarming control measures for priority projects (which are

limited to projects requiring discretionary, approval), consistent with the list of BMPs and the

~4 Public Resources Code section 21000

~ PerrmL P~rt 2, III.A.l.a.

s~ PenmL P~rt 2, III.A.l.b.
~s PerrmL P~,n 2, III.A. I
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SUSIVfPs.s9 The permit further states that, in order to assure compliance with these

requirements, the permitlees must develop guidelines on preparing CEQA documents that link

mitigation conditions to "’local discretionary project approvals.’~°

Taken as a whole, the provisions of the.permit appear to link the development

requirements for SUSMPs to developments that receive discretionary approval by local

governments, as defined in CEQA. The SUSM~s are an implementation tool for the perrmt and

must be consistent with the permit. While the limitation of the SUSIvfPs to discretionary projects

may not be sufficiently broad for an effective storm water control program, the Regional Water

Board acted inappropriately in expanding the SUSMPs to include non-discretionary projects.

The Regional Water Board may consider expanding the development controls beyond CEQA

discretionary projects when it reissues the permit. But at this time, the SUSMPs must be revised

so that they are limited to development projects requiring discretionaJ-y approval within the

meaning of CEQA.6~

Waiver Funding Requirement

Where a waiver is granted from the design standard requirements, the Final SUSMPs

provide that the permittee must require the project proponent to transfer the cost savings to a

storm water mitigation fund. The fund is to be operated by a public agency or a non-profit

entity, to promote regional or alternative solutions for storm water pollution in the same storm

watershed. The petitioners contend that the funding requirement will create an additional

administrative burden.

19 Perrmt, Part 2, III.a.2.

~ Perrmt, Part 2, III.a.3.b.
6, We note that the Final SUSMPs already include a defwat~on of"discreuonary project" consistent w~th the

defmmon m the CEQA guidelines. Final SUSMPs at page 4 of 25; Title 14, Califorma Code of Regulat3ons, secnon
15357. Apparently this deftmtion was inadvertently retained after the Regional Water Board decided to expand the
SUSMPs beyond discretmnary projects.
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The concept of a midgaUon fund or "bank" is a positive idea for obtaining regional

solutions to storm water runoff. As a long-term strategy, municipal storm water dischargers

should work to establish regional mitigation facilities, which may be more cost-effective and

more technically effective than mitigation structures at individual developments. But at this

point there are not sufficient resources in place to require all permirtees to establish such funds or

to find appropriate non-profit organizations. Before mandating funding, preliminary questions

should be answered, including who will manage the fund, what types of projects it will be used

for, what entities can legally operate such funds, and how permit’tees will determine the amount

of the assessments. It would be appropriate for the County to consider developing a pro_re’am

with the appropriate flood control agency, or as a model for the separate cities to develop. There

may be suitable agencies to administer such funds, but the development of programs may take

some time. The Regional Water Board should consider adopting such a program when it

reissues the permit, after consultation with the appropriate local agencies.

III. CONCLUSIONS

Based on the discussion above, the Board concludes that:

1. The Regional Water Board complied with the procedural reqmrements of

the permit, including the Administrative Review Process, in approving the

Final SUSMPs.

2. The Regional Water Board was authorized to revise the SUSMPs by

including more smngent requirements than the permittees had proposed.

3. The Regional Water Board complied with did not violate the Administrative

Procedure Act, CEQA, or the Constitutional provisions on state mandates.

The petitioners’ due process rights have been protected

~,. The Regional Water Board considered the costs of the SUSMPs, and acted

reasonably in req_uinng these controls in li~t of the expected benefits to

water quality.

27

R0001862



5. The Final SUSM~s reflect a reasonable interpretation of development

controls that achieve reduction of pollutants in storm water discharges to the

maximum extent practicable.

6. The SUSMPs include adequate protections of groundwater quality fi’om any

impacts from infiltration.

7. The SUSIVfPs will be revised to clarify the intent of the Regional Water

Board and to make them consistent with the permit. Specifically, retail

gasoline outlets should not be subject to the BIVfP design standards because

they are already heavily regulated and may be limited in their ability to

construct infiltration facilities or to perform treatment. Redevelopment

projects should be subject to the SUSMPs only if they result in creation or

addition of 5,000 square feet of impervious surfaces. Environmentally-

sensitive areas should not be listed as a category in the SUSMPs. The

SUSMPs should only apply to discretionary projects. The requirement for

funding by project proponents who receive waivers should be deleted. The

SUSMPs will be amended as shown in the attachment to this Order.

8. In light of the revisions of the SUSM~s made by this Order, and to allow the

permittees adequate time to adopt implementing ordinances, the deadline for

adopting ordinances will be revised to January 15, 2001, and the effective

date of the Final SUSMPs will be revised to February. 15, 2001.

//~’

~,~,/

///

///

///
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IV. ORDER

IT IS HEREBY ORDERED that the Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plans for Los

Angeles County and Cities in Los Angeles County is revised consistent with the amendments

attached hereto. In all other respects the petitions are dismissed.

CERTI~CATION

The undersigned, Administrative Assistant to the Board, does hereby certify that the foregoing is
a full, true, and correct copy of an order duly and regularly adopted at a meeting of the State
Water Resources Control Board held on October 5, 2000.

AYE: Arthur G. Baggett, Jr.
Mary Jane Forster
John W. Brown

NO: None

ABSENT: Peter S. Silva

ABSTAIN: None

the Board
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AMENDMENTS TO SUSIV£PS

[These amendments are to the Final SUSMP, as published March 8, 2000]

Page 3 of 25
First full paragraph:

All discretionary development and redevelopment projects that fall into one ofse~e~ the
following categories are ;.~_,;~.a :,n "~’= T ^. ^ _~_1~. r- ...... x~cA ~ , bj
to these SUSM~s. These categories are:

¯ Single-family Hillside Residences
¯ 100,000 Square Foot Commercial Developments
¯ Automotive R.cpair Shops
¯ Retail Gasoline Outlets
¯ Restaurants
¯ Home Subdivisions with 10 to 99 housing units
¯ Home Subdivisions with 100 or more housing units
¯ Parking lots 5,000 square feet or more or with 25 or more parking spaces and

potentially exposed to storm water runoff

Second full paragraph:

Fourth full paragraph:

Permittees shall amend codes~ if necessa~,, not later than S~p::mbsr S. 2~rJ~3~-0 Janua~’ IS, 2001,
to ~ve legal effect to the SUSMP requirements. The SUSMP requirements for projects
identified herein shall take effect not later than ~ February IS, 2001.

Page 4 of 25

Delete definition of"Environmentally Sensitive Area"

Revise Definition of"P,.edevelopmerlt":
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"Redevelopment" means, on an already developed site, the creazion or addition of at leas~ 5.000

:L"~.-.’--.=~.. Redevelopment includes, but is not limited to: ~;;xpansion of a building f~rmt or

addition or replacement of a structure; su’actural development including an increase m gross
floor area and/or exterior construction or remodeling; replacement of impervious surface that is
not par~ of a muting maintenance activity;, and land disturbing activities related with s~rucrural or
impervious surfaces. Where redevelopment results in an increase of less than f’tf~y percent
of the impervious surfaces of a previously existing development~ and the existing
development was not subject to these SUSMPs, the Design Stundards apply only to the
addition, and not to the entire development~

Page I 0 of 25

Add to "Limited Exclusion": Retail Gasoline Outlets

Page 15 of 25

Delete the first full paragraph (storm water mitigation funding)
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Monitoring Program addressee each co-located indus~rlal
applicable water quality standards, the fscillty activity and other sources that may generate slgnitlcent
operator shall comply with the requirements described in quantities Of pollutants.
Receiving Water Limitation C.3.

State Water Board Order No. 91-013-DWQ (as amended by CERTIPICATION
Order No. 92-12-DWQ) and San Francisco Bay Regional
Water Board Order No. 91-011 (as amended by Order The undersigned, Administrative Assistant to the State Water
No. 92-Ii&) are hereby rescinded. Board, does hereby certify that the foregoing is a full, true,

and correct copy of an order duly and regularly adopted st a
REGION;~L WATER BOARD AUTHORITIES meeting of the State Water Resources Control Board held. on

Following adoption of this General Permit, Regional Water
April 17, 1997.

Boards shall:
AYE: John P. Caffrey

a.    Implement the provisions of this General Permit, John W. Brown
including, but not limited to, reviewing SWPPPs, ~ames M. Stubchaer
reviewing annual reports, conducting compliance Marc Del Plato
inspections, and taking enforcement actions. Mary Jane Forster

b. Issue other NPDES general permits or individual NPDES
storm water permits as they deem appropriate to
individual facility operators, facility operators of

NO; None

specific categories of industrial activities, or
facility operators in a watershed or geographic area. ABSENT~ None

Water Board, the affected facility operator shall no
longer be regulated by this General Permit. Any new
NPDES permit issued by the Regional Water Board may

ABSTAXN: None

contain different requirements than the requirements
of this General Permit.

Regional Water Boards may provide guidance to facility                                                                    A~s~stant~to
operators on the SWPPP and the Monitoring Program and
reporting implementation.

Regional Water Boards may require facility operators to
conduct additional SWPPP and Monitoring Program and
reporting activities necessary to achieve compliance with
this General Permit.

Regional Water Boards may approve requests from facility
operators whose facilities include co-located industrial
activities that are not contiguous within the facilities
(e.g., some military bas~s) to comply with this General
Permit under a single NOI. Storm water discharges end
authorized non-storm water discharges from the co-located
industrial activities and from other sources within the
facility that may generate significant quantities of ~,
pollutants are authorized provided the SWPPP and



Storm Water Discharges Associated with
Industrial Activi 

40 C.F.R. 122.26(b)(14)

The term "Storm Water Discharges Associated with Industrial Activity’~, defined
in federal regulations 40 CFR 122.26(b)(14)(i)-(xi), determined which industrial
facilities are potentially subject to Phase I of the storm water program. If you are
subject to the program you need to apply for a permit. The definition uses either
SIC (Standard Industrial Classificationr~"~) codes or narrative descriptions to

characterize the activities. You are responsible for identifying your facility’s SIC
code. The definition’s 11 categories ((i) - (xi)) are listed below. You should
review these 11 categories and decide if your type of facility is described by any
of them (either by SIC code or by narrative descriptions). Please note that
categories iii, viii, and xi have special conditions, or exceptions (described
below) which may make a facility NOT subject to the program, and therefore not
required to apply, even though the facility’s activity matches one of the SIC
codes.

category. (i)

Facilities su~ect to storm water effluent limitations guideline, new source
performance standards, or toxic pollutant effluent standards under 40 CFR
subchapter N (except ~cilities with toxic pollutant effluent standards which are
exempted under category (xi)). These types of ~cilities include the following:

40 CFR Subchapter N

405 Dairy products processing
406 Grain mills
407 Canned & preserved fruits & veg. processing *
408 Canned & preserved seafood processing
409 Beet, crystalline & liquid cane sugar refining
410 Textile mills
411 Cement manufacturing
412 Feedlots (use CAFO General Permit)
414 Organic Chemicals plastics and synthetic fibers
415 Inorganic chemical manufacturing *
417 Soap and detergent manufacturing
418 Fertilizer manufacturing
419 Petroleum refining
420 Iron and steel manufacturing
421 Nonferrous metal manufacturing
422 Phosphate manufacturing -
423 Steam electric power

hnp://www.epa.gov/region04)water/wpeb/cwaespgs/strmwtrdawia.htm 4/21/2001
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424 Ferroalloy manufacturing *
425 Leather tanning and finishing
426 Glass manufacturing "
427 Asbestos manufacturing
428 Rubber manufacturing
429 Timber products processing
430 Pulp, paper, and paperboard *
431 Builder’s paper and board mills
432 Meat products
433 Metal finishing
434 Coal Mining ¯
436 Mineral mining & processing "
439 Pharmaceutical manufacturing *
440 Ore mining & dressing *
443 Paving and roofing materials
446 Paint formulating
447 Ink formulating
455 Pesticide Chemicals *
458 Carbon Black manufacturing
461 Battery manufacturing
463 Plastics molding and forming
464 Metal molding and casting
465 Coil coating
466 Porcelain enameling
467 Aluminum forming
468 Copper forming *
469 Electrical & electronic component
471 Nonferrous me~al forming & powders

- some facilities in group do not have limits or
standards, see 40 CFR subchapter N to verify.

category (ii)

SIC C~de

24 lumber and wood products (except 2434 wood
kitchen cabinets, see (xi))

26 paper & allied products (except 265 paperboard
containers, 267 converted paper, see (xi))

28 chemicals & allied products (except 283 drugs,
see (xi))

29 petroleum & coal products
311 leather tanning & finishing
32 stone, clay & glass production (except

323 products of purchased glass, see (xi))
33 primary metal industry
3441 fabricated structural metal
373 ship and boat building and repair

category (iii) Mineral Industry

Facilities classified as SIC codes I0-14 including active or inactive mimug
operations (except for areas of coal mining operations no longer meeting the
definition of a reclamation area under 40 CFR 434. I l (1) because the
performance bond issued to the ~cility by the appropfi~e SMCRA autho~ty has
been released, or areas of non-coal mining oper~ions w~ch have been released
~om applicable St~e or Federal reclammion requirements after December 17,

http:/twww.epa.gov/regionO41water/wpeb/cwaespgs/strmwtrdawia.htm 4121/2001
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Storm Water Discharges Asso,’" ate w~th indusmal Activity 40 C.F.R. l?’.26(b)tl-b Page

1990), and oil and gas exploration, production, processing, or treatment
operations, or transmission facilities that discharge storm water contaminated by
contact with or that has come into contact with, any overburden, raw material,
intermediate products, finished products, byproducts or waste products located
on the site of such operations (inactive mining operations are mining sites that
are not being actively mined, but which have an identifiable owner/operator;
inactive mining sites do not include sites where mining claims are being
maintained prior to disturbances associated with the extraction, benefication, or
processing of mined materials, nor sites where minimal activities are undertaken
for the sole purpose of maintaining a mimng claim).

SIC Code
I0 metal mining (metallic mineral/ores)
12 coal mining
13 oil and gas extraction
14 non-metallic minerals except fuels

Oil and gas operations that discharge contaminated storm water at any time
between November 16, 1987 and October 1, 1992, and that are currently not
authorized by an NPDES permit, must apply for a permit. Operators ofoil and
gas exploration, production, processing, or treatment operations or transmission
facilities, that are not required to submit a permit application as of October I,
1992 in accordance with 40 CFR 122.26(c)(1)(iii), but that after October 1, 1992
have a discharge of a reportable quantity of oil or a hazardous substance (in a
stom~ water discharge) for which notification is required pursuant to either 40
CFR 110.6, 117.21, or 302.6, must apply for a permit.

category (iv) Hazardous Waste

Hazardous waste treatment, storage, or disposal facilities including those that are
operating under interim status or a permit under Subtitle C of RCRA.

category (v) Landfills

Landfills, land application sites, and open dumps that receive or have received
any industrial waste (waste that is received from any of the facilities described
under categories (i) - (xi)) including those that are subject to regulations under
Subtitle D of RCRA.

category (vi)

Facilities involved in the recycling of materials, including metal scrap yards,
battery reclaimers, salvage yards, and automobile junkyards, including but
limited to those classified as SIC 5015 (used motor vehicle parts) and 5093
(scrap and waste materials).

category (vii) Steam Electric Plants

Steam electric power generating facilities, including coal handling sites.

http ://www.epa.gov/re~onO4/water/wpeb/cwaespgs/strmwtrdawia.htm 4/21/2001
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category (viii) Transportation

Transportation facilities classified by the SIC codes listed below which have
vehicle maintenance shops, equipment cleaning operations, or airport
deicing operations. Only those portions of the facility that are either involved in
vehicle maintenance (including vehicle rehabilitation, mechanical repairs,
painting, fueling, and lubrication), equipment cleaning operations, airport deicing
operations, or which are otherwise identified under categories (I)-(vii) or (ix)-(xi)
are associated with industrial activity, and need permit coverage.

SIC Code
40 railroad transportation
41 local and interurban passenger transit
42 trucking & warehousing (except 4221-25,

see (xi))
43 US postal service
44 water transportation
45 .transportation by air
5171 petroleum bulk stations and terminals

category (ix) Treatment Works

Treatment works treating domestic sewage or any other sewage sludge or
wastewater treatment device or system, used in the storage, treatment, recycling,
and reclamation of municipal or domestic sewage, including land dedicated to
the disposal of sewage sludge that are located within the confines of the facility,
with a design flow of 1.0 mgd or more, or required to have an approved
pretreatment program under 40 CFR 403. Not included are farm lands, domestic
gardens or lands used for sludge management where sludge is beneficially reused
and which are not physically located in the confines of the facility, or areas that
are in compliance with section ~,05 of the Clean Water Act.

category (x) Construction

Construction activity including clearing, grading and excavation activities
except: operations that result in the disturbance of less than 5 acres of total land
area which are not part of a larger common plan of development or sale.

The construction "operator" must applyfor permit coverage under the General
Storm Water Permit for Construction Activities. The "operator" is the party or
parties that either individually or taken together meet the following two criteria.
1) they have operational control over the site specification; 2) they have the day-
to-day operational control of those activities at the site necessary to ensure
compliance. For a typical commercial construction site, the owner and general
contractor must both apply. For a typical residential development, the developer
and all builders must apply. Each builder must apply even if they individually
disturb less than 5 acres if the overall development is 5 or more acres. Only one
Pollution Prevention Plan is required per site even though there may be multiple
parties.

htrp:/iwww.epa.gov/region04/water/wpeb/cwaespgs/strmwtrdawia.htm 4/21/2001
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category. (xi) Light industr)’

Facilities classified by the following SIC codes:

SIC Code
20    food and kindred product
21    tobacco products
22    textile mill products
23    apparel and other textile product
2434 wood kitchen cabinets
25    furniture and fixtures
265 paperboard containers and boxes
267 miscellaneous converted paper products
27    printing and publishing
283 drugs
285 paints and allied products
30    rubber and miscellaneous plastic
31    leather and products (except 311)
323 products of purchased glass
34    fabricated metal products (except 3441)
35    industrial machinery and equipment
36    electronic and other electric equipment
37    transportation equipment (except 373)
38    instruments and related products
39    miscellaneous manufacturing
4221 farm product storage
4222 refrigerated storage
4225 general warehouse and storage

(and which are not otherwise included in categories (ii) - (x)) with storm water
discharges from ~1 areas (except access roads and rail lines) where material
handling, equipment, or activities, raw mmefials, intermediate products, final
products, waste materials, by-products, or industrial machinery are exposed to
storm water. Material handling activities include the storage, loading and
unloading, ~ansponation, or conveyance of any raw material, intermediate
produce, fimshed product, by-product, or waste product.

Note:

Standard Industrial Classification (SIC) codes are in the process of being
replaced by the newer North American Industry Classification System (NAICS).
Until EPA modifies regulations referring to the newer NAICS system, the older
SIC codes will continue to be utilitized.

Standard Industrial Classification codes

North American Industry_ Classification System[]~l~

h~p://www.epa.gov/regionO4/water/wpeb/cwaespgs/strmwtrdawia.htm 4/21/2001
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Storm Water Dlsciaarges Asso,-,ate with lndusmal Activity 40 C.F.R. 1 v’~.26(b)(1.:,) Page

[ EPA Home! Re,zion 4 Home 1~O1~ Comments I Search I Bro_~

Document maintained by CWAESMaunce Horsey. Updated: 6/I/99

URL: http://vcww.epa.gov/region4/water/wpeb/cwaespgsistrmw~rdawia.htrn (Graphical Version)

http://www.epa.gov/regionO4/water/wpcb/cwaespgs/strmwtrdawia.htm 4/21/2001

R0001873



Arcadia Proposed Shift of the State’s Storm Water Inspection
Artesia and Enforcement Proqram to the Citie~
Bellflower
Bell Gardens What is the State Proposing?
Burbank
Cerritos
Commerce The Draft NPDES Permit appears to be an attempt to shift the
Compton responsibility for industrial and construction site storm water
Diamond Bar ~nspections and enforcement programs from the State to the Cities.
Downey The State was required in 1989 to develop a program for industrial
Hawaiian Garc~ens and construction storm water permits. Fees collected by the State
Industry
Irwindale range from $250 to $10,000 per storm water permit. The State ~s
La Canada~Flintridge currently responsible for reviewing plans on the issuance of permits,
LaMirada inspections and legal enforcement, including levying fines and
Lakewood prosecuting violators.
Lawndale
Monrovia
Montebello What does the Clean Water Act require?
Norwalk
Palos Verdes Estates The requirements under Clean Water Act allow for a permit that
Paramount requires Cities to inspect a limited number of industrial facilities, in
Pico Rivera certain settings. Cities are primarily required to inspect to insure that
Pomona
Rancho Palos Verdes illicit discharges do not enter the storm drains, and there is nothing in
Rosemead the regulations that would allow the Cities to enter upon and inspect
Santa Fe Springs private property.    The regulations provide that city’s permit
San Gabriel responsibilities are to involve "storm water associated with industrial
Sierra Madre
Signal Hill activity," industrial facilities contributing substantial pollutant Ioadings,
South Gate and "illicit discharges." Cities are not required to inspect the countless
Vernon commercial facilities set forth in the Draft Permit, including State and
Walnut federal facilities, or to inspect industrial facility operations covered
VVhittier under the State permit. In fact the express terms of the State

Industrial General Permit plainly impose the obligation on the Regional
Boards to conduct "Compliance Inspections," and to take enforcement
action.

What are commercial and industrial sites?

The Draft NPDES Permit defines Industrial/Commercial facilities as
"any facility involved and/or used in either the production,
manufacture, storage, transportation, distribution, exchange or sale of
goods and/or commodities, and any facility involved and/or used in
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providing professional and non-professional services." Coverage under the
Draft Permit of Industrial/Commercial sites includes all restaurants, auto repair
shops, Phase I facilities and other Commercial facilities that are "potentially
contributing" to the impairment of receiving water.     Thus, the
Industrial/Commercial inspection program under the Draft Permit is completely
"open ended", and includes all facilities that pote~tialJy contribute" to storm
water pollution. (Page 26, Section 3).

Industrial sites are permitted by the State under the Phase I NPDES Permit
These facilities are to be inspected for compliance by the Regional Board
These sites include refineries and other heavy industries. We understand that
there are approximately 2,400 State permitted industrial facilities in Los Angeles
County. Under the inspection and enforcement program in the Draft Permit.
Cities will be required to inspect Industrial/Commercial sites and impose
appropriate BMP’s (Best Management Practices) for such businesses. (Page
27, Section 4).

Cities are being ordered to become the "storm water pofice"

The MS4 Draft Permit requires that Cities have the ability to enter onto private
property to inspect thousands of commercial and industrial facilities Under the
Draft Permit, Cities must possess the "ability to carry out all inspection,
surveillance and monitoring," and must report, within 24 hours of discovery,
non-compliant sites and other sites that "create an adverse impact or nuisance,"
to the Regional Board. The criteria to determine whether a site is a nuisance or
is causing an "adverse impact" is undefined. (Page 29, Section 7). The Cities
must also "possess the authority to enter, sample, inspect, review and copy
records, and require regular reports" from such businesses. (Page 19, Section
G(1)(n)). Where does the City obtain the authority to enter private property
without probable cause?

Cities will be inspecting sites, even if there is no evidence of non-storm
water discharges into the local storm drains.

The Permit requires that commercial and industrial facilities be investigated,
"regardless of exposure or non-exposure" of storm water pollution. Cities will be
required to establish inspection frequencies with the Regional Board. The
permit calls for at least one inspection within the first 24 months for each
commercial and industrial site. The permit has a minimum of not less that two
inspections for each site during the five-year life of the NPDES permit. (Page
27-28, Section 5).

Inspectors will also be required to provide oral notification of an "adverse impact
or nuisance" to the Board within 24 hours. Inspectors must provide oral
notification of "non-compliant" sites within three days. The inspectors are to
follow up oral reports with written reports, within five days. Cities are then to
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enforce the violations through "ordinances or other regulatory mechanisms",
including "sanctions to ensure compliance". (Page 28, Sections 6 & 7). Again,
where idoes the City get the authority to enter private property without probable
cause’?

What are the major problems with shifting the inspection and enforcement
program to the cities?

Shifting of the inspection and enforcement responsibility to the cities presents
several problems:

¯ No Le.qal Basis to Mandate Local Inspections & Enforcement - The
State entered into an MOA (Memorandum of Agreement) with the
USEPA in 19,89 to administer the NPDES Program. This included the
requirement that the State develop storm water permits and conduct
storm water inspections for specified Industrial and Commercial
facilities.

¯ No Le,qal Authority to Enter Businesses - Cities do not have the legal
authority to enter onto private property to enforce a State storm water
permit, or simply because the Regional Board requires it in a permit
issued to the City. Nor does the City have the authority to inspect
such State and federal facilities. Cities have to obtain search
warrants to enter private property. Our understanding of case law is
that it has generally limited cities to pursuing code enforcement
based on the rule of what can be observed from the city right-of-way.

¯ Unfunded Inspections - The State is proposing no funding to the
cities for the costs of the new inspection program. The business
community will likely object to the additional levy of a city storm water
fees, since they are already paying fees to the State. Assuming it
were even legally enforceable, Cities would be required to fund
staffing for inspectors or contract with consultant inspection firms.

¯ Unfunded Leqal Enforcement - Cities must rely on the cumbersome
municipal code violation process, which includes filing of charges with
city prosecutors or the district attorney. Violations could then end up
in expensive court cases. Again, the State is proposing no funding
for prosecution and court expenses.

¯ Unfunded Surveillance, Monitorinq and Health Risk Assessments -
Assuming it were even legal, most cities do not have the resources or
expertise generally to perform inspections of thousands of
Industrial/Commercial facilities in their respective jurisdictions, and to
complete the health risk assessments and the monitoring required to
determine if an "adverse impact or nuisance" exists in storm water
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Consultant expertise will most likely be required. The State proposes
no funding for the inspection, surveillance, monitoring or health risk
assessments.

¯ Unknown Amount and Frequency of Inspections - Cities are not
aware of the number of Industrial/Commercial facilities to be
inspected every two years, or what commercial or industrial facilities
are "potentially contributing to the impairment of receiving water"
The number of inspections and types of facilities covered is open-
ended and appears to even include State and federal facilities

¯ Third Party Liti,qation - If the Cities accept the State inspection
responsibilities, they will be exposed to third party litigation and State
fines. Cities would be subjected to fines and litigation, where
inspection and enforcement programs are not considered "sufficient"
by the Board or any individual or third party.

Conclusion

The State industrial permit inspection program is contained in an MOA between
the State and USEPA. The Coalition is opposed to this shift of inspection and
enforcement obligations onto the Cities, and is further opposed to the extension
of limitless inspection, reporting and oversight obligations imposed on the Cities
for Industrial/Commercial facilities are in violation of both State and federal law

R0001877



Arcadia Re,qional/Subreqional Implementation
Artes,a Proqrams
Bellflower
Bell Gardens The CPR Amendment to the NPDES PermitBurbank
Cerrltos
Commerce What is the Coalition and what the Coalition’s Goals?
Compton
Diamond Bar ¯ Coalition for Practical Regulation is a group of 35 Los Angeles
Downey
HawaHan Gardens County cities, representing 1.7 million residents, committed to
Industry finding cost-effective regional solutions to improve storm water
Irw~nclale quality.
La Canada~Flintridge
La M~rada ¯ The Coalition cities are conce~-ned about the high cost of
Lakewood
Lawndale implementing new storm water programs. The cities are
Monrowa equally concerned over "unfunded" mandated storm water
Montebello programs, which could result in the reduction of existing city
Norwalk programs, if new revenues are not provided. The cities and
Palos Verdes Estates LOS Angeles County have been hit hard by the State "take
Paramount
PicoRivera away" of local property taxes -now totaling $1.8 billion
Pomona annually.
Rancho Palos Verdes
Rosemead ¯ The Coalition believes that all the stakeholders, including the
Santa Fe Springs
San Gabriel cities, Los Angeles County and the State, need to find practical
Sierra Madre and cost-effective solutions to storm water quality problems.
Signal Hill
South Gate Does the Draft NPDES Permit propose regional solutions?
Vernon
Walnut
Whittier ¯ "l"~e Draft Permit says that cities "will work cooperatively" to

control storm water pollution from one jurisdiction to another
through "cooperative agreements." The Draft Permit provides a
limited framework on how this cooperation is to occur. (Page 6
#17)

¯ The Draft Permit has only a few examples of regional
approaches - such as public information programs and a
"Countywide Hotline" for reporting complaints. The Draft Permit
discusses the need for cities to "coordinate regional and local
outreach and education to reduce duplication of efforts". (Pages
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¯ 21-25, Part 4A). The Draft permit provides no further guidance on other
regional cost-effective programs.

¯ The Draft Permit in principal "supports a Watershed Management
Approach", to encourage cost-effective programs, through "interagency
agreements". However, the permit is vague on how these principals are
translated into government action. (Page 9, #32)

¯ "Watershed Management" is limited in the Draft to committees comprised
of various cities in each of the five watersheds. These committees are
designed to collect information and to further the proposal to force the
cities to perform the State’s Industrial and Commercial storm water
inspection and enforcement program. The committees are to exchange
information, prioritize pollution control efforts, monitor implementation
annually and identify additional sites for inspections (Pages 15-16, Part
3A, B&C).

¯ The Draft requires that the cities amend the Storm Water Quality
Management Plan (SQMP) to "incorporate regional provisions, such as
"watershed specific requirements". However, the five watersheds are
huge geographic areas, over 3,100 square miles in the entire area. They
have different topographies, infrastructures, development patterns and
needs. The Draft Permit should provide flexibility for cities in the various
watersheds to }oin together in smaller more manageable groups to
address specific permit requirements. (Page 17, Part 3F)

¯ The Draft Permit has no mechanism that requires that other government
agencies work with the cities to implement storm water programs.
Examples would include programs that combine resources with Caltrans,
various school districts, community college districts, other special
districts and federal facilities.

The CPR Amendment Provides a Management Framework for
RegionallSubregional Solutions to Storm Water Quality Issues

¯ The Coaliti~on proposes a specific amendment to the Draft NPDES
Permit that encourages groups of cities to form partnerships with Los
Angeles, County, the State and other agencies to plan and implement
regional/subregional storm water programs.

¯ Known as the RSlP - or Regional/Subregional Implemenation Program -
the RSlP provides the framework to encourage regional cooperation for
~mplementing clean water goals and programs. RSlPs would promote
cost-effective solutions, with problem solving groups of cities and other
agencies
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¯ Cities have a good track record of solving regional issues in a cost-
effective manner, in problem solving groups. Examples include local
government’s joint response to natural disasters such as wildfires and
earthquakes.

¯ The RSlP will encourage government to ¢oo[dinate and combine limited
resources, in order to implement programs with the least financial effect
on residents, businesses and taxpayers.

How does the RSlP work? What are its Components?

¯ Cities and other agencies will "self-form" into groups with common
~nterests, issues, drainage watersheds and shared storm water
infrastructure. Cities will still be responsible for permit compliance,
however joint efforts will provide consistent and efficient program
implementation.

¯ Once the groups of cities and other agencies "self-form", they will submit
a Regional/Subregional Impementation Program to the Regional Board.
The RSlP would be a storm water master plan, based on the application
of the maximum extent practicable standard (MEP) to storm water
programs. The MEP is what is technically achievable and financially
responsible, non-numeric criteria applied to all municipal storm water
discharges through the implementation of best management practices.

¯ The RSlP would be approved by the Regional Board and would consist
of four main components:

1. Administrative Programs - such as joint illicit connection removal
programs;

2. Capital Improvements and Program Elements - such as regional
storm water treatment facilities or programs;

3. Time schedule for implementation; and
4. Financing Plan that would detail funding.

¯ The RSlP recognizes that new local taxes and assessments for clean
water programs may require voter approval.

¯ The RSlP allows local government the flexibility of determining if the
programs will be implemented with existing resources or new resources.
It also allows for State and federal funding if programs are required
above the local resource level.
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RSIP allows for impact fees to fund regional/subregional projects

¯ The RSIP provides a framework for the levy of a regional development
impact fee, to deal with waivers that are granted under the NPDES
permit, where implementation of storm water programs would be
impractical or threaten ground water quality.

¯ The storm water impact fee could also be used to install
regional/subregional storm water capital improvements or storm water
programs.

Participation in the RSIP protects communities and tax payers from
litigation

Cities and agencies that form regional/subregional groups, submit RSIP’s and
work under a Board approved RSlP, will be deemed in compliance with the
NPDES permit. The Board would retain the ability to levy fines for non-
compliance, but third party litigation would be excluded.

Regional Implementation time frames in the Draft Permit are unrealistic

The Draft NPDES permit proposes that the cities amend the SQMP in 180 days
to include regional programs. It may take cities in the various watersheds
several months to organize and study regional issues. Additional time would be
necessary to design and finding the funding necessary for regional storm water
programs. (Page 17, Part 3F)

Interesting Storm Water Facts

# of Catch Basins in Los Angeles River Watershed Only - 150,000

Estimated installation costs of catch basin inserts in Los Angeles River
Watershed - $120 million

Estimated annually maintenance costs of catch basin inserts in the Los Angeles
River Watershed - $60 million.

Interesting Coalition Facts

Population of Coalition Cities - 1,668,837

Square Miles of Coalition Cities - 275.4
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Part__. REGIONAL/SUBREGIONAL IMPLEMENTATION PROGRAM

A. The Regional Board encourages the utilization of groups of perm=ttees
and intergovemmental programs for the development and
implementation of storm water programs. This is the most cost-effective
use of public resources when implementing the NPDES Permit, such
that the tax burden on individual property owners and the fiscal impact
on existing government services will be minimized.

tntergovernmental coordination involves combining the resources of
various permittees, cities, Councils of Government, the County of Los
Angeles, the Flood Control District and other agencies, such as Caltrans
to implement the NPDES Permit in accordance with maximum extent
practicable standards.

Examples of intergovemmental programs include the improvement of
regional or subregional retention basins, pump stations, storm clrains
inserts, storm drain clarifiers, as well as the implementation of storm
water programs and other treatment facilities approved by the Executive
Officer. The Board especially encourages the use of multi-purpose
open space facilities to implement the NPDES Permit and regional
BMP’s, such as regional parks and athletic fields designed to treat storm
water.

This section specifically recognizes that urban storm water may flow
over many governmental jurisdictional boundaries prior to reaching
waters regulated under the Clean Water Act and the Porter Cologne
Act, and that storm water may pass through local and regional facilities,
including storm drain pipes and retention facilities. The following
regulations are designed to encourage all levels of government, from
local cities, Los Angeles County, State and Federal agencies to form
governmental groups to resolve storm water issues.

Regional and Subregional Implementation Programs (RSlP) provide the
framework to implement the NPDES Permit and TMDL’s in manner
consistent with Federal, State and local regulations. Implementation of
the RSlP by the per

B. Regional/Subregional Implementation Program

A Regional/Subregional Imptemenation Program (RSlP) may be
submitted by the intergovemmental organizations, as an alternative to
separate NPDES Permit requirements or TMDL’s as required of each
government entitity. In order to comply with the terms of the individual
NPDES Permit and TMDL’s. The RSlP’s will contain the following:

1. Identification of the tntergovernmental Group (IG)

The application for the RSlP shall identify the Intergovemmental Group
(IG) who will be subject to the RSlP. The application shall identify the
lead agency who will be responsible for coordination of the IG. The
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application shall identify if the IG has any special authority, such as joint
powers authority.

2. Implementation Plan Components

The application shall consist of the following components and shall be
accompanied with a detailed descnption of the programs and facilities
the IG will utilize, modify or construct in order to comply with the NPDES
Permit or TMDL.

a)    Administrative Component - The Implementation Program
includes an administrative component describing any new
ordinances, resolutions or policies and staffing necessa~ for
implementation.

b) Program Component- The Implementation Program may
include revised existing and new programs necessary for
implementation.

c) Capital Improvement Program - The application may include a
capital improvement program, detailing both minor and major
facilities that would be constructed for implementation.

d) Time Schedule - The application shall be accompanied with a
time schedule for the implementation of the various components,
programs and facilities.

e) Financing Program - The application shall be accompanied wit~q
a financing program explaining how the IG intends to fund the
programs and facilities. The financing program would outline
any State or Federal financial assistance, new fees, taxes or
assessments. The financial program must document baseline
services, such as public safety and public works. The financing
program shall indicate if the IG is required to impose new fees,
assessment or taxes to implement the RSlP.

3. Voter Approval of Financing Program

It is recognized that a public vote may be required to impose new fees,
assessments or taxes to implement the RSIP. If determined that vote is
required, the application shall be accompanied by an election schedule
of when the IG will schedule the new fees, taxes or assessments for a
vote.~of the electorate. Additional State required programs, in excess of
the available resources as determined by the local electorate, shall only
be implemented when State or Federal funding is made available.

4. Mitigation Fees- Regional Storm Water Impact Fees

The IG may design a regional fee mechanism, to deal with waivers that
are granted under the NPDES permit and applicable TMDL’s, where a
waiver for impracticability or a threat to ground water has been granted.
The regional fee should also take into account situations.where off-site
fees are required due to loss of environmental habitat should on-site
mitigation be required. The regional fee may also be used as a levy on
new development in order to provide a funding mechanism for the
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installation of regional/subregional storm water treatment facilities and
other RSIP capital improvements.

Pursuant to Government Code Section 66000-66011, the IG must
establish the following:

a. Identify the purpose of the fee.
b. Identify the use to which the fee is to be put (e.g. public facihties

or programs must be identified).
c. Determine how there is a reasonable relationship between the

fee’s use and the type of project on which the fee is imposed
d. Determine there is a reasonable relationship between the neec~

for the program or facility and the type of project on which the fee
is imposed.

The IG must also deposit, invest, account for and expend the mitigation
fee pursuant to Government Code Section 66006. The IG must also
make findings once each fiscal year regarding any portion of the
mitigation fee remaining unexpended or uncommitted pursuant to
Govemment Code Section 66001 (d).

The IG must also refund any unexpended or uncommitted mitigation fee
after five years receipt (Government Code Section 66001(e). The IG
must also adopt a plan indicating on which capital improvement or
program the fee will be expended (Government Code Section co6006(b)

5. RSIF Review Standards

The Executive Officer shall utilize the following standards to review and
approve individual RSIP applications:

a. The RSIP significantly complies with the intent of the NPDES
Permit and applicable TMDL.

b. The RSIP has incorporated to the maximum extent practicable
current programs and technologies.

c. The RSIP will be implemented in manner consistent with the time
periods imposed by the NDPES Permit and applicable TMDL.

6. A4-nendments to the RSIP

The Executive Officer may approve or disapprove of amendments to the
RSIP. The IG must provide documentation that:

a The proposed amendment will meet or exceed the objectives of
the original NPDES or TMDL component, program or schedule;
or

b. The fiscal burden of the original NPDES or TMDL component,
program or schedule is substantially greater than the proposed
amendment and does not achieve a substantially greater
improvement in water quality.
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The Executive Officer may eliminate any NPDES or TMDL component
or program, if the IG can document that:

a. The component or program is not technically feasible and no
substitute is available, or

b. The cost of implementation outweighs the benefits to the
receiving waters.

7. Administrative Review Process

The administrative review process formalizes the procedures for review
and acceptance of the RSIP and any amendments to an approved
RSIP. In addition, it provides a method to resolve differences in
interpretation of the RSIP components between the Executive Officer,
the Regional Board and the IG.

RSIP Application and Amendments to an Approved RSIP

a. Determine Application Complete - The Executive Officer shall
notify the IG in writing within 30 days after the filing of the RSIP if
the application has been determined to be complete. If
determined to be incomplete, the letter shall outline the items
that the IG will need to supply in order to complete the
application.

b. Resubmittal of the Application - The Executive Officer shall
notify the IG within 30 days after resubmittal of the applicahon.
The 30-day review period shall apply to all resubmittals.

c. Approval or Disapproval of the RSIP - The Executive Officer
shall have 60 days in which to either approve or disapprove of
the RSIP. The IG shall be notified in writing of the reasons for
either approval or disapproval.

d. Appeals to the Regional Board - The IG shall have 30 days from
receipt of the Executive Officer’s letter to appeal the action of the
Executive Officer. The IG shall notify the Board in writing of the
reasons for the appeal and any action that the IG wants the
Board to consider.

e. Appeal Hearing - The Executive Officer shall set the appeal for a
Board public hearing item, within 60 days receipt of the written

-- appeal from the IG. The appeal hearing date may be extended
upon mutual agreement between the Executive Officer and the
IG.

f. Interpretations of the RSIP Components - The IG may file a
written appeal to any determination made by the Executive
Officer in implementing the RSIP. The Executive Officer shall
set public hearing regarding the Board under Section Five,
Subsection B, 7e. above.

8. RSIP Enforcement/Legal Indemnity

Violations of any provision of an approved RSIP shall be subject to the
provisions of Part 6; Section O, Standard Provisions of this Permit. In
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order to encourage and to provide an incentive to cost-effective
regional/subregional programs, the State will provide legal indemnity to
the IG, when civil litigation anses in the good faith implementation of an
approved RSlP.
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California Regional Water Quality Control Board
Los Angeles Region

Winston H. Hickox 32o w 4~h 5~rceL ~u~tc 200. Los Angeles, California 90013 Gray Davis
Secreta~’for Phone i213 ! 576-6600 FAX (213) 576-6640 Governor

Environmental lnternetAddres~ htlp v,’o,,,,,sv,’rcb.ca.govi~rwqcb4
Protectton

April 23, 2001

Mr. Kenneth C. Farfsing via FAX
City Manager
City of Signal Hill
2175 Cherry Avenue
Signal Hill, California 90806

Dear Mr. Farfsing:

Coalition for Practical Regulation - Comments pertaining to Regional Board
Workshop on April 24, 2001

Thank you for your letter, dated April 13, 2001, from the Coalition for Practical Regulation. In
this letter, you expressed the Coalitior~’s concern regarding the procedure for renewing the
municipal storm water permit for the County of Los Angeles and the tentative agenda for our
workshop on April 24, 2001.

Staff at the Regional Board are committed to making all reasonable efforts to facilitate public
review and comment on the proposed permit, which our Board will consider for adoption on July
26, 2001. As we discussed over the telephone on April 19, 2001, we have prepared a renewal
schedule that allows permittees and interested parties one month to review both a first and
second draft of the permit. The workshop on April 24, 2001 will not be your only opportunity to
submit comments. Your written comments on the first draft (issued April 13,2001) will be due
on May 16’h. And, as stated above, we plan to provide another month for public review of a
second draft. Please note that the purpose of the April 24th workshop is two-fold: (1) to explain
proposed changes to the permit, in order to facilitate review and public comment; and (2) to
receive preliminary comments on the draft and, as appropriate, exchange information.

Also, please find attached a revised agenda. We have made these revisions to try to address your
concern that insufficient time is being allocated for public comment at the workshop.
Accordingly, rather than take public comment on each of the permit topics as they arise (as
originally intended), we have condensed our staff presentation, which is now scheduled to occur
during the first half of the workshop. The second half of the workshop will be allocated for
public comment. You will also note that our revised agenda includes relevant items of concern
mentioned in your letter.
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Coalition for Practical Regulation - 2 - April 23, 2001

Again, thank you for your suggestions, which we agree should help focus our discussion at the
workshop. Should you have questions, please do not hesitate to contact me at (213) 576-6618.

Sincerely,

Wendy Phillips
Chief, Storm Water Section

attachment

cc: John Youngerman, Storm Water Section, State Water Resources Control Board
Bruce Fujimoto, Storm Water Section, State Water Resources Control Board
Mustafa Ariki, Department of Public Works, County of Los Angeles
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~\orkshop
on the Municipal Storm \Vater Permit for the CounD’ of Los Angeles

Tuesday, April 24, 2001 at 9:30 a.m.
at the City, of Los Angeles Central Library (Auditorium)

630 West 5th Street, Los Angeles (enter through the Flower Street door)

i~ order Io/uc’i/itat~’ :+~’~’i~’~ ~md l~:b/ic ~omm~,~:

Revised Agendat

9:30    Welcome Dennis Dickerson
kxecuti\’e Officer

9:35 Purposes of the workshop, procedure for Xavier Sxvamikannu
rene~ving the permit, etc. Chief, LAiLB MS4 [nit

9:45 Summary of proposed changes:

¯ :. Structure of the Permit                       Wendv Phillips
Elimination of Notice to Meet and Uonfer
Process

> Addition of requirement to implement
TMDLs

> Implemention Schedules for the
Permittees’ Storm Water Quality
Management Plan (SQMP)

:̄- SQMP Programs for:
> Public agency activities, including Carlos Urrunaga

elimination of illicit connections and illicit
discharges

Agenda revised on April 23, 2001.
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,,- Development plalming Xa\ier Swamikannu
*- Construction Carlos Urrunaga
*- Public education Slogan Fisher
* Industrial and commercial business Dan Radulescu

education and inspections

Legal issues relating to the existing permit: Wendv Phillips

¯ ~o Discussion re authority to require pcrmittees
to enforce:
,-- State requirements

Municipal storm water requirements

Legal issues applicable Statewide: Alex Mayer, State Board
(Office of Chief Counsel)

Receiving Water Limitation: Discussion on
development of this language to meet
requirements of the Clean \Vater Act alld to be
consistent \’,ith State Board Order 90-t)5 !refer
to handout )

¯ .’° SUSMPs I Standard Urban Storm \Vatcr
:Mitigation Plans):
,,- Do they improperly infringe on local land

use authority?
,- Does the capture,.retention, treatment

criterion of ~7~ {or equivalent l violate the
CA Water Code section 1336tt Ib\
specifying the manner in \\hich Permittees
must comply,’)?

°l° Maximum Extent Practicable/MEP):
discussion

11:00 Public comment Open

12:30 Concluding remarks, and next steps
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M~NUf!L E GU!LLEN

City Manager                                 C
(562) 220-2222

April 20, 2001

Mr. Dennis A. Dickerson, Executive Officer
LARWQCB
320 West 4th Street, Suite 200
Los Angeles, CA 90013

Dear Mr. Dickerson:

The City of Paramount appreciates the opportunity to provide comments on the recently
released proposed NPDES permit renewal. Paramount is a member of the Coalition for
Practical Regulation, composed of 35 Los Angeles County cities who are permitees
under the Los Angeles County Storm Water Permit.

Although we appreciate the opportunity to address the Board, we have concerns that
the workshop scheduled for April 24th follows too closely the release of the permit on
April 13th. The draft permit is 86 pages long, and we would appreciate having more
than approximately 6 working days to digest its contents, and prepare adequately to
present our concerns to the Board.

In the interest of ensuring that the workshop is productive and beneficial to all parties, it
would seem appropriate to extend the review period prior to hosting a workshop on the
matter.

CITY OF PARAMOUNT

Patrick H. West
City Manager

H :V~.DMI N\LE’I-rE RS~.BL’~ickerson.doc
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Workshop
on the Municipal Storm Water Permit for the County of Los Angeles

Tuesday, April 24, 2001 at 9:30 a.m.
at the City of Los Angeles Central Library (Auditorium)

630 West 5th Street, Los Angeles (enter through the Flower Street door)

Purposes of the Workshop."

1. To explain proposed changes to the permit,
in order to facilitate review and public comment.

2. 1"o receive preliminary comments on the draft and,
as appropriate, exchange information.

Revised AgendaI

9:30 Welcome Dennis Dickerson
Executive Officer

9:35 Purposes of the workshop, procedure for Xavier Swamikannu
renewing the permit, etc. Chief, LA/LB MS4 Unit

9:45 Summary of proposed changes:

¯ :. Structure of the Permit Wendy Phillips
) Elimination of Notice to Meet and Confer

Process
~ Addition of requirement to implement

TMDLs
>’ Implemention Schedules for the

Permit’tees’ Storm Water Quality
Management Plan (SQMP)

:̄. SQMP Programs for:
~ Public agency activities, including Carlos Urrunaga

elimination of illicit connections and illicit Wendy Phillips
discharges

Agenda revised on April 23, 2001.
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Development planning Xavier Swamikannu
Construction Carlos Urrunaga
Public education Megan Fisher
Industrial and commercial business Dan Radulescu
education and inspections

Legal issues relating to the existing permit: Wendy Phillips

¯ :" Discussion re authority to require permittees
to enforce:
> State requirements
> Municipal storm water requirements

Legal issues aplJlicable Statewide: Alex Mayer, State Board
(Office of Chief Counsel)

o:" Receiving Water Limitation: Discussion on
development of this language to meet
requirements of the Clean Water Act and to be
consistent with State Board Order 99-05 (refer
to handout)

¯ ~" SUSMPs (Standard Urban Storm Water
Mitigation Plans):
> Do they improperly infringe on local land

use authority?
> Does the capture/retention!treatment

criterion of ¾" (or equivalent) violate the
CA Water Code section 13360 (by
specifying the manner in which Permittees
must comply)?

¯ ~" Maximum Extent Practicable (MEP):
discussion

11:00 Public comment Open

12:30 Concluding remarks, and next steps
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THE CLEAN WATER ACT
AS AMENDED BY

THE WATER QUALITY ACT OF 1987
PUBLIC LAW 100.-4

Section 402(p)(3)(B)

MUNICIPAL DISCHARGE. - Permits for discharges from municipal storm sewers

(0 may be issued on a system- or jurisdiction-wide basis;

(ii) shall include a requirement to effectively prohibit non-stormwater
discharges into the storm sewers; and

/iiiJ shall reauire controls to reduce the discharge of pollutants to the
maximum extent practicable, including management practices, control
techniques and system, design and engineering methods, and such other
provisions as the Administrator or the State determines appropriate for the
control of such pollutants.
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Workshop on the Renewal of
the Municipal Storm Water

Permit for the County of Los
Angeles

April 24, 2001
City of Los Angeles Central Library
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Welcome

Dennis Dickerson
Executive Officer, Regional Water Quality

Control Board - Los Angeles

Purpose of the Workshop

¯ To explain proposed changes to the permit,
to facilitate public review and comment.

¯ To receive preliminary comments on the draft
and, as appropriate, exchar-~e information.

Format for the Workshop

Staff presentation

- renewal process
- proposed changes to the Permit

¯ structure
¯ special provisions

- legal issues
¯ legal authority under the existing permit
¯ Statewide legal issues

Public comment
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Background

Permittees Reapplication

Su~ed ROWD on January 31. 2001

Purpose of Workshop

Overview of Draft Permit
- Draft issued Apn113, 2001
- H~ghlight Dropose~ changes to permit
- Explain rationale

- Offer clarification

Forum for Comment

- Informal session fo~" input
- Faolitate comment based on understanding
- Provide ~elirmnary resDoases to Q & As
- Explain procedures to subn~t comment

Procedure for Permit Renewal

¯ Procedure

- Meet~ ~ Pem~l~e ~O-gmup IFeI>.AI~q
- R~F~Dr~p,~ 13]
-

2
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Procedure for Submitting Comments

Address
- Attn: Xawe~ Swarnikannu

California Regional Water Quality Cont~:~ Board
Los Angeles Region
320 W 4th Street, Suite 200
Los Angeles. CA 90013

¯ Suggestions
Comment on issues where you disagree and also where you
agree

- SuOrnit for consideration alternative language which w~ll
address yogr concem.

Summary of Proposed Changes

¯ Structure
¯ Special Provisions, setting forth goals and

performance measures for the Permittees’
Storm Water Quality Management Plan
(SQMP) - i.e. programs for:

Public agency activities IC/ID
Land development Construction
Business Education

Changes to Structure of Permit

¯ Rep/aced - Notice to Meet and Confer
- Instead, the Regional Board will rely on the

State’s enforcement policy (State Board
Order 96-030)

Goal: To protect water qua/fly
by enforcing regulations in a manner that is

consistent, predictable, and fair.

R0001898



Changes to Structure of Permit

¯ Added- Requirement to implement
Total Maximum Daily Loads

[Part 3, F.2; Part 4, E. 5 and 6]
- The permit is a mechanism for

implementing storm water load al!ocations.
- Public will have input during TMDL public

review process.
- Consistent with Long Beach and Ventura

permits

Changes to Structure of Permit

¯ Special Provisioqs (Part 4~: Permittee~ must
revise model programs comprising the Storm
Water Quality Management Plan (SQMP):
- Illicit Connection and Discharge Elimination
- Public Agency Activities
- Land Development
- Construction Activities
- Public Education
- Industrial and Commercial Business

¯ SQMP revisions are due within 180
days of permit adoption. Must include:
- performance measures specified in permit.
- proposed schedule for implementation.

¯ Exceptions: deadlines for certain requirements
are on tighter time schedules (e.g. peak
discharge limit, employee training)

¯ Revisions are subject to Executive
Officer approval.
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Program to Eliminate
Illicit Connections/Illicit

Discharges

Key accomplishments under existing
permit:*
- establishment of legal authorit~
- ~mptementation of a Storm Water hotline
- reporting programs for illicit connections

and discharges (including hazardous
materials)

- storm drain "field" screening, during
regularly scheduled maintenance activities

Program to Eliminate
Illicit Connections and Illicit Discharges

¯ Problems:
- Length of storm drain "field" screening

unknown (nor was it required to be
reported).

- No system for evaluating and priodtizing
problem areas.

- Concern over consistency and rigor in
responding, reporting, and eliminating illicit
connections and discharges.

1999/00
Ilficit Connections and Illicit Discharges

¯ Illicit connections:
- 1,115 suspected illicit connections (ranging

from 0 to 877 per permit~ee).
- 4,760 investigations of illicit discharges

(ranging from 0 to 1,876 per permittee).

(see Fact Sheet/Staff Report, Attachment A, for
detail)
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Summary of
Illicit Connections and Illicit Discharges

(from 1999/00 Annua! Report)

Watershed Management Area

CountyI Urban Santa Rural Santa Los Angeles San Gabriel Dominguez Totals
Illicit connections: Monica Bay Monica Bay River River and Harbors

Investigated 877 70 17 83 56 ! 2 1,115 ...........
Exempt 124 11 0 21 19 0 175 (16%)
Discharges terminated 0 53 7 31 30 1 122 (1 ! %)
Connections removed 336 13 0 18 4 0 371 433%)
Other 4172 0 2 13 5 3 440 (39%)

Illicit discharges:
Investigated 788 1,249 38 2,271 361 53 4,760 .............
No evidence 95 90 9 278 84 13 569 (12%)
Exempt 15 59 0 29 35 1 139 43%)
Under permit 2 40 0 5 27 0 74 (2%)
Discontinued 411 1,002 27 i,000 166 27 2,633 (55%)
Source not determined 265 58 8 970 96 24 1,421 (30%)

The County’s reports of illicit connections and discharges are not categorized b.~ ~,vatcrshcd management area.
The County reported under the "Other" category of illicit connections that 126 connections were already permitted but not properly identified, and that 291

illicit connections are still under investigation.



Proposed Changes to Program to Eliminate
Illicit Connections and Illicit Discharges

¯ Management and tracking system: to address need
for a comprehensive evaluation of illicit discharges
and connections.

¯ Pnontization of storm drain drain screening efforts, to
identify areas for proactive screening.
Timing requirements:
- employee tTaining - 180 days (and annual reh’es~lers)
- illicit discharge - respond w]~in 72 ho~rs of discovery

- ~liicit c~nnection - commence investigation - 21 days

Prohibition on Non-Storm Water Discharges
Refinement of exemption categories

Prohibition on Non-Storm Water Discharges

¯ Staff has not added exemptions for:
- emergency tloor drains
- wash water runoff of blood and other

human tissues from the cleaning of
accident sites or accidental spills
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Prohibition on Non-Storm Water Discharges (Part 1 ): Comparison of Exempted Discharges
(Italics indicate significant addition to ~;~emption categories)

Proposed New Permit Existing Permit

Categories of natural flow: --

Natural springs and rising ground water Same

Flows from riparian habitats or wetlands Same

Stream diversions, permitted by the State Board Stream diversions

Uncontaminated ground water infiltration [as defined by 40 CFR 35.2005(20)]Same

Category of flows from emergency fire fighting runoff. Same

Categories of flows incidental to urban activities, all of which are subject to conditions --
that shall be approved by the Regional Board Executive Officer:

Reclaimed and potable landscape irrigation runoff Irrigation water and lawn watering

Not included Potable water sources

Water line flushing of potable water distribution systems Water line flushing

Drains for foundations, footings, and crawl spaces Same

o Air conditioning condensate Same

to Dechlorinated swimming pool discharges Same

Dewatering o, flakes and decorative fountains Not included.

Non-commercial car washing by residents or by non-profit organizations Individual residential car washing
Street washing (including sidewalk

Sidewalk rinsing washins.)



Public Agency Activities

Overview and Proposed Changes

Public Agency Activities

¯ Sewage System ¯ Streets and Roads
Operations ¯ Parking Facilities

¯ Public Construction ¯ Public Industrial
¯ Corporate Activities

Yards/Maintenance ¯ Emergency
¯ Landscape and Procedures

Recreation Facilities ¯ Dry Weather
¯ Storm Drain Diversions

Management

Sewage System Operations

¯ Response Plan (All Permittees)
- Investigate Complaints
- Immediately Respond to Overflows
- Notify Appropriate Agencies

¯ Identify Sewer Blockages (for
owners/operators of a sewer system)

¯ Program to Prevent overflow to storm
drain
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Public Construction

¯ Same requirements as private construction
¯ Design & Construction of public buildings

consistent with Development Planning
¯ Pollution prevention plans for all sites
¯ Implement post construction controls
¯ Conduct site inspections for municipal code

compliance
¯ Obtain State Permit for construction sites >5

acres (1 acre and greater in 2003)

Corporation
Yards/Maintenance

¯ Pollution Preventiop. Plans for all sites

¯ BMPs at all sites
¯ When corporation yards are built new or

redeveloped, truck and equipment wash
areas shall be connected to the sanitary
sewer system

¯ Obtain State Permit for Industrial
Activities

Landscape and Recreational
Facilities

¯ Standardized protocol for application of
pesticides, herbicides, and fertilizers

¯ No application of Pesticides, Herbicides
or fertilizers before, during, or
immediately after rain

¯ Storage of chemicals or materials
indoors and/or in secondary
containment areas

¯ Regular Inspection of storage areas
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Catch Basin Maintenance

¯ InspeCt & clean catch basins between
May 1-Sep 30 of each year

¯ Classify priority CBs as 40% full
¯ Clean Priority catch basins as needed

between Oct 1-Apr 30 of each year
¯ Permittees document:

- The number of basins cleaned;
- Overall waste collected;
- Catch basin ownership, mark if priority

Streets and Roads

¯ Street Sweeping
- Not less than 4xJmo in high trash volume areas
- Not less than 2~Jmo on collector and residential

streets
¯ Municipal parking lots to be i~spected and/or

cleaned 2 times per month
¯ Sawcutting wastes prohibited from entering

the storm drain
¯ Employee Training within 180 days

Development Planning Program

R0001906



Development Planning Program

Regulatory Requirement

- implement and enf~ce Co~t~ds f~" new development / s~gnificant
redevek~ment

[40CFR 122.2~ (dX2)(ivXAX2)]

Existing Permit
- System for 0esignabng protect as pnonty
- Master List of BMPs
- Standar~ Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plans
- Guidelines on storm water f~ CEQA documents
- Update of General Ptans to include storm water considerations
- Informabon pro~lram for developers

Development Planning Program

New Permit
Peak discharge control to prevent downs,’earn erosion and protect
habitat

- Requirements applied to all developments meeting catogodes and
thresholds
Numerical mitigation cntena not applied to hillside developments less
than 10,000 s~l f{

- Flow based BMP design ~:~’ttena added
- Gas stat.~’~s subject to m=tigation if thre,sho~d I100 or mote ADT]

exceeded

- IndustriaU Commer~al tPu’e,s~old lowered [to 40,000 s~. if_ in 2003}
- General Ptan update {five years]
- Devek~p Technical Ge=dance

Development Construction

Overview
and

Proposed Changes

10
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Common Pollutants

¯ Loose Soil
¯ Fuels (Gasoline and Diesel)
¯ Oils
¯ Hydraulic Fluids
¯ Paints
¯ Trash and Debris, etc...

3 Sizes of Development

¯ Less than 1 acre

¯ BeWveen 1 and 5 acres (March 2003)

¯ 5 acres and greater (current threshold)

Less than 1 Acre

¯ Minimum BMPs at all sites
- Pollution Prevention Practices
- Erosion Controls
- Sediment Controls

]!
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Between 1 and 5 acres

¯ Same requirements as less than 1 acre,
and...

¯ Pollution prevention plan
¯ Municipal wet season Inspections
¯ Check for compliance with municipal codes
¯ In 2003, as a requisite to a grading permit, a

NOI must be filed with the State

5 Acres and Greater

¯ Same requirements as a site between 1
and 5 acres, and...

¯ No grading permit may be issued until a
Notice of Intent is filed with the State.

Summary of State
Responsibifities

¯ Inspection of Sites 5 Acres and Greater
with a State Permit (1 acre and above in
March 2003)

¯ Enforcement of Non-Compliant Site
Operators at these Sites

¯ Joint-Inspection of sites with a Municipal
Permittee for Coordination

]2
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Pubfic Information and Participation
Program

Overview and Significant New
Requirements

Major Objectives

¯ MeasuraDly increase pubhc know!edge
regarding storm water pollution

¯ Change public behavior regarding storm
water pollution

Accomplishments

¯ Segmented residents to determine those that
pose the greatest threat to storm water quality
and those most likely to change

¯ Evaluation of first three years revealed that
public awareness, attitudes and concern
regarding storm water pollution significantly
increased

¯ Successfully reached 83% of residents with
pollution prevention messages
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Segments Identified as Primary
Targets

¯ "Neat Neighbors": 50% of County’s pop -
have desire to do the right thing

¯ "Fix It Foul-Ups": 13% of County’s pop -
contribute disproportionately to storm water
pollution through do-it-yourself activities

¯ "Rubbish Rebels": 9% of County’s pop - most
likely to engage in deliberate polluting
behavior

Proposed Public Education and
Participation Program

¯ Continue goals and successful
strategies of current program

¯ The proposed New Requirements
augment existing program to continue
increasing public aware hess of specific
storm water issues

Proposed Public Education and
Participation Program

New Requ|r~r~ent: Specifies frequency of Permittee
coordination through quarterly Public OutTeach
Strategy meetings (Part 4.A.l.d.)
- Provides opportunity for Permittees to seek

guidance from Principal Pen’nittee
- Decrease duplicate efforts and confusion
- Coordinating to use an existing program is more

cost-effective than numerous operators
developing there won local programs (EPA)

14
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Proposed Public Education and
Participation Program

¯ New Requirement: Develop outreach
programs targeting the watershed-specific
pollutants listed in Table 1 in the draft permit
(Part 4.A.1 .e.).
- Educational materials and activities must

be relevant to local situations and issues
for maximum improvement to occur (EPA).

- Consistent with TMDL implementation

Proposed Public Education and
Participation Program

¯ Old Requirement: Conduct educational site
visits of gas stations and restaurants (among
other specified facilities). Facilities were to be
visited at least twice during the last 5 years.
-Total gas stations in MS4 area = 2,100
- Total restaurants in MS4 area = 21,000

Proposed Public Education and
Participation Program

¯ New Requirement: Develop and implement
Corporate Outreach Program to educate gas
stations and restaurant chains at the
corporate level about storm water regulations
(Part 4.A.2.a.).
- Next step from educational site visits,

recommended in Strategic Analysis
- Will facilitate employee compliance
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Proposed Public Education and
Participation Program

New Requirement: Develop and implement
a business assistance program to provide
confidential, technical resource assistance to
small businesses(Part 4.A.2.b.)
- Many small businesses contribute to storm

water pollution due to lack of resources
- Emphasis on pollution prevention
- City of LA has been implementing

successful program since 1988

Proposed Public Education and
Participation Program

¯ Change: The educational site visit program
that is part of the existing Public Information
and Participation Program will be upgraded to
an Inspection Program (Part 4.B.).

Industrial/Commercial Inspection Program
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Industrial/Commercial Inspection Program

Significant Contributions from Industrial/Commercial

Sites
- Watershed Mar~ement Initiative Chapter (& 303(d) Listing) -

RWQCB LA - 2000
- LA County Integrated Receiving Water Impacts Repod (Cntical

So~Jrces Study ResultS) - 20~0

- Study of the Impact of Stormwater Discharge on Santa Monica Bay-
1999

- Cntical So~Jrc~s Setectio~ and Monitcnng Repot1 - 1996
- Storm Water Discharges Potenhafly Addresse~ By Phase II of the

NPDES Stocrn Water Program - Report to Congress 1995
- NURP Study (Fresno. CA) - !983

- Other Studies

Industrial/Commercial Inspection Program

Existing Permit:
Educational S~te Visits

¯ Phase I facdities
¯ Automotive related service facJlit}es
¯ Gas StaDons
¯ Restaurants
¯ Facilities selected by WMC

- Outreach Materials
¯ ~us~ness spec=fic BMP handouts
¯ Site Visit Checklist

- Ins~=c~o~ (under Consent Decree in LA C~nty unincorporated
areas)

- Quartedy submdfels to the Regional Board

Industrial/Commercial Inspection Program

]?
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Industrial/Commercial Inspection Program

New Permit:

- Build o~ exisbng t~:x~s
Identified Cnbcal Sources

¯ Created a Database of Facilities
¯ Developed site check lists and out~eac,h

- Phase I faolities
- Automotive se~ice fac~libes
- Gas Stations
- Restaurants

Industrial/Commercial Inspection Program

New Permit:

Faolit~es covered

¯ Autornot=ve related ser’~ce facilities
¯ Gas Stations (under PIPP)
¯ Restaurants
¯ Other Commercial facilities potentially con~butlng to discharges

to a 303(d) tist =rnpaired waterbody

Industrial/Commercial Inspection Program

New Permit:
- Use to~s de.,~oped unOer pn~ous permit

¯ Upgrade and update ~atabase ~ ~ & GIS ~)
¯ I~ ~ ~m BM~
¯ Enfant ~ ~ ~ si~ ~ ~ ~
¯ C~nab~ ~ R~ ~ ~

]8
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Industrial/Commercial Inspection Program

Inspection:-
- Use tools deve~o~3ed under p~,aous permit
- FOCUS O~1 PollutiOn PrevenbOn

- Follow Consttuct~o~ Program Framewod(
. minimum BMPs
¯ Ioc.al pollution prevention plans
¯ progressive enforcement svategy

- Verbal Warning
- Notice of Violation
- Penalties as per Municipal Code

- Referral to AG
- Joint actions w~th RB and/o~" US EPA

Legal Issues - Existing Permit

¯ "Does the RWQCB have legal aL~thority
to require municipal permittees to
enforce state law on behalf of the
RWQCB? ..."
No - not without an MOL’ Or some other
legal mechanism.

Legal Issues - Existing Permit

BUT !! We are not asking permittees to
enforce the General Permits for construction
sites and for industrial facilities - or other state
law, regulations, or requirements.
What authority does the Regional Board
have to require permittees to control
industrial runoff (including runoff from
the construction industry)?

19
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Legal Issues - Existing Permit

Answer:
¯ Federal law [Clean Water Act, Section

402(p)(3)(B)]

¯ Federal regulations [40CFR
122,26(d)(2)(iv)(C)]

¯ Guidance from US EPA [Letter dated
December 19, 2000, from Alexis Strauss to Dennis A
Dickerson]

Clean Water Act

¯ Refer to handout for language from
section 402.

40 CFR 122.26(d)(2)(iv)(C)

¯ Federal regulations specify that
municipalities must develop a
management program to reduce
discharge of pollutants to the maximum
extent practicable (MEP). "The program
shall (1) identify priorities and
procedures for inspections and
establishing and implementing control
measures for such discharges; ..."

2O
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Legal Issues - Existing Permit

¯ "The Permittees lack the statutory
authority to inspect and enforce facilities
permitted by agencies other than
themselves." [Executive Advisory
Committee letter to Alexis Strauss,
dated March 22, 2001]
No - we disagree.

Legal Issues. Existing Permit

What authority does the State have to
require permittees to control industrial
runoff?

¯ Answer: The 40 CFR regulation, Clean
Water Act, as cited above.

Legal Issues - Statewide

¯ Receiving Water Limitation (Part 2 of
permit):
- Language was developed to

¯ meet requirements of the Clean Water Act, and
¯ be consistent with State Board Order 99-05

(refer to handout).
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Legal Issues - Statewide

¯ SUSMPs (Standard Urban Storm Water
Mitigation Plans):
- Do they improperly infringe on local land

use authori~?
No - This conclusion is drawn directly

from Board Order 2000-11 (see
handout).

Legal Issues - Statewide

¯ SUSMPs (Standard Urban Storm Waier
Mitigation Plans):
- Does the requirement to 0.75"

capture/retention/treatment (or equivalent)
violate the CA Water Code (section 13360)
by specifying the manner in which
Permittees must comply?

Legal Issues - Statewide

¯ Maximum Extent Practicable (MEP)

22

R0001919



Open Forum for Public
Comment

23
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA
STATE WATER RESOURCES CONTROL BOARD

OILDER: WQ 2000 - 11

In the Matter of the Petitions of
THE CITIES OF BELLFLOWER, ET AL., THE CITY OF ARCADIA, AND

WESTERN STATES PETROLEUM ASSOCIATION
Review of January 26, 2000 Action of the Regional Board

and
Actions and Failures to Act

by both the
California Regional Water Quality Control Board,

Los Angeles Region and Its Executive Officer
Pursuant to Order No. 96-054,

Permit for Municipal Storm Water and Urban Run-Off Discharges Within
Los Angeles County

[NPDES NO. CAS614001]

SWRCB/OCC FILES A-1280, A-1280(a) and A-1280(b)

BY THE BOARD:

On July 15, 1996, the Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board (Regional

Water Board) issued a revised national pollutant discharge elimination system (’NPDES) permit

in Order No. 96-054 (permit) to the 85 incorporated cities and the county within Los Angeles

Coma,.3’ (the County). J The permit covers storm water discharges from municipal separate storm

sewer systems throughout the County.2

’ This was the second storm water permit adopted for Los Angeles County and its cities. The first permit was the
subject of an earlier Order. (In the Malter of Natural Resources Defense Council, Inc., Order WQ 91-04). In this
permit, the County. is designated as the Principal Permittee, and each city is designated as a permittee, The County
is required to submit various documents on behalf of all of the permittees.
2 The Regional Water Board has since issued a separate permit for one city, Long Beach. The relevant provisions of

the Long Beach permit are similar to those in Order No. 96-054.
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The permit contains provisions for the regulation of storm water discharges from

development planning and construction.3 Pursuant to these provisions, the County was required

to submit Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plans (SUSMPs).4 The SUSMPs are plans

that designate best management practices (BMPs) that must be used in specified categories of

development projects. The Cotmty submitted SUSMPs, but the Regional Water Board approved

the SUSMPs only after making revisions. The Executive Offieer issued the revised SUSMPs on

March 8, 2000.~

On February 25, 2000, the State Water Resources control Board (State Water Board or

Board) received a petition for review of the actions and failures to act regarding the SUSMPs

from a number of cities, the Building Industry Association of Southern California and the

Building Industry Legal Defense Foundation (jointly referred to as Cities). A second petition

was received from the City of Arcadia. And a third petition was received from the Western

States Petroleum Association (WSPA). On April 7, 2000, the petitioners filed amendments to

their petitions, concerning the March 8, 2000 issuance of the SUSMPs. The Cities’ amendment

also revised the list of cities included in the petition. The Cities’ petition now includes 32 cities.

The petitions are legally and factually related, and have therefore been consolidated for purposes

of review.6 The petitioners also requested a stay of the SUSMPs. This request wai: denied by

letter, dated May 11, 2000.

~ Permit, Part 2.III. These provisions focus more on post-construction impacts of d~velopment than on discharges
from construction activities.
4 Permit, Part 2.III.A.l.c.
~ These are referred to herein as the Final SUSMPs. The Final SUSMPs also apply to Long Beach, even though it is
subject to a t~arate permit.
~ Cal. Code of Rcgs., tit. 23, section 2054.
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On June 7 and 8, 2000, the Board held a hearing in Torrance. Several entities, including

the petitioners, the Regional Water Board, and several environmental groups7, were designated

parties. The evidence from that hearing has been included in the record before the Board. The

record for comments on the petition was kept open until the end of the hearing. The parties were

allowed to submit post-hearing briefs.8

I. BACKGROUND

In prior Orders9 this Board has explained the need for the municipal storm water programs

and the emphasis on BMPs in lieu of numeric effluent limitations. The emphasis for preventing

pollution from storm water discharges is still on the development and implementation of

effective BMPs, but with the expectation that the level of effort will increase over time. In its

Interim Permitting ApproachI°, the United States Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA)

stated that first-round permits should include BMPs, and expanded or better-tailored BMPs in

subsequent permits where necessary to attain water quality standards. Dischargers, consultants,

and academic institutions in California and nationwide have conducted numerous studies on the

effectiveness of BMPs and appropriate design standards. While many questions are still

~ The environmental groups are Natural Resources Defense Council, Inc., Santa Monica BayKeeper, and Heal the
Bay.
s There are several documents that were not timely received and, therefore, are not made a part of the record before

the Board. The hearing notice specified that all evidence from parties must be received by May 31, 2000. The
Regional Water Board sdannnrd documents on June 6, 2000. The hearing notice specified that policy statements
were due by th~ close of the hearing. Several comment letters were received June 12, 13, and 19, 2000. None of
these submittals ate a part ofthe record. The post-hearing briefs were subject to a 10-page limit. The environmental
groups submitted objectiom to the post-heating brief submitted by the Cities. First, the environmental groups
challenge the length of the brief. All briefs were subject to a I 0-page limit. The Cities submitted a 10-page brief,
with a 22-page attachment showing extensive proposed revisions’to the SUSMPs. This submattal violates the page
limit, and only the brief is considered part of the record. Second, the enviroranental groups claim that an e-mail
message referred to by the petitioners is subject to attorney-client privilege and should not have been used in this
hearing. This e-mail message, from the Regional Water Board’s counsel to one of its engineers, was placed in the
Regional Water Board’s administrative record and submitted to the State Water Board. Any privilege that may have
attached to the message has been waived and no longer exists. Finally, the post-hearing brief from the City of
Arcadia was received late and will not be considered. Dozuments submitted late for interim deadlines (such as the
deadline for submitting responses to the petitions), have been included in the record.
9 See, especially Orders WQ 91-03 (In the Matter of Citizens for a Better Environment et al.) mad WQ 91-04.
~0 Interim Permitting Approach for Water Quality-Based Effluent Limitations in Storm Wate~ Permits. (61 Federal

Register 57425.)
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outstanding, more is expected of municipal dischargers, and many are implementing more

effective programs.

While storm water management plans are improving, our knowledge of the impacts is

¯ also growing. Urban nmoffhas been determined to be a significant contributor of impairment to

waters throughout the state. In Los Angeles specifically, beach closures are sometimes

associated with urban runoff. In adopting the SUSMPs, the Regional Water Board took note of

the urgent need for preventing further pollution from urban runoffand storm water discharges.

It is important to emphasize the role of the SUSMPs within the totality of regulating

storm water discharges, and the puxpose of these particular control measures. The requirement to

prepare SUSMPS was pan of the development controls in the permit. In addition to

development controls, the permit requires education, public outreach, programs to restrict illicit

connections and discharges, and controls on public facilities. In the context of the entire effort

required by the permit, the development controls can be seen as preventing the existing situa:ion

from becoming worse.

The Final SUSans include a list of mandatory BMPs for nine categories of development.

There are provisions that are applicable to all categories and lists of BMPs for individual

categories. Requirements applicable to all categories include provisions to limit erosion from

new development and redevelopment, requirements to conserve natural areas, protection of

slopes and channels, and storm drain stenciling. Examples of BMPs specific to categories of

discharge include design of loading docks for commercial projects and design of fueling areas

for retail gasoline outlets. In most respects, the Final SUSMPs were similar to those proposed by

the County. The significant departures were the inclusion of a numeric design standard for

structural or treatment control BMPs, and the inclusion ofcertain types of projects that were not
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covered in the County’s proposal. The design standard creates objective and measurable criteria

for the amount of runoffthat must be treated or infiltrated by BMPs.

The record indicates that the purpose of the development controls, including the

SUSMPs, is not simply to prevent pollution associated with construction runoff. As the

petitioners point out, construction discharges are already subject to this Board’s Statewide

Construction Permit. The development controls in the SUSMPs, on the other hand, focus on

post-cons~-acfion runoff They are aimed at limiting not just the pollutants in runoff from the

new development, but also the volume of runoffthat enters the municipal storm sewer system.

By limiting runoff from new development, the SUSMPs prevent increased impacts from urban

runoff generally. There is adequate technical information in the record to show that by

controlling the volume of runoff from new development, BMPs can be effective in reducing the

discharge of pollutants in storm water runoff.

The Procedure for Adopting the SUSMPs

The permit requires a program for controls on Development Planning and Construction.

It involved a number of submissions by the County in consultation with the Cities. The first step

was submission of a checklist for determining priority projects and exempt projects. The

checklist was due on January 30, 1998. A list of recommended BMPs for development projects

was also due on that date. The SUSMPs were due within six months of approval of the BMP

list, and were to incorporate BMPs for certain categories of development. Following approval of

the SUSMPs, the cities and County were to implement development programs for priority

projects, consistent with the BMP list and the SUSMPs.

The BMP list was not approved until April 22, 1999. Thereafter, the County submitted

proposed SUSMPs on July 22, 1999. The Regional Water Board held a public workshop on
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August I0, 1999. Following the workshop, the County submitted revisions to the SUSMPs on

August 12, 1999. On August 16, 1999, the Regional water Board gave notice that it would

discuss the SUSMPs in a public meeting on September 16, 1999. There was significant

discussion at that meeting regarding the intent of the Executive Officer to approve the SUSMPs,

but with revisions including a numeric design standard. At the conclusion of the meeting, the

Regional Water Board m~mbers asked the Executive Officer to revise the SUSMPs and bring

them back to another meeting. On December 7, 1999, the Executive Officer circulated revised

SUSMPs for public review. This document incorporated a numeric design standard and made

other revisions to the permittees’ proposal. The Regional Water Board held a hearing on the

SUSMPs on January 26, 2000. At that meeting, the Regional Water Board endorsed the

SUSMPs revised by the Executive Officer, but directed him to make further changes. The

Executive Officer issued the Final SUSMPs on March 8, 2000.

The Contents of the Final SUSMPs

The permit provides that the SUSMPs must incorporate the appropriate elements of the BMP

list and, at a minimum, apply to seven development categories: 100-plus home subdivisions;

10-plus home subdivisions; lO0,000-plus square foot commercial developments; automotive

repair shops; retail gasoline outlets; restaurants; and hillside single-family dwellings.

The SUSMPs proposed by the County applied to these seven categories. Various BMPs

applied to the different categories, and the SUSMPs contained narrative mitigation requirements

for source control and treatment. The July proposals stated:

"The development must be designed so as to mitigate (infiltrate and/or treat) the
site runoff generated from impervious directly eormected areas that may
contribute pollutants of concern to the storm water conveyance system."
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There were no numeric design criteria for mitigation. According to various participants, earlier

County drafts had included design standards to mitigate flows from 0.6-inch storm events. But

any numeric criteria had been removed from the version that was submitted.

In its revised SUSMPs, submitted on August 12, the County explained in its cover letter

that the mitigation language did not mean that all runoff must be mitigated. Rather, the County’s

intent was to omit a numerical standard fi-om the SUSMPs. The revised SUSMPs no longer

referred to mitigation at all. Instead, the following language replaced the mitigation requirement:

"q’he development must be designed so as to minimize, to the maximum extent
practicable 0VIEP), the introduction of pollutants of concern that may result in
significant impacts, generated from site runoff of directly connected impervious
areas (DCIA), to the storm water conveyance system as approved by the building
official."

The Final SUSMPs, as approved by the Executive Officer and the Regional Water Board,

included several revisions from the County’s submittal. The revision that is of greatest concern

to the petitioners is the addition of Design Standards for Structural or Treatment Control

BMPs. ~) The design standards require that developments subject to the SUSMPs shall be

designed to mitigate storm water runoff (by treatment or infiltration) from one of the following:

"I. The 85t~ percentile 24-hour runoff event determined as the maximized capture
storm water volume for the area..., or

2. The volume ofarmual runoffbased on unit basin storage water quality
volume, to achieve 80 percent or more volume treatment..., or

3. The volume ofrunoffproduced from a 0.75 inch storm event, prior to its
discharge to a storm water conveyance system, or

4. The volume of runoff produced from a historical-record based reference 24-
hour rainfall criterion for "treatment" (0.75 inch average for the Los Angeles
County area) that achieves approximately the same reduction in pollutant
loads achieved by the 85th percentile 24-hour runoff event."

The Final SUSMPs also include the narrative language quoted from the County’s August 22, 1999 proposal.
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The Final SUSIV~Ps also applied to two additional categories of development: parking lots over

5,000 square feet or with 25 or more spaces and exposed to storm water, and to developments in

environmentally-sensitive areas. Other revisions included application to all projects in the

categories instead of discretionary projects only and the definition of redevelopment.

II, CONTENTIONS AND FINDINGS~z

Contention: The petitioners contend that the Regional Water Board erred in not

complying with the Administrative Review Process within the permit, and acled arbitrarily and

capriciously and in violation of the Clean Water Act and state Iaw.

Finding: The permit required the County, in consultation with the cities subject to the

permit, to submit SUSMPs. The permit includes some general minimum requirements for the

SUSMPs.13 The Executive Officer is granted authority to approve the SUSMPs.t4

The permit also contains an administrative review process.~5 The permit states that the

administrative review process "formalizes the procedure for review and acceptance of reports

and documents" and "provides a method to resolve any differences in compliance expectations

between the Regional Board and Permittees, prior to initiating enforcement action."’le Following

this introductory statement, the permit includes two procedures. The first is for review and

approval or disapproval of reports and documents. The second is the dispute resolution section

that must be followed prior to enforcement action.

t2 This Order does not address all of the issues raised by the petitioners. The Board finds that the issues that are not
addressed are insubstantial and aot appropriate for State Water Board review. (See People v. Barry (1987) 194
Cal.App.3cl 158, [239 Cal.P,.ptr. 349], Cal. Code Regs., tit. 3,§ 052.)
=~ Permit, Part 2, III.A.l.c.
=~ Permit’ Part 2, III.A.2.=s Permit, Part 2, I.G.
~ ld.

8 R0001943



The process for review of documents that are subject to the Executive Officer’s approval

is that the Executive Officer will notify the permittees of the results of the review and approval

or disapproval within 120 day,s. If the Executive Officer does not do so, the permittees must

notify the Regional Water Board of their intent to implement the documents without approval.

The Executive Officer then has 10 days to respond, or the permittees may implement the

program and the Executive Officer may not make modifications.

The dispute resolution procedure is to be used when the Executive Officer determines

that a permittee’s storm water program is insufficient to meet the permit’s provisions. The

Executive Officer must send a "Notice of Intent to Meet and Confer" with the permittee. A meet

and confer period then ensues, resulting in a written "Storm Water Program Compliance

Amendment (SWPCA)." The permittee is provided time to comply with the SWPCA. The

Executive Officer is not allowed to take enforcement action against a permittee until the

Executive Officer notifies the permit-tee in writing that the administrative review process has

been exhausted and that a violation exists warranting enforcement.

The petitioners contend that the Executive Officer failed to notify the permit’tees that their

SUSMPs were inadequate within 120 days of its submittal. The petitioners also argue that, by

revising the SUSMPs without pursuing the dispute resolution process, the Regional Water Board

"violated" the terms of the permit.

The provision for review of documents, which clearly includes the SUSMPs, requires that

the Executive Officer notify the permittees of the results of the review and approval or

disapproval within 120 days. The County submitted the revised SUSMPs on August 12, 1999.

Within 120 days, the Regional Water Board held a workshop where staff expressed their

concerns with the SUSMPs. Also within 120 days the Regional Water Board itself held a public
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meeting where there was extensive discussion and concem by board members that the SUSMPs

did not include a numeric standard. And, prior to any notification by the permittees that they

would proceed with implementing their SUSMPs, the Regional Water Board held a heating

January 26, 2000, where it directed the Executive Officer to issue the SUSMPs with revisions.

The Executive Officer did so on March 8, 2000.

It is clear from the record that the Executive Officer, and the Regional Water Board itself,

did inform the permittees that the SUSMPs were inadequate. There was no requirement for a

specific form for expressing disapproval of docttrnents. The extensive discussion and meetings

on the need for revisions to the SUSMPs, and the Executive Officer’s approval of revised

SUSMPs, plainly refutes the allegation that the Regional Water Board never notified the

permittees of its disapproval of the County’s proposed SUSMPs.

The permittees also claim that the Regional Water Board "violated" the permit by failing

to institute the meet and confer processJ7 The dispute resolution process, which includes meet

and confer, did not apply to the decision to disapprove the proposed SUSMPs. That process is

only required when the Regional Water Board ultimately takes an enforcement action against a

p~rmittee. It is separate from the process for review and approval or disapproval of documents,

and does not even appear to relate to possible enforcement actions for submission of inadequate

documents. This is illustrated by the fact that the provision regarding documents refers to

submittals from both the Principal Permittee and the individual permittees, while the dispute

resolution provision refers only to the permittees. This distinction is relevant because the County

is charged with submitting the documents, while the individual permittees are responsible for

compliance. A fair reading of the entire section on the administrative review process is that the

t7 We note that permits are issued to permit~ees to allow discharge, s to waters of the state. It is only permittees, and

not Regional Water Boards, who can be charged with violating permits.
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review and approval or disapproval of documents applies to submission of documents by the

County on behalf of the cities, while the dispute resolution process applies to enforcement

actions against any permittees for failing to implement adequate programs.

Contention: The petitioners contend that the Regional Water Board was not authorized

to revise the SUSMPs to add more stringent requirements.

Finding: The petitioners contend that the mitigation standards in the SUSMPs are more

slringent than the requirement in the permit to reduce pollutants in storm water runoffto the

maximum extent practicable (MEP)~s. The issue of what level of protection constitutes MEP

will be discussed Infra, in the discussion of the reasonableness of the numeric standards. But the

petitioners also make certain procedural claims on this point. They argue that in approving the

BM-P list, the Regional Water Board determined that those BMPs constituted MEP and that the

Board could not add additional BMPs in the SUSMPs. They als~x contend the Regional Water

Board itself had no authority to "usurp" the Executive Officer’s role in reviewing the SUSMPs.19

Finally, the petitioners contend that the Regional Water Board was not authorized to mandate a

program for the permittees without amending the permit.

The permit requires the County to submit a list of BMPs for approval. The Regional

Water Board approved this list. Following approval of the list, the County was required to

submil the SUSMPs, which must "incorporate the appropriate elements of the recommended

BMPs list."’2° The petitioners contend that by approving the list, the Regional Water Board

determined that those BMPs constituted MEP, and that under the terms of the permit the

Regional Water Board could not require additional BMPs.

ts The technology-based standard for controls under municipal storm water permits is MEP. For a fuller discussion

of this standard, see Order WQ 91-03.
~ It is undisputed that, at its January 26, 2000 meeting, the Board directed the Executive Officer to make additional
revisions to ~he SUSMPs.
m Permit, Part 2, III.A.l.c.
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In addressing this contention, we face what appears to be a fundamental

misunderstanding of the numeric design standards on the part of the petitioners. The design

standards are objective criteria that developers must achieve in designing their BIVlTs. The design

standards are not separate BMPs. The standards tell what magnitude of storm event the BMPs

must be designed to treat or infiltrate. They do not specify the BMPs that must be employed.

The SUSMPs as submitted by the County specify BMPs for various categories of

development. Many of these BMPs are designed to mirfimize the pollutants in storm water

runoff, by reducing flow through infiltration or by treatment. Examples of BMPs proposed by

the County include infiltration basins and trenches, oil!water separators, and media filtration.

The County’s proposed SUSMPs also included language requiring minimizing the introduction

of pollutants to the storm water conveyance system. That language remains ullchanged in the

Final SUSMPs. The only significant difference between the two versions of the SUSMPs was

that the Regional Water Board established numeric criteria for designing the BMPs.

In adopting the Final SUSMPs, the Regional Water Board based its decision on the MEP

standard.2~ The Regional Water Board did not significantly revise the BMP list or specify

further the actions that developers must take to comply with the SUSMPs. Thus, we find that the

Regional Water Board did not inappropriately revise its determination of what constituted MEP.

The Regional Water Board is the political body responsible for water quality control in

the Los Angeles region.22 While the Regional Water Board may delegate specified powers and

duties to its Executive Officer,23 it can at any time act on its own behalf. The fact that the Board

authorized its Executive Officer to approve the SUSMPs in the permit did not mean that the

Board thereby denied itself the opportunity to provide direction to the Executive Officer in his

a, l~solution R-00-02.

"Water Code sections 13200 and 13225.
23 Water Code section 13223.
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approval. Such an interpretation of its delegation authority would result in an improper failure of

the Board to assume responsibility for water quality in the region.

We also find that the Regional Water Board was authorized to revise the SUSMPs to

achieve compliance with the permit’s requirements. The SUSMPs are a part of implementation

of the permit. Because the permit regulates storm water discharges throughout the entire

Los Angeles r~gion and it is implemented by 85 cities and the County, it is obvious that the

permit could not spell out every detail of the program for the five-year term of the permit.

Instead, the implementation is through the submission, review and approval, and implementation

ofvarious programs, including the SUSMPs.24 Where it receives a submission that it finds is not

consistenl with the requirements of the permit, it is reasonable for the Regional Water Board to

be able to require revisions. The Regional Water Board is not required to amend the permit each

time it approves a submittal or approves a submittal with revisions. On the other hand, if the

Regional Water Board’s action in requiring revisions is inconsistent with the terms of the permit,

then the Board should not act without first amending the permit. While the Regional Water

Board could have required the County to make the revisions rather than making them itself, we

see no harm in the Regional Water Board’s approach.

As will be discussed below, in most respects the Final SUSMPs are consistent with the

permit. But there are some portions of the SUSMPs that are not consistent, and in those cases

the SUSMPs provisions are further revised in this Order.

Contention: The petitioners make various procedural claims, including that they were

denied due process, and that the Regional Water Board violated the Administrative Procedure

24 A fuller discussion of the use of storm water management plans to incorporate a developing program is found in

Order No. WQ 91-03.
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Act, the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), and the California Constitution, Article

Xn[ B, section 6 (regarding state mandates).

Finding: The petitioners point out that at the January 26, 2000 Regional Water Board

heating, there was some confusion over late changes to the SUSMPs and they contend they were

not provided adequate opportunity to comment. There was significant discussion of the

SUSMPs over several months. We do not agree with the petitioners that a program of this

magnitude must necessarily take years to develop. But we are concerned that at the

January 26, 2000 hearing, interested persons and permittees were not given adequate time to

review late revisions or to comment on them. Given the intense interest in this issue, the

Regional Water Board should have diverged from its strict rule limiting individua! speakers to

three minutes and conducted a more formal process. Such a process should provide adequate

time for comment, including continuances where appropriate.25 But to the extent the Regional

Water Board’s process caused any harm, this Board cured those harms. We held a two-da:r

hearing in Los Angeles County, where all parties were allowed significant time to present their

positions and testimony. In additiort, we allowed the introduction of new evidence that had not

been presented to the Regional Water Board. At this point, all parties have been afforded a full

opportunity to review the Final SUSMPs, to present their positions and evidence, and to engage

in cross-examination. The petitioners’ due process fights have been protected.

The Board has already addressed the contentions regarding compliance with other laws in

prior decisions. The Administrative Procedure Act exempts the adoption of permits from its

requirements.26 While the SUSMPs are not a permit, they are implementing documents for z

~ For future adjudicative proceedings that are highly controversial or involve complex factual or legal issues, we
encourage regional water boards to follow the procedures for formal heanngs set forth in Cal. Code of Regs., tit. 23,
section 648 et seq.26 Government Code section I 1352; See, Order No. 95-4 (In the Matter of the City and County of San Francisco).
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permit, and are therefore subject to the exemption. Moreover, they are relevant only to this

permit, and ~ not a general rule of application. The constitutional provisions regarding state

mandates also do not apply to NPDES permits.27 As will be explained below, the SUSMPs as

revised herein, are consistent with MEP and therefore are federally mandated. The provisions of

CEQA requiring adoption of environmental documents also do not apply to NPDES permits.2s

Again, as an implementing document for the permit, there is no requh’ement for a separate

CEQA analysis.29

(~ontentina: The petitioners contend that the SUSMPs do not properly apply the

maximum extent practicable standard.

Finding: The permit, consistent with Clean Water.Act section ~)2(p)(3)(B)(iii), requires

controls to reduce the discharge of pollutants to the maximum extent practicable, or MEP.3° In

approving the Final SUSMPs, the Regional Water Board acknowledged that one of the primary

objectives of the municipal storm water program is the requiremem to reduce the discharge of

pollutants from storm water conveyance systems to the MEP.3~ \Vh~le all parties appear.to agree

that the standard for the SUSMPs is MEP, they disagree about what level of effort is necessary to

comply with that standard.

The petitioners approach this issue from two angles. First, they contend that the SUSMPs

will not provide water quality benefits that reflect MEP. Second, they contend that there could

be adverse impacts on groundwater quality that have not been adequately evaluated.

27 See, Order No. WQ 90-3 (In the Matter of San Diego Unified Port District).

’~ Waler Code section 13389.
m We do note with inte~st the environmental groups’ comment that if the permit~ees believed it was necessaD, to

comply with the APA and CEQA prior to adoption of the SUSMPs, then they themselves would have violated those
acls in their subrnis$iom of the proposed SUSMPs.
m P~m~t, Finding 13.
a~ Finsl SUSIVIP$, at page 2; Resolutio~ No. R-00-02, at page 3.
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Storm Water Design Standards as MEP

In adopting the Final SUSMPs, the Regional Water Board found that many rivers and

streams in Los Angeles County are impaired for pollutants found in storm water and urban

runoff, and that storm water nmoffcardes pollutants from nearly all types of developed

properties.32 Pollutant loading from the aggregate of development in the basin results in

impairments from sediments, metals, complex organic compounds, oil and grease, nutrients, and

pesticides.33 The Final SUSMPs reflect two goals: to r~duce the amounts of these pollutants in

runoffand to reduce the ability of runoffto act as a conveyance system to deliver more

pollutants to receiving waters. The Final SUSMPs, which include lists of BMPs and design

standards requiring treatment or infiltration, address these two goals.

Clean Water Act section 402(p)(3)(B)(iii), which sets forth the requirements for

establishing MEP in municipal storm water permits, provides that such permits "shall require

controls to reduce the discharge of pollutants to the maximum extent practicable, including

management practices, control techniques and system, design and engineering methods, and such

other provisions as the Administrator or the State determines appropriate for the control of" such

pollutants." The United States Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA), in a guidance

document, explains that BMPs should be used in first-round storm water permits, and "expanded

or better-tailored BMPs in subsequent permits, where necessary, to provide for the attainment of

water quality standards.’’34 The Clean Water Act, as interpreted by U.S. EPA, does require that,

in a second-round permit)s expanded BMPs may be appropriate. In light of the number of water

~ Resolution No. R-00-02.
~[d.
~ Interim Pewnirting Approach for Waler Qualily-Based Effluent Limitations in Storm Water Permits, 61 Federal
Register 57425 (1996).as The original permit was isst~d in 1990. The 1996 permit is a second-round permit.
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bodies impaired by runoff in Los Angeles County, it was appropriate to expand the scope of

BMPs during the permit term.

The regulations implementing section 402(p) specifically require municipalities to have

controls to reduce the discharge of pollutants from their storm sewer systems that "receive

discharges from areas of new development and significant redevelopment," including post-

construction dischargesJ6 Clearly, it was appropriate for the Regional Water Board to require

BM2s for new development and significant redevelopment. The permit’tees, who submitted their

own version of SUSMPs with listed BMPs for categories of development, appear to have no real

quarrel with this general mandate.

This Board has already endorsed requirements to limit the flow of the "first flush" of

storm water, which may contain more significant pollutants.37 The permittees’ own version of

the SUSMPs required mitigation of storm water runoffby treatment or infiltration, thus

conceding the propriety of these two approaches to lessening the impact of storm water

discharges. The cnix of the disagreement is that the Regional Water Board added nmmeric

design standards to establish the amount of runoff that must be treated or infiltrated~ and required

the mandatory application of these standards to categories of development.

The addition of measurable standards for designing the BMPs provides addilional

guidance to developers and establishes a clear target for the development of the BMPs. The U.S.

EPA guidance manual suggests the use of design criteria and performance standards for post-

construction BMPs.38 The numeric criteria the Regional Water Board adopted essentially

~ 40 CFR sec~on 122.26(d)(2)(ivXAX2).
~ In @re M~tt~r of N~iorml Steel ~d Shipbuilding Company, el al., Order WQ 98-07, at slip opinion 7.
~s Guidance M~.nual for the Pr~par~ion of Part 2 of the NPDF~.S Permit Applica[ions fo~ Discharges from Municipal

Separate Suborn Sewer Sys[erns, at page 6-4 (Novembez 1992).
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requires that 85 percent of the runoff from the development be infiltrated or treated.39 In

adopting these standards, the Regional Water Board based its decision on a research review of

standards in other states and a statistical analysis of the rainfall in the area. The standard was set

to gain the maximum benefit in mitigation while imposing the least burden on developers.~° In

light of the evidence of the use of this or more stringent standards in other states, the expert

testimony supporting this standard, the endorsement by U.S. EPA in its comments, and the cost-

effectiveness of its imple.mentation (discussed below), the Regional Water Board acted

appropriately in determining that the standards reflect MEP.41

We also find that the Regional Water Board appropriately applied these standards to

seven of the categories listed in the SUSMPs: single-family hillside residences, 100,000 square

foot commercial developments, automotive repair shops, restaurants, home subdivisions with 10

to 99 housing units, home subdivisions with 100 or more housing units, and parking lots with

5,000 square feet or more or with 25 or more parking spaces and potentially exposed to storm

water runoff.42 These categories, except for parking lots, were already targeted for special

treatment in the permit. The evidence shows that each listed category can be a significant source

of pollutants and/or runoff following development. It is appropriate that the design standards

apply so that BMPs for these categories of development result in the infiltration or treatment of a

significant about of the runoff.

59 Four different methods of calculation are permitted, so the percentage of capture may vary slightly.
~o At the bearing in this matter, Regional Water Board staff explained that the standard was set at the bottom of the
"knee" of the curve where the benefits of the mitigation requirements decrease and the cost increases. Other states
have set the standard ~gber along this curve, requiring 90 to 95 percent mitigation.
~t This conclusion in no way departs from our acceptance of BMPs in lieu of numeric effluent limitations in storm

water permits. (Set, e.g., Order WQ 91-03 and Order WQ 91-04.) The numeric standard is a design standard for
BMPs. It does not quantify or limit the pollutants in the effluent. It also does not specify which ofthe list=d BMPs
must b~ employed.
42 As discussed below, this Board is mvisi=ag the SUSMPs to delete the application of the desigta stindards to retail

gasoline outlets and to locations within or directly adjacent to or discharging directly to envirormxntally-sensmvc
al’~as.



Potential Impacts on Ground Water

The petitioners contend that infiltration of mnoffmay lead to ground water pollution, and

that the Regional Water Board did not properly consider such potential impacts. The mitigation

standards provide for a waiver where there is a risk of ground water contamination because a

known unconfined aquifer lies beneath the land surface or an existing or potential under~ound

source of clx’inking water is less than ten feet from the soil surface.’~3 The Final SUSMPs also

include a discussion on how to use infiltration so that the risk of contamination of groundwater is

reduced, and where infiltration is not appropriate.44

The P.egional Water Board did consider the potential impa~ts to groundwater fi’om

infiltration, and included appropriate limitations and guidance on its use as a BMP. These

provisions will ensure adequate protection of groundwater fi’om any adverse impacts due to

infiltration.

Contention: The petitioners contend the P,.egional Water Board failed to show that the

SUSMPs as adopted are cost-effective and that the benefits to be obtained outweigh the costs.

Finding: The petitioners refer to the Preamble to the Phase II storm water regulations’~5

as the basis for their economic argument. The quoted language, however, does not wholly

support the petitioners’ contention. The Preamble states that President Clinton’s Clean Water

Initiative clarifies "that the maximum extent practicable standard should be applied in a site-

specific, flexible manner, taking into account cost considerations as well as water quality

effects."~6 It is clear that cost should be considered in determining MEP; this does not mean that

Final SUSMP, page 14.
Id., at page 15.
64 Federal Register 68722 and follog~g. These regulations do not apply to the permit, but the general hnguage

on MEP is relevant 1o EPA’s interpretati(m of the standard.
64 Federal Register 68722,. 68732 (December 8, 1999).
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the Regional Water Board must demonstrate that the water quality benefits outweigh the

economic costs.

While the standard of MEP is not defined in the storm water regulations or the Clean .

Water Act, the term has been defined in other federal rules. Probably the most comparable law

that uses the term is the Superfund legislation, or CERCLA, at section 121(b). The legislative

history of CERCLA indicates that the relevant factors, to determine whether MEP is met in

choosing solutions and treatment technologies, include technical feasibility, cost, and state and

public acceptance.4v Another example of a definition of ME~ is found in a regulation adopted by

the Department of Transportation for onshore oil pipelines. MEP is defined as to "the limits of

available technology and the practical and technical limits on a pipeline operator ....

These definitions focus mostly on technical feasibility, but cost is also a relevant factor.

There must be a serious attempt to comply, and practical solutions may not be lightly rejected.

If, from the list ofBMPs, a permittee chooses only a few or’the least expensive methods, it is

likely that MEP has not been met. On the other hand, if a permittee employs all applicable

BMPs except those where it can show that they are not technically feasible in the locality, or

whose cost would exceed any benefit to be derived, it would have met the standard. MEP

requires permittees to choose effective BMPs, and to reject applicable BMPs only where other

effective BMPs will sere the same purpose, the BMPs would not be technically feasible, or the

cost would be prohibitive. Thus while cost is a factor, the Regional Water Board is not required

to perform a cost-benefit analysis.

In reviewing the record, it is apparent that the Regional Water Board did evaluate the cost

of the SUSMPs. While the petitioners claim there is no evidence in the record to show the

132 Cong. Rec. H 9561 (Oct. 8, 1986).
49 CFR section 194.5.
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¯
SUSMPs are necessary and cost effective, the opposite is true. The r~cord is replete with

documentation of costs of pilot mitigation projects, studies from similar profc’ams in other states,

and research studies. The Regional Water Board complied with the requirement to consider cost.

The Regional Water Board found that the cost to include BMPs that will meet the

mitigation criteria will be one to two percent of the total development cost. This amount appears

reasonable, especially in light oft.he amount of imper~’ious surface already in Los Angeles

County and the impacts on impaired water bodies. In considering the cost of compliance, it is

also important to consider the costs of impairment. The beach closures in the Los Angeles

region, well documented in the evidence, have reached critical proportions. These b~ch

closures clearly have a financial impact on the area, and should be positively affected by the

SUSMPs.

We do note that there coald be further cost savings for developers if the permittees.

develop a regional solution for the problem. We recommend that the cities and the County,

along with other interested agencies, work to develop regional solutions so that individual

dischargers are not forced to create numerous small-scale projects. While the SUSMPs are an

appropriate means of requiring mitigation of storm water discharges, we also encourage

innovative regional approaches.49

Contention: The petitioners have raised contentions regarding details of the SUSMPs,

including the amount of time allowed for inclusion of SUSMPs in local ordinances, and their

application to both "discretionary" and "non-discretionary" projects. In addition, during the

hearing certain ambiguities in the wording of the Final SUSMPs became apparent, including the

provisions regarding redevelopment and environmentally-sensitive areas. In this portion of the

~ We note that the SUSMPs as written do not in an), way preclude the devdoprncnt of regional solutions approved
by the Regional Water Board as a n’~ans to comply with the BMP and design standard requirements.
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Order we address these issues and also the application of the d~sign standards to retail gasoline

outlets (RGOs) and the waiver funding requirements.

Finding: The testimony at the hearing in this matterzevealed that there are specific

provisions of the SUSM~Ps that create confusion as to the types of development projects subject

to the mitigation design standards. The petitioners also contend that application of the standards

to specific types ofd~velopmen! either is unreasonable or is incons~ent with the terms of the

permit. The specific r~quirements are discussed below.

Retail Gasoline Outlets

Petitioner WSPA contends that RGOs should be excluded fi’om the SUSMPs. Its petition

raised the same general contentions as the other petitioners, but at the hearing WSPA presented

evidence specific to RGOs. In particular, WSPA raised questions about the propriety of applying

the design standards for BMPs to RGOs. In considering this issue, we conclude that construction

of RGOs is already heavily regulated and that owners may be limited in their ability to construct

infiltration facilities. Moreover, in light of the small si~ of many RGOs and the proximity to

underground tanks, treatment may not always be feasible, or safe. The mandatory BMPs that are

included in the SUSMPs may be adequate to achieve MEP at RGOs, but the Regional Water

Board should add additional mandatory BMPs, such as use of dry cleanup methods (e.g.

sweeping) for removal of litter and debris, use of rags and absorbents for leaks and spills,

restricting the practice of washing down hard surfaces unless the wash water is collected and

disposed of properly, annual training of employees on proper spill cleanup and waste disposal

methods, and the inclusion of BMPs to address trash receptacle areas and air/water supply
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areas,m. We conclude that because RGOs are ah-~ady heavily regulated and may be limited in

their ability to construct infiltration facilities or to perform treatment, they should not be subject

to the BMP design standards at this time, and recommend that the Regional Water Board

undertake further consid~’ation of a threshold relative to size of the RGO, number of fueling

nozzles, or some other relevant factor. This Order should not be construed to preclude inclusion

of RGOs in the SUSMP d~sign standards, with proper justification, when the p~rmit is reissued.

Redevelopment Projects

The SUSMPs were written to apply to new development and to some types of

redevelopment in nine categories of projects. The definition of "redevelopment" reflected the

intent of the Regional Water Board to define the scope of redevelopment projects subject to the

requirements. That definition~1, however, was somewhat confusing, and it was apparent from

testimony at the hearing that the parties had different understandings of the scope of

redevelopment subject to the SUSMPs. In their post-heating briefs, the various parties appeared

to agree on the actual intent of the Regional Water Board in including redevelopment in the

SUSMPs. This intent was to include redevelopment that adds or creates at least 5,000 square

feet of impervious surface to the original development and, where the addition constitutes less

than 50 percent of the original development, to limit the application of the BMP design standards

to the addition.

5o These BMPs ~ from a list of BMPs in a publication of the California Storm Water Quality Task Force. ~

Manaeemenl Practice Guide - Retail Gasoline Quflets. March 1997.) This publication includes BMPs in addition to
those listed in th~ SUSMPs. All BMPs recommended in this publication should be mandated.51 The SUSMPs slate: "Redevelopment" means, on an akeady developed site, the creation o¢ addition of at leas1
5,000 square fe~t of impervious surfaces or the creation or addition of fii~, percent or more of impervious surfaces
or the making of improvements to fifty percent or more of the existing slruclur~. Redevelopment includes, but is not
limited to: the expansion of a building footprint or addition or replacement of a structure; structural development
including an increase in gross floor area and/or exterior construction or remodeling; replacement of impervious
surfzce that is not part of a routine maintenance activity;, and land disua’bing activities related with structural or
impervlo~ surfaces.
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While some parties requested further requirements for development, i! appears that the

Regional Water Board’s original intent was relatively simple to apply and results in a fair and

appropriate application of the SUSM-Ps’ requirements to redevelopment. Therefore, we will

revise the definition in the SUSMPs accordingly.

Environ mentally-Sensitive Areas

The permit required that the SUSMPs address at least seven development categories,s2

The final SUSMPs added two more categories: parking lots orS,000 square feet or more or with

25 or more parking spaces and potentially exposed to storm water runoff; and location within or

directly adjacent to an environmentally-sensitive area (ESA). The petitioners contend that the

addition of ESAs was inappropriate because the permit refers only to "development categories’’~3

and ESA is a location category.

Whether or not the Regional Water Board went beyond the permit’s terms in including

this category, we find a fundamental problem with the language of the SUSMPs regarding ESAs.

All of the other categories are relatively simple to apply because they describe the types of

development that fall within the category. For instance, the threshold for a commercial

development is I00,000 square feet. If the developmenl is smaller, it is not subject to the

SUSMPs. But for developments within ESAs, the SUSMPs contain no threshold. This absence

led to speculation by the petitioners that something as small as a new patio on a home in an ESA

would make the SUSMPs applicable. The Regional Water Board, at the hearing and in its post-

heating brief, conceded that there should be some threshold. While the Regional Water Board

u The categories fisted in the permit are: single-family b_ill residences, I00,000 square-foot commercial
developments, automotive repair shops, retail gasoline outlets, restaurants, home subdivisions with I0 to 99 homing
a_nits, and home subdivision with 100 or more housing units. Permit, Part 2, III.A.l.c.
S~ld"
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did recommend a specific threshold, we believe that it is inappropriate for this Board to add a

threshold that has not been fully discussed by all interested persons.

While it may be appropriate to include more stringent controls for developments in ESAs,

we also note that such developments are already subject to extensive regulation under other

regulatory programs. Moreover, in light of the permit language limiting the SUSMPs to

development categories, ESAs are not an appropriate category within the SUSMPs. The

Regional Water Board may choose to consider the issue further when it reissues the permit.

DiscretionarT and Non-DiscretionarT~ or Ministerial~ Projects

The petition~’s contend that the SUSMPs should apply only to projects that are

considered "discretionary" within the meaning of California Environmental Quality Act

(CEQA).s~ They argue that the inclusion of non-discretionary, or ministerial, projects is

inconsistent with the terms of the permit.

The permit provisions on development projects do refer to "discretionary" projects in

several places. The permit’tees are directed Io develop a checklist for determining priority and

exempt projects,s5 Priority projects are defined as development and redevelopment projects

requiring discretionary approval, which may have a potential significant effect on storm water

quality.56 The permittees are also required to develop a BMP list.s7 In developing the SUSMPs,

the permittees are required to incorporate appropriate elements of the BMP list.5s Next, the

permittees must develop a program on planning control measures for priority projects (which are

limited to projects requiring discretionary approval), consistent with the list of BMPs and the

Pubhc P,.eso~ces Code section 21000 et seq.
Permit, Part 2, IILA.I.a.

Permit, Part 2, I/I.A.l.b.
Permit, Part 2, IILA.I.c.
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SUSMPs.~9 The permit further states that, in order to assure compliance with these

requirements, the permittees must develop guidelines on preparing CEQA documents that [ink

mitigation conditions to "local discretionary project approvals.’’6°

Taken as a whole, the provisions of the permit appear to link the development

requirements for SUSMPs to developments that receive discretionary approval by local

governments, as defined in CEQA. The SUSMPs are an implementation tool for the permit and

must be consistent with the permit. While the limitation of the SUSMPs to discretionary projects

may not be sufficiently broad for an effective storm water control program, the Regional Water

Board acted inappropriately in expanding the SUSIVfPs to include non-discretionary projects.

The Regional Water Board may consider expanding the development controls beyond CEQA

discretionary projects when it reissues the permit. But at this time, the SUSMPs must be revised

so that they are limited to development projects requiring discretionary approval within ~he

meaning of CEQA.6~

Waiver Fundin~ Requirement

Where a waiver is granted from the design standard requirements, the Final SUSMPs

provide that th~ permittee must require the projec~ proponent to transfer the cost savings to a

storm water mitigation fund. The fund is to be operated by a public agency or a non-profit

entity, to promote regional or alternative solutions for storm water pollution in the same storm

watershed. The petitioners contend that the funding requirement will create an additional

administrative burden.

s9 Permit, Par~ 2, III.a.2.
~o Permit, Pan 2, III.a.3.b.
~= We note that the Final SUSMPs already include a definition of"discretionary project" consistent with the
definition in the CEQA guidelines. Final SUSM’Ps at page 4 of 25; Title 14, C~liforaia Code of Regulations, section
15357. Apparently this definition was inadvertently retained after the Regional Water Board de~ided to expand the
SUSMPS beyond discretionary projects.
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The concept of a mitigation fund or "bank" is a positive idea for obtaining regional

solutions to storm water runoff. As a long-term strategy, municipal storm waler dischargers

should work to establish regional mitigation facilities, which may be more cost-effective and

more technically effective than mitigation structures at individual developments. But at this

point there are not sufficient resources in place to require all permittees to establish such funds or

to find appropriate non-profit organizations. Before mandating funding, preliminary questions

should b~ answered, including who will manag~ the fund, what types of projects it will be used

for, what entities can legally operate such funds, and how permitters will determine the amount

of the assessments. It would be appropriate for the County to consider developing a program

with the appropriate flood control agency, or as a model for the separate cities to develop. There

may be suitable agencies to administer such funds, but the development of programs may take

some time. The Regional Water Board should consider adopting such a program when it

reissues the permit, after consultation with the appropriate local agencies.

III. CONCLUSIONS

Based on the discussion above, the Board concludes that:

1. The Regional Water Board complied with the procedural requirements of

the permit, including the Administrative Review Process, in approving the

Final SUSMPs.
2. The Regional Water Board was authorized to revise the SUSMPs by

including more stringen! requirements than the permiltces had proposed.

3. The Regional Water Board complied with did not violate the Administrative
Procedure Act, CEQA, or the Constitutional provisions on state mar,~ates.
The petitioners’ due process fights have been protected

4. The Regional Water Board considered the costs of the SUSMPs, and acted

reasonably in requiring these controls in light of the expected benefits to
water quality.
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5. The Final SUSMPs reflect a reasonable interpretation of development

controls that achieve reduction of pollutants in storm water discharges to the

maximum extent practicable.

6. The SUSMPs include adequate protections of groundwater quality from any
impacts from infiltration.

7. The SUSMPs will be revised to clarify the intent of the Regional Water

Board and to make them consistent with the permit. Specifically, retail

gasoline outlets should not be subject to the BMP design standards because

they are already heavily regulated and may be limited in their ability to

construct infiltration facilities or to perform treatment. Redevelopment

projects should be subject to the SUSMPs only if they result in creation or

addition of 5,000 square feet of impervious surfaces. Envirortmentally-

sensitive areas should not be listed as a category in the SUSMPs. The

SUSMPs should only apply to discretionary projects. The requirement for

funding by project proponents who receive waivers should be deleted. The

SUSMPs will be amended as shown in the attachment to this Order.

8. In light of the revisions of the SUSMPs made by this Order, and to allo~v the

permittees adequate time to adopt implementing ordinances, the deadline for

adopting ordinances will be revised to January 15,200 l, and the effective

date of the Final SUSMPs will be revised to February 15, 2001.

///

///

///

//I

///
///

///

t//
t//’

///
///
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IV. ORDER

IT IS HEREBY ORDERED that the Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plans for Los

Angeles County and Cities in Los Angeles County is revised consistent with the amendments

attached hereto. In all other respects the petitions are dismissed.

CERTIFICATION

The undersigned, Administrative Assistant to the Board, does hereby certify that the foregoing is
a full, true, and correct copy of an order, duly and regularly adopted at a meeting of the State
Water Resources Control Board held on October 5, 2000.

AYE: Arthur G. Baggett, Jr.
Mary Jane Forster
John W. Bro~Am
Peter S. Silva

NO: None

ABSENT: None

ABSTAIN: None

19l~ur~en t~archg    \
Admin~trative Assistant to the Board
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA
STATE WATER RESOURCES CONTROL BOARD

ORDER: WQ 99 - 05

Own Motion Review of the Petition of
Environmental Health Coalition

to Review Waste Discharge Requirements Order No. 96-03,
NPDES Permit No. CAS0108740

for Storm Water and Urban Runoff from the
Orange County Flood Control District

and the
Incorporated Cities of Orange County

Within the San Diego Region,
Issued by the

California Regional Water Quality Control Board,
San Diego Region.

SWRCB/OCC File A-1041

BY THE BOARD:

In Order WQ 98-01, the S~e Water Resources Control Board (State Water

Board) ordered that certain mc,~iving water limitation language be included in future municipal

storm water permits. Following inclusion of that language in permits issued by the

San Francisco Bay and San Diego Regional Water Quality ConlroI Boards (Regional Water

Boards) for Vallejo and Riversid~ res]aeaSvely, the United State~ Environmental Proration

Agency (EPA) objected to the permits. The EPA objection was based on the r~iving water

limitation language. The EPA has now issued those permits itself and has included r~ceiving

water limitation language it deems appropriate.
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In light of EPA’s objection to the receiving water limitation langu~age in Order

WQ 98-01 and its adoption of alternative language, the State Water Board is revising its

instructions regarding receiving water limitation language for municipal storm water permits. It

is hereby ordered that Order WQ 98-01 will be amended to remove the receiving water limitation

language contained therein and to substitute the EPA language, Based on the reasons stated here,

and as a precedent decision,I the following receiving water limitation language shall be included

in future municipal storm water permits.2

RECEVIT, IG WATER LIMITATIONS

The permittees shall comply with Discharge Prohibitions [ ]~ and Receiving Water

Limitations [ ] tlu’ough timely implementation of control measures and other actions to reduce

pollutants in the discharges in accordance with the SWMP and other requirements of this l~ermit

including any modifications. The SWMP shall be designed to achieve compliance with

Receiving Water Limitations [ ]. Ifexeeedance(s) of water quality objectives or water quality

standards (collectively, WQS) persist notwithstanding implementation of the SWMP and other

requirements of this permit, the perrnittees shall assure compliane~ with Discharge Prohibitions

[ ] and Receiving Water Limitations [ ] by complying with the following procedure:

i In SWRCB Order WR 96-1, tl~ State Water Board dct~’rrti~exi that water quality orders are precedent decisions.

(See Gov. Code ~11425.60.)

2 This language may be r~vis~ ~s n~cessary to ensure that terminolo~’ conforms with the rest of the permit.

J Insert appropriat~ numbers for proh~itions and limitations that implement water quality objectives and water
qual~ standards.
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a. Upon a determination by either the permittees or the Regional Water Board ~al discharges

are causing or contributing to an exceedance of an applicable WQS, the permittees shall

promptly notify and thereafter submit a report to the Regional Water Board that describes

BMPs that are currently being implemented and additional BMPs that will be implemented to

prevent or reduce any pollutants that are causing or contributing to the exceedance of WQSs.

The report may be incorporated in the annual update to the SWMP unless the Regional Water

Board directs an earlier submittal. The report shall include an implementation schedule. The

Regional Water Board may require modificatious to the report.

b. Submit any modifications to the report required by the Regional Water Board within 30 days

of notification.

c. Within 30 days following appro~’al of the report described above by the Regional Water

Board, the permittees shall revise the SWMP and monitoring program to incorporate the

approved modified BMPs that have been and will be implemented, implementation schedule,

and any additional monitoring required.

d Implement the revised SWMP and monitoring program in accordance with the approved

schedule.

So long as th~ peamit’t~s have complied with the procedures set forth above and

are implementing the revised SWMP, the permittees do not have to repeat the sarae procedure for

continuing or recurring exeeedanees oi’the same receiving water limitations unless directed by

the Regional Water Board to develop additional BMPs.

//I
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ORDER

IT IS ORDERED that Order WQ 98-01 is revised as discussed above.

CERTIFICATION

The undersigned, Administrative Assistant to the Board, does hereby certify that the foregoing is
a full, true, and correct copy of an order duly and regularly adopted at a meeting of the State
Water Resources Control Board held on June 17, 1999.

AYE: James M. Smbchaer
Mary Jane Forster
John W. Brown
Arthur G. Baggett, Jr.

NO: None

ABSENT: None

ABSTAIN: None

Mauree’~Mareh~        ~
Admim’str~tive Assistant to the Board
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA
STATE WATER RESOURCES CONTROL BOARD

ORDER WQ 98-01

Own Motion Review of the Petition of
ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH COALITION

to Review Waste Discharge Requirements Order 96-03,
NPDES Permit No. CAS0108740,

for Storm Water and Urban Runoff from the
Orange County Flood Control District

and the
Incorporated Cities of Orange County

Within the San Diego Region,
issued by the

California Regional Water Quality Control Board.
San Diego Region.

S WRCB/OCC File A- 1041

BY THE BOARD:

On August 8, 1996, the Regional Water Quality Control Board. San Diego

Region (Regional Water Board), adopted Waste Discharge Requirements Order 96-03,

NPDES No. CAS0108740, for storm water discharge from municipal Separate sewer

systems for the incorpc;,rated cities of Orange County within the San Diego Regional

Water Board’s boundaries (Orange County’ permit).~ The waste discharge requirements

constitute a national pollutant discharge elimination system (’NPDES) permit pursuant to

section 402(p) of the federal Clean Water Act (CW,’-\).

’ On March 8. 1996. the Regional Water Ot,ality Control Board. Santa Aria Region. issued waste dischlugc
reqt,iremenls for storm water discharge Io the incorporated cities of Orange County within Ihe Sanla Ana
Regional Water Boards boundaries thin are essennallv ldemical m fl~e permit adopted by ~l~c San D~ego
Regional Water Board
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On September 6, 1996, the State Water Resources Control Board

(SWRCB)received a petition from the Environmental Health Coalition (petitioner)

contesting certain provisions of the NPDES permit.~- The SWRCB did not take |brmal

action on the petition within the 270 days specified in Title 23, California Code of:

Regulations, section 2052(d). ]he SWRCB will, on its own motion, review the Regional

Water Board’s action as authorized by California Water Code section 13320(a).

I. BACKGROUND

-[’he primary issue raised by petitioner concerns the Regional Waler

Board’s implementation of the CWA requirement that all NPDES permits must include

technology-based effluent limitations and any more stringent limitation necessary to meet

water quality standards. Federal and state requirements relevant to the issues raised m the

petition are discussed be!ow.~

CWA section 301(a) prohibits the discharge of any pollutant unless

pursuant to an NPDES permit. (33 U.S.C. § 131 I(a).) Section 301(b)( I )(A) requires

compliance with effluent limitations necessary to achieve compliance with technology-

based standards (e.g., best practicable control technology currently available or secondary

treatment). Section 301 (b)(I)(C) also requires compliance with any more stringent

effluent limitation ’:necessary Io meet water quality standards." (33 U.S.C.

’ This order is based on the record before Ihe Regional Wa~er Board. -I-he Regional Wa~cr Bo~rd also
issued an NPDES perm~l ~o the Depanmenl of Transportation and a petition was filed challenging tha~
permiL In preparing Ihis order, we have reviewed lhe record I~r the pelilion challenging Ihal permi~
other documenls noted m Ihis Order.

See Slate Walcr Resources Control Board Order WO 91-03 {C’i~tzc, ns F(~t- o Be~te~ t~m.trmm~ent.
[~r an extensive discussion ol’tho regula[or5’ I~amework li)r mumcipal separate storm sewer
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§ 131 ! (b)( I )(c).) CWA section 402 establishes requirements for NPDES permits.

(33 U.S.C. § 1342.) NPDES permits must comply with section 301. Section 402(p)

establishes specific NPDES permit requirements for municipal storm water discharges

and for storm water discharges associated with industrial activities. Section 402(p)

includes a technology-based standard for storm water permits issued to municipal

separate storm sewer systems. Such permits must require:

~" controls so reduce the discharge of pollutants to the maximum extent
p~-a~ticable, including management practices, control techniques and
system, design and engineering methods, and such other provisions as the
,,~dministrator or the State determines appropriate for the control of such
pollutants7 (33 U.S.C. § 1342(p)(3)(B)(iii) )

To comply with CWA sections _~01 and 402 for municipal separate storm water

discharges, a municipal storm water NPDES permit must include effluent limitations to

meet the technology-bascd’ standard to reduce pollutants to the ’:maximum extent

practicable’: and any more stringent effluent limitations necessary to meet water quality

standards. The United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has promulgated

regulations to implement NPDES requirements m CWA section 402. including storm

water requirements of C~WA section 402(p).a (See 40 C.F.R. Part 122.26.)

~ CWA Section 402(p) specifies that permits for industrial discharges are required to compl?, with all
technology-based and water quality-based requiremems. (Section ~lO2(p)(3)(A).) In comras~. CWA
Section 402(p) specifies that permits for municipal separate storm water discharges sl~all require cow,trois ~o
comply with lechnology-based requirements but does not specifically stale lhal rnm~icipal pcrnuls lllUsl
reqmre conlrols to comply with water quality-based requirements. (Section a02(p)(3)(B) ) I~PA. however.
has mterpreled the Clean Waler Act Io require permits for municipal separate slon’n ,,valet discharges Io
include requirements to achieve compliance with waler quality standards. See memorandum Compli~mce
wi~h Water O. uali~y S~andards m NPDES Permits Issued to Municipal Separate Storm Sewer Svsmms
liom E. Donal, d EIIiott. General Counsel. EPA. to Nancy J. Marvel. Rco_io~al Counsel. !:.PA ReL-.’~on 0
(January ~). I ~)c~ 11
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CWA section 303 requires states to adopt water quality standards ~br

surthce Waters. (33 U.S.C. § 1313.) Water quality standards consist of the designated

uses of waters and the water quality criteria" for such waters that would support the

designated uses. The Regional Water Board in its Water Quality Control Plan for the

San Diego region has adopted water quality standards by designating the beneficial uses

for waters in the region and establishing wate~ quality objectives (i.e., water quality

criteria) to protect those uses. See Water Quality Control Plan for the San Diego

Basin (9), September 8, 1994, at Chapters 2 and 3 The SWRCB has also adopted water

quality control plans and policies that specify water quality standards which are relevant

to this permit (e.g., the SWRCB Ocean Plan). To comply with CWA section 301.

municipal storm water permits must include effluent limitations where necessary to meet

these water quality standards.

NPDES permits issued by the Regional Water Boards, including

municipal storm water permits, typically include a requirement entitled "discharge

limitations" or "effluent limitations" that specifies the technology-based effluent

limitations and a requit:ement entitled ’:receiving water limitations" or ::receiving water

standards" that specifies the water quality obiectives in the Water Quality Control Plan

relevant to the discharge and limitations necessary to attain those objectives¯ The

receiving water limitations provision is used to implement the requirement of CWA

section 301(b)(l)(C) to include more stringent effluent limitations necessury to meet
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water quality standards.~ The limitations necessary to meet water quality stflndards are

also called the water quality-based effluent limitations. NPDES permits are generally

required to include numeric effluent limitations to implement the technology-based

standard and water quality-based effluent limitations to attain the water quality

standards.6 (a0 C.F.R. § 122.44.) However, the federal regulations allow the use of best

management practices (BM,Ps) to control or abate the discharge of pollutants when

numeric effluent limitations are infeasible. (40 C.F.R. § 122.44(k).) The SWRCB has

determined that for municipal separate storm water permits, BMPs constitute valid

effluent limitations to comply with both the technology-based and water quality-based

eff’iuent limitation requirements.7 ,See SWRCB Orders WQ 91-03 and WQ 91-04. In

fact, narrative effluent limitations requiring implementation of BMI~s are generally the

most appropriate form of effluent limitations when designed to satisfy technology

requirements, including reduction of pollutants to the maximum extent practicable, and

water quality-based requirements of the CWA.

~ SWRCB Order WQ 91-0~Concluded that municipal permits must include effluent limitations necessao’
to achieve water quality standards. See Order WQ 91-03 at slip op. 36. Orange County and other
interested persons have argued that section 402(p) does not require municipal permits to meet water quahty
standards. While disagreeing, it should be noted that section 402(p) contains explicit authority for states to
require provisions in addition to the "maximum extent practical" controls.

" See memorandum "Numeric Effluent Limitations in NPDES Permits" from Elizabeth Miller Jennings.
Senior Staff Counsel. State Water Resources Control Board, to Central Valley Regional Water Quality
Control Board (Aug. I. 1997).

~ EPA has issued a national policy entitled "Interim Permitting Approach for Water Quality-Based
Effluent Limitations m Stormwater Permits." 61 Fed. Reg. ,13761 (Aug. 26, 1996). that addresses issucs
related to the Lvpe of efl’luent limitations Ihat are appropriate to provide for attainment of water quahLv
standards the policy applies only to EPA, but EPA has encouraged states.to adopt similar policies
slorl]l waler p,21-lllllS. The polic.’," states thai slorm water permits need not include numeric ~.ater quality-
based effluen~ linmatmns. Rather. BMPs should be used to attain water quality-based el’fluen~ limitations.
which should be expanded in later permits if necessary to provide for anainment of water quality standards
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II. CONTENTIONS AND FINDINGS~

The petitioner seeks review of the Orange County permit adopted by the

Regional Water Board. The Orange County NPDES permit, adopted by the Regional

Water Board, applies to the incorporated cities in Orange County within the boundaries or

the San Diego region. The Santa Aria Regional Water Board, on March 8, 1996, adopted

an NPDES permit for storm water discharges from the incorporated cities of Orange

County within the boundaries of the Santa Aria region.9 Orange County had requested

that the Santa Ana Regional Water Board adopt one permit for all of Orange County

The San Diego Regional Water Board preferred to retain jurisdiction but agreed to adopt

a permit consistent ,a, ith the permit adopted by the Santa Ana Regional Water Board.

Both permits for Orange County are essentially identical and require the permittees to

develop a plan establishing BMPs to control discharges to the "maximum extent

practicable." The Orange County permittees adopted a plan called the "drainage area

management plan" (DAMP) that was approved by the San Diego Regional Water Board

on April 6, 1996.~° Both permits also contain the same provision addressing receiving

water limitations, whmbi in relevant part, states:

"1. Receiving water limitations have been established based on beneficial
uses, water quality objectives, and water quality standards contained in
the Basin Plan, and amendments thereto, and on ambient water quality. ¯
They are intended to protect the beneficial uses and attain the water
qual,ity objectives contained m the Basin Plan. The discharoe of urban
storm water, or non-storm water: flom a municipal storm sewer system

’~ All oilier conmmions raised in the petition which are not discussed m this order are dismissed.
(Cal. Code Regs.. ~it. 23. § 2052: People v. 13a,m, (1987) 19,! Cal App.3d 158 [23~) Cal Rptr. 3401)

" No petition was filed challenging the permit issued bv tim Santa Ana Rcgiom~l Water Board

’" The DAMP was also approved by the Santa Aria Regional Waler Board.

6.

R0001974



for which the permittees are responsible under the terms of this permit
shall not cause continuing or recurring impairment of beneficial uses
or exceedances of water quality objectives. The permittees will not be
in violation of this provision so long as they are in compliance with the
requirements set forth [in the following provision]."

"a. If the Executive Officer determines that a continuing or recurring
impairment of beneficial uses or exceedances of water quality
objectives has been caused by urban storm water discharges from
the municipal storm sewer system, tile following steps shall be
taken .... "

The remainder of the provision requires the Executive Officer to evaluate the DAMP and

if the Executive Officer determines thal implementation of the DAMP will not have a

reasonable likelihood of preventing future impairment of beneficial uses or exceedances

of water quality objectives, the permittees would be required to submit a report evaluating

impacts on water quality and proposing changes to implementation of the existing DAMP

or proposing revisions to the DAMP. Tile pennittees would then be required to

implement the revised DAMP.

Petitioner contends that for several reasons, this receiving water

limitations provision is inadequate under the CWA and its implementing regulations and

under the Porter-Colog.fle Water Quality Control Act (Porter-Cologne Act). Petitioner

points out that CWA section 402(b). and implementing regulations, require that NPDES

permits issued by state agencies comply with the C\\’A. (33 U.S.C. 1342(b). 40 C.F.R.

§ 123.25.) -File Porter-Cologne Act provides that permits issued subject to federal law

must "’ensure compliance with all applicable provisions of’the ]CWA and its

mlplementing regulations], together with any more s~rmgent eftiuent standards or

limitations necessar\ to implemem water qt,ality control plans, or. Ibr the protection of
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beneficial uses, or to prevent nuisance." (Cal. Water Code § 13377.) Petitioner contends

that the receiving water limitations language fails to require attainment of water quality

standards.

1. Contention: File receiving water limitations section fails to comply

with the CWA and the Porter-Cologne Act because it does not prohibit discharges that

"contribute to" as well as "cause" exceedances of water quality objectives as required by

federal regulations.

Finding:. The SWRCB agrees that the NPDES permit must prohibit

discharges that %ause" or %ontribute" to violations of water quality standards. Federa

regulations specify requirements that must be included in each NPDES permit

(40 C.F.R. § 122.44.) Each NPDES permit must include limitations necessary’ to achieve

water quality standards:

"Limitations must control all pollutants or pollutant parameters (ei’ther
conventional, nonconventional, or toxic pollutants) which the Director
determines are or may be discharged at a level which will cau.5,e, have the
reasonable potential to cause, or contribute to an excursion above any State
water quality standard, including State narrative criteria for water quality."
(4.0 C.F.R. § 122.44(d)(1)(i).)’~ (Emphasis added.)

The receiving water limitations language of the Orange County NPDES permit requires

the permittees to be responsible for those discharges that "cause continuing or recurring

impairment of beneficial uses or exceedances of water quality obiectives.’" To comply

with the CWA. the phrase quoted in the immediately preceding sentence shall be

interpreted so as to require permittees to control discharges that contribute to cxceedanccs

This provision applies m smxe programs. See. 40 CF.R. seclion 123.25.

8.
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of water quality obiectives. O~-course such contributions would have to be substantial (in

more than a de rninimi.s" amount) contributions.

2 Contention: The petitioner contends that th~ receiving water

limitations section in the permit violates the CWA and implementing regulations because

it does not require compliance with water quality standards. The permit states that the

permittees ’:will not be m violation of [receiving water limitations] so long as they are ~n

compliance with the requirements" for evaluating the [)AMP.

Finding,: The SWRCB disagrees with petitioner’s contenlion. In SWRCB

Order WQ 96-13, the SWRCB reviewed and approved the storm water permit for certain

pem~ittees in the Santa Clara Val!ev issued by the San Francisco Bay Regional Water

Board. The Santa Clara Valley permit contains a receiving water limitations section that

specifically prohibits discharges that cause or contribute to a violation of water quality

objectives, and states that the permittees "shall comply.., through the timely.

implementation of control measures and other actions to reduce pollution in the

discharge." (Emphasis added.) The receiving water limitations provision in the Orange

County permit prohibits*discharges that cause exceedances of water quality objectives,

and states that the ’permittees will not be in violation of this provision so long as they are

in compliance with the requiren?ents’: for evaluating and improving the effectiveness oi"

the DAMP. l-he Orange Cot, nty permit receiving water limitations section is not. as a

practical matter, different than the Santa Clara Valley, permit approved by this SWRCB.

In each case. compliance with the receiving water limitations is achieved by following a
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procedure to evaluate and improve tile BMPs where necessary to comply with water

quality standards.

The SWRCB has already determined that the use of BMPs to achieve both

the technology-based effluent limitations and the water quality-based effluent limitations

complies with tile CWA and the Porter-Cologne Act. See SWRCB Order WQ 91-03.

Accordingly, the SWRCB agrees that use of the phrase that the "permittees will not be in

violation of. "~ complies with the CWA and, in fact, used that same phrase in SWRCB

Water Quality Order 97-03-DWQ (Waste Discharge Requirements for Discharges of

Storm Water Associated with Industrial Activities Excluding Construction Activities,

NPDES General Permit ,.No. CAS000001) (the General Industrial Permit).

3. Contention: The petitioner contends that the receiving water

limitations provision violates the CWA and implementing regulations because the

mechanism [’or determining exceedances of receiving water limitations is unworkable

and. theretbre, would not result in achievement of water quality standards. The

permittees are not considered to be in violation of receiving water limitations as long as

the process for evaluati.ng the-DAMP are followed. This process, however, will not result

in achievement of water quality standards because (1) it is very difficult to demonstrate

that urban runoff has "caused:’ an exceedance of water quality objectives: (2) Regional

Water Board staff stated at the Board hearing at which the permit was adopled that there

were inadequate resources to oversee the storm water program; (3) the permi~ does not

require submittal eft infbrmation on tile adequacy of the DAMP umil after ~hc }’..xect,livc

Ol’!]cer deferral,ms thai ~he rflan will not resuh in achievemenl ol ~ater quality ~bicct~vcs:

10.
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and (4) the permit places no time schedule on review of the adequacy ofthe plan to meet

water quality standards. The permit does not require any change to the DAMP until

directed by the Executive Officer. Due to these limitations, water quality standards are

not likely to be achieved.

Finding: Petitioner has raised legitimate concerns. As discussed above,

permittees will be required to control discharges that contribute to exceedances of water

quality objectives. The SWRCB’s charge under Water Code section 13320 is to

determine whether the Regional Water Board has acted appropriately. In this case. the

Regional Water Board has directed its Executive Orricer to determine when receiving

water limitations have been exceeded. In order for such determinations to be made

Executive Of[’icer must devote sufficient resources to make such determinations m a

timely manner. Provided this is the case, it can be concluded that the permit is adequate

to achieve water quality standards. This conclusion to uphold the permit language is

further predicated on the fact that to do otherwise would result in two inconsistent storm

water permits for Orange Count)’.

lIl. ADDITIONAL ISSUES

While upholding the permit as appropriate, the SWRCB has concerns that

t’uture storm water permits contain the strongest and clearest possible language ~o pro~ect

water quality As evidenced bv the discussion at the .lanuarv 7. It,~98 ~orkshol) ~cvic\\ o1

this petition, there are serious disagreements as to how best to ensure such pro~ection.

review or" the record leads to tile followin,- conclusions:
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¯ Future storm water permits should contain consistent requirements to ensure water

qu.ality protection.

¯ Such permits must comply with CWA and Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act

requirements.

¯ Storm water permits must achieve compliance with water quality standards, but they

may do so by requiring implementation of’BMPs in lieu of numeric water qualit.v-

based effluent limitations.

Permittees must ultimately be responsible for evaluating and revising BMPs to

achieve compliance with water quality standaids

¯ Permits should be written to clearly identii’\’ water quality standards and 1o clearl,,

require that permittees, through the implementation of BMPs, shall ~ot cause or

contribute to exceedances of such water quality standards.

¯ Given the unique nature of the storm water discharges, it is reasonable that

implementation take place, where appropriate, on a phased basis.

¯ Determinations that additional BMPs are necessary to achieve water quality standards

should be based on ~findings by the permittees or the Regional Boards that storm

water dischm-ges are a substantial (in more than a de minimi.~ amount) contributor to

continuing or recurring exceedances of such standards.
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Based upon these conclusions and as a precedent decision,~2 the following

receiving water limitation language shall be included in future municipal storm water

permits.

RECEIVING WATER LIMITATIONS

1. Storm water discharges and authorized non-storm water discharges to
any surface or ground water shall not adversely impact human health
or the environment.

2. The SWMP shall be designed and implemented, or shall be in the
process of being revised in accordance with the procedures set lbnh
below to ensure that discharges authorized by this permit shall not
cause or substantially (in more than a de minimis amount) contribute to
a continuing or recurring exceedance of any applicable water quality.
standards contained in a Statewide Water Quality Control Plan or the
applicable Regional Water Quality Control Board’s Basin Plan.

3. If the discharges cause or contribute to an exceedance of the applicable
water quality s~andards, permittee shall take the following steps:

a. Upon a determination by either the facility operator or the
Regional Water Board that discharges are causing or contributing
to an exceedance of an applicable water quality standard, the
facility operator shall promptly notify and thereafter submit a
report to the appropriate Regional Water Quality Control Board
that describes BMPs that are currently being implemented and
additional BMPs that will be implemented to prevent or reduce any
pollutants that are causing or contributing to the exceedance of
water quality standards. The report may be incorporated in the
annual update to the SWMP unless the Regional Water Board
directs an earlier submittal. The report shall include an
implementation schedule. -Fhe Regional Water Quality Control
Board may require modifications to the report:

b. Submit any modifications to the report required b\ the Regional
Board within 30 day’s of notification:

t-" In SWRCB Order WR 96- I. the SWRCB determined thai ~vater quatiLv orders are prccedem decisions.
(See Gov. Code ,~ I 1,.t25.60.’~

13.
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c. Within 30 days following approval of the report described above
by the Regional Water Quality Control Board, the facility operator
shall revise its SWMP and monitoring program to incorporate the
approved modified BMPs that have been and ",gtll be implemented,
the implementation schedule, and any additional monitoring
required;

d. Implement the revised SWMP and monitoring program in
accordance with the approved schedule; and

e. Reduce pollutants in storm water discharges and authorized non-
storm water discharges, following implementation of the SWMP
revised in accordance with paragraph 3 above, to levels which shall
not cause or contribute to an exceedance of any applicable water
quality standards.

4. So long as permittees have complied with the procedures set forth in
paragraph 3 above and are implementing the revised SWMP, they do not have
to repeat the same procedure for continuing or recurring exceedances of the
same receiving water limitations u~less directed by the Regional Water Board
to develope additional BMPs.

IV. CONCLUSIONS

After review of the record and consideration of the contetations of the

petitioner, and for the reasons discussed above, we conclude:

1. The federal regulations implementing CWA section 402(p) require

~..
NPDES permits to prohibit discharges of pollutants that "cause or contribute" to

exceedances of water quality standards and the permit will be so interpreted.

2. The specific portion of the receiving water limitations provision that

states that "permittees will not be in violatio~ of this provision so long as tt~ev are in

compliance with the requirements:’ specif,ving the process for evaluating and improving

the effectiveness of~lae DAMP complies with the CWA.

3. The Regional Water Board acted appropriately in adopti~g the permit.

14.
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4. Receiving water limitation provisions of future municipal storm water

permits shall be consistent with this Order.

IT IS ORDERED that Order 96-03 shall be interpreted as discussed above.

It is further ordered that in other respects, the petition is denied.

CERTIFICATION

The undersigned, Administrative Assistant to the Board, does hereby certify that the
foregoing is a full, true, and correct copy of an order duly and regularly adopted at a
meeting of the State Water Resources Control Board held on January 22, 1998.

AYE: John Caffrey
Marc Del Piero
Mary Jane Forster
John W. Brown

NO: None

ABSENT: James M. Stubchaer

ABSTAIN: None

.~n March~
;trative Assistant to the Board

t5.
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DAVID DREIER

COMMIT’TEE
RULES

April 24, 2001

The Honorable Christine Todd Whitman
Administrator
United States Environmental Protection Agency
ll01A
1200 Pennsylvania Avenue, Northwest
Washington, D.C. 20460

Dear Governor Whitman:

I have been contacted regarding a proposal for cities in Los Angeles
County to assume responsibility for storm water compliance inspections
for state-permitted industrial and commercial facilities. This proposal
was outlined in a letter from Ms. Alexis Strauss, Director of the Water
Division for Region 9, to Dennis Dickerson, Executive 9f~ize of the
Cal~fornia Water Quality Control Board.

~n discussions fc.rlthe re~ie~al of the regional N ~:Jor~l P~itutan:
Discharge Elim~na~ion-System (~PDES:I permit, t.~e E~A ~a~. ~:ecD~ended
the ~state require the cities t~ :mplement an e:[fe-ctiv~ ~n:!Dzcer,e:~t

¯ :~rogra~,.~ ~he letter state.~ that the ~sto:~m wa.:ez
zoop~:ra~ive effort on the part. Df the NPDES i~e:’mit:t~n~ a~uthorit¥ an.i
pern~.tzed MS4s in the implemen~’~tion of .~he .:.ndus’;r.za. ~to,~ water
prggram."

Several cities have expressed serious concerns with this proposal.
They argue that the program requires states to permit and monitor these
industrial facilities, and that shifting inspection and enforcement to
the cities undermines the cooperative approach that ~PA has advocated.
Further, they contend that the purpose of their educational visits to
industrial and commercial facilities has been inaccurately described.
The letter states the educational visits were intended to "provide time
~or the permittees to oain experience in controlling pollutants in storm
water discharges from ~hese facilities." The cities believe that this
was never the intent.

The cities request ~hat the EPA revisit the issues addressed in the
letter. They urge the Agency to clarify that it does not support or
encourage the transfer of inspection responsibility to the cities. They
seek your assistance in ensuring that the EPA works to bring stakeholders
together to resolve conflicts, rather than force them ~o assume costly
and complicated new duties.

The Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board is currently
negotiating the renewed MS4 permit. In view of the short timetable, I
request a timely response to these important issues.

Encl.                                                                R0001984



Meeting on April 24. 2001

Tim Piasky, Director of Env=ronmental Affairs. Buildin~ lndust~\ ~\ssociat~on ofSo. Cat (BIA)
Laura Gentile, USEPA, Region 9
Xavier Swamikannu. LA Regional Board
Carlos Urrunaga, LA Regional Board

On this day we met at the Regional Board (after the public x~orkshol3 at the Los Angeles Central Librar\ ~ ~n
the afternoon. We discussed several issues brought up bx Mr Piask\ ofthe BIA in regard to the draft LA
County Municipal Storm Water Permit. ~’e discus_sod tile Rccci\ in,,z, ~,k ater Limitations language and tile
SUSMP requirements and how they ~ork.

After the discussions regarding the draft LA Count.x Municipal Storm ~ atet Permit. Mr. Piask\ and I
discussed non-compliance of the general storm x~ate~-perm,~ bx tile construction industry. ~"e had a
worthwhile conversation and agreed that more outreach ~ as necessarx to the construction industr\. \lr
Piasky brought to our attention his creation of a program m~ ol~ ing the "’certification" of indix iduals lor
compliance purposes of the State of California general permit. Mr. Piask,~ asked us about initial l"unding
l"or the program and we replied that our penalty assessments could potentially be used for that but he should
contact Wendy Phillips for more information.
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California RegionalLosWaterAngeles RegionQUality Control Board

Winston H. Hickox 320 w. 41h Street, Suite 200, Los Angeles, California 90013 Gray Davis
Secreta~’for Phone (213) 576-6600 FAX (213) 576-6640 Governor

Environmental lnternet Address: htlp:/iwv,~..swrcb.ca.gov/-rwqcb4

ProleCliOn

April 26, 2001

Mr. Patrick H. West
City Manager
City of Paramount
16400 Colorado Avenue
Paramount, California 90723-5012

Dear Mr. Farfsing:

Comments pertaining to Regional Board Workshop on April 24, 2001

Thank you for your letter, dated April 20, 2001, in which you expressed your concern regarding
the procedure for renewing the municipal storm water permit for the County of Los Angeles and
the tentative agenda for our workshop on April 24, 2001.

Staff at the Regional Board are committed to making all reasonable efforts to facilitate public
review and comment on the preposed permit, which our Board will consider for adoption on July
26, 2001. As we discussed at our workshop on Tueday, we have prepared a renewal schedule
that allows permittees and interested parties one month to review both a first and second draft of
the permit. The workshop on April 24, 2001 was not your only opportunity to submit comments.
Written comments on the first draft (issued April 13, 2001) will be due on May 16th. And, as
stated above, we plan to provide another month for public review of a second draft. Please note
that the purpose of the April 24’h workshop was two-fold: (1) to explain proposed changes to
the permit, in order to facilitate review and public comment; and (2) to receive preliminary
comments on the draft and, as appropriate, exchange information.

Again, thank you for your interest in renewing the municipal permit. Should you have questions,
please do not hesitate to contact Xavier Swamikannu at (213) 576-6654.

Sincerely,

Wendy Phillips
Chief, Storm Water Section

R000’1986
California Environmental Protection Agency

~ Recycled Paper
Our mission is to preserve and enhance the quality of California’s water resources for the benefit of present and future generations.



Dan Radulescu - LA MS4 monitoring agenda Page 1

From: Megan Fisher
To: bdepoto@dpw.co.la.ca.us; ctrevizo@dpw.co.la.ca.us; ghowe@dpw.co.la.ca.us;
Guangyu Wang; jdorsey@san.lacity.org; mariki@ctpw.co.la.ca.us; Melinda Becker;
mgold@healthebay.org; Michael Lyons; Renee DeShazo; sluce@healthebay.org;
tjkim@dpw.co.la.ca.us; Tracy Patterson
Date: 4/26/01 11:58AM
Subject: LA MS4 monitoring agenda

Attached is the draft agenda for tomorrow morning’s monitoring meeting (8am in LA River Conference
Room).

See you there,

Megan Fisher
Environmental Specialist
Storm Water Section
Los Angeles Reginal Water Quality Control Board
(213) 576-6790

CC: Dan Radulescu; Wendy Phillips; Xavier Swamikannu
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Dan Radulescu o 4-27 agenda.doc Page 1

LA County MS4 Monitoring Program
Draft Agenda

Friday, April 27, 2001 from 8 - 11am
Los Angeles River Conference Room

1. Clarifications/rationale for draft requirements:

Tributary monitorinq
¯ Questions/Concerns about draft language (County)
¯ Answers and clarification (RB, HtB)

Source ID
¯ Discuss possible changes to draft language (everyone)

Bioassessment monitoring
¯ Questions/Concerns about draft language (County)
¯ Answers and clarification (RB, HtB)

Assess biological and physical impacts of storm water to
receiving waters
Determine status of aquatic resources
Data compatible with statewide efforts
Standard requirement in NPDES permits
Similar requirements in Ventura and San Diego MS4 permits
Cost

¯ Discuss possible changes to draft language (everyone)

CTR ML methods
¯ Questions/Concerns (County)
¯ Rationale for requirement (RB)
- Ensure that monitoring can detect toxic pollutant levels

TSS and SSC monitoring
¯ Discuss removing from permit and recommending as special
study (everyone)

2. Other issues

¯ Confirm addition of shoreline monitoring requirement as
discussed at 4-25 meeting

Discuss Co-permittees role in contributing to monitoring efforts
(everyone)

¯ Other concerns regarding draft language (County)
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Dan Radulescu - Fwd: Re: SNA map Page 1

From: Megan Fisher
To: Dan Radulescu; Xavier Swamikannu
Date: 4/27/01 11:09AM
Subject: Fwd: Re: SNA map

FYI

Dan, this email should go in the admin record. I’ll give you a copy of the document that goes with it.
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Dan Radulescu - Re: SNA map Page 1

From: "Diana Hickson" <dhickson@dfg.ca.gov>
To: <Mfisher@rb4.swrcb.ca.gov>
Date: 4/27/01 9:18AM
Subject: Re: SNA map

Hi Megan,

Our standard disclaimer text is below. Lisa Kenner will email you the new
SNA shapefile for LA County today. If you have any questions when you get it, let me know. As I told you
on the phone, we don’t have the reports for this new map yet.

You can download county maps of Significant
Natural Areas from our web site:
ftp://maphost.dfg.ca.gov/outgoing/whdab/sna/
Maps are jpeg files in the map images directory ("*.jpeg"). (note Megan: these are the "old" maps)
The accompanying reports ("*.pdf") are in the reports directory.
The zipped ArcView shapefile is in the/sna directory;
let me know if you need the metadata.

If you haven’t already done so, please take a look at the
information about the SNA program at:
http://www.dfg.ca.gov/whdab/html/moresna.html

Please note that we are in the process of updating
the cnteria for determining SNAs. The old criteria
(reflected in the maps on the ftp site) rely soiety
upon occurrences of rare species and habitats
as reported to the California Natural Diversity Data
Base, and do not consider other habitat values
such as deer winter range, etc.

Also, we haven’t updated SNAs based on the
old criteria since early 1999 due to staffing
problems. We hope to have new maps based
on the old, but slightly modified, criteria and
on updated CNDDB data in another month or two.

We are currently working with our regions to
identify potential criteria for SNAs based on
DFG’s priorities, and hope to have draft criteria
in six months. The Significant Natural Areas
legislation states that DFG must consult with outside
organizations before determining SNAs, and so when
the draft criteria are done we will seek comments.
However, we would appreciate any comments or
suggestions you might have in the meantime.
Also, if you have time, perhaps you can tell me
how you are using the SNA data.

One more thing: the identification of SNAs is
strictly for educational purposes and does not imply
any additional authority by the Department over these
areas. The Fish and Game Code clearly states
that this identification will not, of itself, change or
prevent the change in the use of any area so identified.
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Dan Radulescu - Re: SNA map Page 2

If you have any questions, or have problems downloading
the map or report, please let me know.

>>> "Megan Fisher" <Mfisher@rb4.swrcb.ca.gov> 04/26/01 03:34PM >>>
Hello Diana,

I spoke to you this morning regarding a map of LA County with Significant Natural Areas and a reference
for their geographical boundaries. I just wanted to make a connectien_t.o_ensure that you had my correct
email address.

Thank you!!

Megan Fisher
Environmental Specialist
Storm Water Section
Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board
(213) 576-6790
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Dan Radulescu - LA MS4 Monitoring Meeting Page

From: Megan Fisher
To: bdepoto@dpw.co.la.ca.us; ctrevizo@dpw.co.la.ca.us; ghowe@dpw.co.la.ca.us;
Guangyu Wang; jdorsey@san.lacity.org; Kens@sccwrp.org; mariki@dpw.co.la.ca.us; Melinda Becker;
mgold@healthebay.org; Michael Lyons; mmullin@san.lacity.org; Renee DeShazo;
sluce@healthebay.org; steveb@sccwrp.org; stevew@sccwrp.org; tjkim@dpw.co.la.ca.us;
Tom_Leary@ci.long-beach.ca.us; Tracy Patterson; Xavier Swamikannu
Date: 4/30/01 11:01AM
Subject: LA MS4 Monitoring Meeting

A meeting has been scheduled to disuss some technical details of the proposed monitoring program for
the LA County MS4 permit. The main purpose of the meeting is to determine locations and numbers of
stations for source ID and bioassessment monitoring. I will collect any useful maps that I can find in this
office, but if you have any resources that might be helpful, please bring them.

The meeting will be:

Wednesday, May 9 at 1:30pm in the Library (at this office)

If you do not already have it, the first draft of the permit and monitoring program can be found at
www.swrcb.ca.qov/rwqcb4/html/proqram s/Stormwater/renewal.html

Thank you,

Megan Fisher
Environmental Specialist
Storm Water Section
Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board
(213) 576-6790

CC: Dan Radulescu; Wendy Phillips
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PRO"

75 Hawthorne Street
San Francisco, CA 94105-: /~/~ ~:~

April 30, 2001

The Honorable Stephen Horn
U.S. House of Representatives
2331 Raybum House Of[ice Building
Washington, DC 20515

Dear Congressman Horn:

Thank you for your letter of April 12, 2001, to Christine Todd Whitman, Administrator,
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), and the accompanying correspondence from your
constituent, Larry Forester, representing the Steering Committee for the Coalition for Practical
Regulation. I have been asked to respond to your constituent’s concerns regarding EPA, Region
9’s letter of December 19, 2000 to the Los Angeles Regional Board concerning requirements for
inspections of industrial and commercial facilities by municipal separate storm sewer system
(MS4) permittees.

As you may be aware, urban runoffis the leading cause of water quality impairment in
Santa Monica Bay and the Los Angeles area. This problem, and the State’s inability to apply
adequate resources to its storm water program, were key factors cited in a petition filed by the
Natural Resources Defense Council (NRDC) to withdraw the NPDES storm water program
administered by the Los Angeles Regional Board. Current storm water fees received by the State
do not provide enough funds to meet all storm water program needs. The State currently collects
about $3 million in fees annually from storm water dischargers, and these fees are used entirely to
fund storm water program activities, including inspections, enforcement, permitting and other
activities. However, the storm water fees cover only about .30% of the cost of the current
program, with the rest of the funding coming from other sources. As such, the fees are not
adequate to fully fund the State’s program and its various activities including inspections.

In response to the NRDC petition, the October 5, 2000 meeting referenced in your
constituent’s letter was our first meeting with the State to discuss what steps the Statecould take
to respond to the concerns in the petition. The State had akeady begun to substantially increase
its staffing resources devoted to the storm water program and we are continuing to discuss ways
to further increas~ the State’s investment through grant money from EPA. Also discussed were
the NPDES regulatory requirements for MS4 permits, specifically the existing Federal regulatory
requirement that MS4 permittees implement inspection and pollution control programs for certain
industrial and commercial facilities. Such programs are already required in many MS4 permits,
such as the permits for Orange, Riverside and San Diego Counties, and they play a significant role
in ensuring the overall effectiveness of the storm water program through the combined efforts of
the State and MS4 permittees.
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The storm water program is intentionally a flexible program that allows for different
approaches to best address unique local challenges such as those presented by arid environments.
The scope of an MS4 inspection program is normally negotiated with the State when a permit is
reissued. We agree that a cooperative effort between the State and MS4 permit-tees on
inspections is needed, and we believe that neither the MS4 permittees nor the State should be
saddled with the entire inspection burden for industrial and commercial facilities. The State is also
responsible for enforcing its general NPDES storm water permits, while the MS4 permittees need
to enforce local storm water ordinances (often similar to the State general permits).

EPA has been intensively involved with all nine California Regional Boards and the State
Water Resources Control Board to effectively implement the storm water program. From the
initial issuance of the MS4 permits to the current round of reissuing those permits, we have been
working closely with the State to encourage stakeholder participation and cooperation in the MS4
storm water programs. EPA staff have been participating in the monthly meetings between the
State and the MS4 permittees to discuss the pending reissuance of the Los Angeles County MS4
permit, and we are committed to maintaining a cooperative and constructive dialogue among the
stakeholders. As mentioned above, the October 5, 2000 meeting was an initial meeting with the
State on how to resolve the NKDC petition, and the existing monthly meetings with the Los
Angeles County MS4 permittees have been a key forum for cities to provide input on the permit
and engage in an ongoing dialogue with the State and EPA. We welcome and encourage active       ’ --.-:
participation by all permittees in these monthly meetings.

We trust this information will be helpful in responding to your constituent’s concerns. If
we can be of further assistance, please call our Congressional Liaison Officer, Sunny Nelson at
(415) 744-1562.

Sincerely,

Director
Water Division

cc: Dennis Dickerson, Los Angeles Regional Board
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City of MONR,OVIA 1887

Department of Public \Vor "~

April 18, 2001

Mr. Dennis A. Dickerson
Executive Director
Regional Water Quality Co’ntrol Board - Los Angeles
320 W. 4th Street, Suite 400
Los Angeles, CA 90013

Re: NPDES PermitJWorkshop - Concerns

Dear Mr. Dickerson:

On April 16, 2001, the City of Monrovia received its copy of the First Draft - Los
Angeles County Municipal Storm Water NPDES permit, the tentative workshop agenda
and first draft staff report. I am writing to express my concerns regarding the limited
about of time the permitees will have to review the permit and accompanying staff report
prior to the April 24th workshop. As I understand the time schedule that the Regional
Board is presented with to issue the next NPDES permit for Los Angeles County, an
apparent less than two week time period to review the report and permit is somewhat
concerning.

Like many of other cities within the Los Angeles River, we want to work with you and
your staff to make the public comment period at the upcoming workshop as productive
as possible, and for you to fully hear and understand our concerns. Given the length of
the 86 page draft permit including its new proposed requirements, and 40 page staff
report, is this an adequate amount of time to ensure a complete and effective dialogue
at the upcoming April 24th workshop?

Secondly, as I review the agenda, it appears that there is very limited time for public
comment after your staff has made their presentations. It is my hope that this can be
remedied. The City of Monrovia shares many of the major concerns with the new
permit, as referenced in the Coalition for Practical Regulation’s April 13th
correspondence, and is concerned if these issues will be able to be addressed in such a
short period of time.
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April 18, 2001
NPDES Workshop Concerns
Page 2

The City of Monrovia very much appreciates the opportunity to comment at the
upcoming workshop, and sincerely wants to work with you to make the comment period
productive. We look forward to hearing from you with respect to these issues. If you
have any questions, please contact me at (626) 932-5544.

Thank you for your attention to this matter.

Sin/~irely,

David Fike
Director of Public Works

cc: City Manger
Coalition for Practical Regulation
Management Analyst II
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X~avier Swamikannu - Trash Monitoring Page 1

From: "Wolfe, Don" <DWOLFE@dpw.co.laca.us>
To: "’jbishop@rb4 .swrcb .ca.gov’" <jbishop@rb4.swrcb.ca.gov>
Date: 5/2/01 1:30PM
Subject: Trash Monitoring

G. Trash Monitoring

The Principal Permittee, working with the Regional Board staff, shall
develop and implement a trash monitoring program for the Los Angeles River
and Ballona Creek watersheds.

CC:            "Grant, Terri" <TGRANT@dpw.co.la.ca.us>, "Kubomoto, Rod"
<RKUBOMO@dpw.co.la.ca.us>, "Ariki, Mustafa" <MARIKl@dpw.co.la.ca.us>
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Dan Radule~cu - LA MS4 Monitoring Meeting .......... Page

From: Megan Fisher
To: bdepoto@dpw.co.la.ca.us; ctrevizo@dpw.co.la.ca.us; ghowe@dpw.co.la.ca.us;
Guangyu Wang; jdorsey@san.lacity.org; Kens@sccwrp.org; LB Nye; mariki@dpw.co.la.ca.us; Melinda
Becker; mgold@healthebay.org; Michael Lyons; mmullin@san.lacity.org; Renee DeShazo;
sluce@healthebay.org; steveb@sccwrp.org; stevew@sccwrp.org; tjkim@dpw.co.la.ca.us; Tracy
Patterson; Xavier Swamikannu
Date: 5/8/01 11:54AM
Subject: LA MS4 Monitoring Meeting

Topics of discussion for tomorrow’s MS4 Monitoring Meeting are attached. The meeting starts at 1:30,
here in the Library. Please bring any maps or other documents that may be useful.

Thanks!
Megan Fisher
Environmental Specialist
Storm Water Section
Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board
(213) 576-6790

***The energy challenge facing California is real. Every Californian needs to take immediate action to
reduce energy consumption***
***For a list of simple ways to reduce demand and cut your energy costs, see the tips at:
http ://www.swrcb.ca.govlnews/echallenge.html ***

CC: Dan Radulescu
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Dan Radulescu_5 Ma_y 9~TT0P~ics_:d_o_c ........................ -    F~ag~ 1

LA MS4 MONITORING MEETING TOPICS
May 9, 1:30-3:30

Follow-up from April 27 meeting

¯ Removed requirement to anal~e Suspended Sediment Concentration and
particle size distribution
¯ Changed minimum level reference from CTR to SIP
¯ Added Permittee implementation of identified BMPs for TREs
¯ Added shoreline monitoring requirement from Hyperion permit
¯ Removed bacteria monitoring requirement

1.    Tributary Monitoring
¯ Identify tributary monitoring stations based on priorities in each watershed:

Ballona Creek
Malibu Creek
Los Angeles River
San Gabriel River.
Dominguez Channel

¯ Determine scientific justification for number of stations, and a staggered or
rotating schedule, if necessary

2. Bioassessment
¯ Identify number of stations, locations and frequency
¯ Determine staggered or rotating schedule, if necessary
¯ Examine possibility of using the same locations as trib stations

3. Receiving Waters Studies
¯ Discuss changing sediment toxicity and benthic community back to regular
monitoring. Discuss possible language- determine locations and frequency.
¯ Continue to require participation in Bightwide03 Regional Monitoring.

4. Natural Stream Study (3:00)
Discuss Ventura’s study and the possibility of extending it to an LA County
watershed (Matt Yeager)

5. Other issues
¯ Minimum Levels

6. Schedule next meeting (coordinate with SCCWRP)
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LA MS4 MONITORING MEETING TOPICS
May 9, 1:30-3:30

1.     Tributary. Monitoring
¯ Identi~’ tributary monitoring stations based on priorities in each watershed:

- BallonaCreek
- Malibu Creek

Los Angeles River
San Gabriel River
Dominguez Channel

Determine scientific justification for number of stations, and a staggered or
rotating schedule, if necessary

2, Bioassessment
¯ Identit\ number of stations, locations and frequency
¯ Determine staggered or rotating schedule, if necessary
¯ Examine possibility of using the same locations as trib stations

3. Natural Stream Study (3:00)
Discuss Ventura’s study and the possibility of extending it to an LA County
watershed (Matt Yeager)

4. Schedule next meeting (coordinate with SCCWRP 714-372-9203)
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County Proposal for Monitoring Program

1. Mass Emissions

¯ Estimated cost: $889,000 (It is assumed that the SIP level DLs are used).

2. BMP Effectiveness Study

¯ We plan to test the effectiveness of 5 structural BMPs for 5 storm events. Two samples
need to be taken at upstream and downstream of each BMP.

¯ We participate in BMP task force.
¯ Maximum contributory amount: $387,000 (Our own BMP tests + Fund for BMP task force

3. Toxicity Monitoring

¯ Estimated cost of Water Column Toxicity Monitoring: $60,000.
¯ Estimated cost of Toxicity Identification Evaluations (TIEs): $33,000.
¯ Maximum contributory amount for Toxicity Reduction Evaluations (TREs) implementation

and toxicity monitoring under TREs: $300,000/year.

4. Urban Stream Bioassessment

¯ 20 random reach segments + 3 reference stations for the bioassessments.
¯ Monitor each station twice annually for only the first and last storm seasons during the

permit period.
¯ Maximum contributory amount: $120,000.

5. Receiving Waters Studies

¯ As replacements of Receiving Waters Studies, sediment toxicity and benthic monitoring on a
regular basis might be added.

¯ Participate in Bightwide03 Regional Monitoring (Sediment task force?).
¯ Estimated cost: ???

6. TributarylSource Identification Monitoring

¯ Using the Pollutant Loading model, we will locate 8 tributary stations for Nutrients and
Metals.

¯ A staggered monitoring schedule will be developed to monitor 8 tributary areas over 5 years.
¯ Estimated cost: $192,000.

Waterbody TMDL Consent Decree Year
Malibu Nutrients 2002
Malibu Creek Lakes and Metals
Tributaries
Ballona Creek Metals 2004
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Los Angeles River i Nutrients 2001
Los Angeles River ! Metals 2004
San Gabriel River ! Nutrients 2003
San Gabriel River I Metals 2006
Santa Monica Bay Beaches    i Metals 2004

7. Natural Stream Study

¯ We will participate in a study in natural stream channels in Malibu Creek watershed.
¯ Maximum contributory amount: $230,000.

8. Monitoring reports

¯ Estimated cost: $100,000.

9. Total cost of the monitoring program: $3,511,000.
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,~lege.n Fisher- Part.001 Page 1

FYI.

..... Original Message ....

From: K~m TJ

Sent: Monday, May 07. 2001 9:05 AM

To: Megan F~sher (E-mail)

Subject: SB 72 Senate B~II - INTRODUCED r~tml

Please see the attachment. According to SB72 Section 1 (b).(5).(D), the state board shall develop a
uniform storm water monitoring program including m~nimum detection limits, l am wondering if it means
the CTR level detection limits. Do you have any info of the m~nimum detection limits mentioned in the
attachment? I guess no matter what they are, we should go with them because the state board will
develop them before January 1,2003.

<<SB 72 Senate Bill - INTRODUCED.htmt>>
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l~,legan Fisher : SB 72~enate Bill - INTRODUCED html                      "                             Page 1

BILL NUMBER: SB 72 !NTRC_~UCED
BILL TEXT

INTRODUCED BY    Senator Kuehl

J~2~UARY iS, 2[0!

An ac< to add Section i~3S3.~ tc :he watez Code, relating to

LEGISLATIVE COL~SEL’S DIGEST

SB 72, as introduced, Kuehl. Storm water.
Under the Clean Water Act, all permits zssued under the national

pollutant discharge elimination system {NPDES) permit program are
required to include effluent limitations that meet applicable water
qua!zty standards. Under existing law, the State Water Resources
Control Board and the California regional water quality control
boards prescribe waste discharge requirements for the discharge of
storm water by municipalities and industries.

This bil! would requJ_re the state board to develop, before January
i, 2003, a uniform storm water monitorzng program for regulated
munic~pa!ities and industries, as specified, and would require the
requirements established under that program to be included in all
storm water permits. The bil! would require every regulated
municipality and industry, before January i, 2003, to implement a
storm water monitoring program, as prescribed. The bill would
require regional water quality control boards, commencing in 2C04, to
summarize the results of the storm water monitoring programs in
their regions, as specified.

Vote: majority. Appropriation: no, Fiscal committee: yes.
State-mandated local program: no.

THE P=~P~- OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA DO ENACT AS FOLLOWS:

SECTION i. Section 13383.5 is added to the Water Code, to reed:
13383.5. (a) As used in this section, "regulated municipalities

and industries" means the municipalities and industries required to
obtain a storm water permit under Section 402(p) of the Clean Water
Act (33 U.S.C. Sec. 1342(p)) and implementing regulations.

(b) Before January i, 2003, the state board shall develop a
uniform storm water monitoring program for regulated municipalities
and industries within the state. This program shall include, but is
not limited to, all of the following:

(i) Standardized methods for collection of storm water samples.
{2) Standardized methods for analysis of storm water samples.
(3) A requirement that every sample analysis under this program be

completed by a state certified laboratory.
{4) A standardized reporting format.
(5) A minimum monitoring program for regulated municipalities and

~ndustries that includes, but is not limited to, all of the
following:

<A) Standard sampling intervals and frequencies.
(B} Standard sampling and analysis programs to quality assurance
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l~legar Fsher- SB72 Senate B,II- INTRODUCED him! Page 2

and quality control.
[CI~ Standard pollutan~ minimum sa~p!in~ requirements, including

both~ the following:
(iZ~ Requiring regulated Industries :o sample for pH, total

suspended solids (TSS) , specific conductance, total organlc carbon
compounds <TOC) , or oii and grease, and any toxic pollutants likely
to be present In storm water discharges, including constituents
potentially present in raw materials. ~anufacturing processes, ’waste
processes, and the final manufactured :rcduct on the site.

~:~ Requiring __~u~=~d mun~cizalztzes ts =amule for
semzvo!a<iles, metals, pesticzdes, nutr:en:s, ZAH.s, benzene tuo!ene
ethvl=n~ ~v~ene (5TEXI VCBs pH, TSS, [esai =ndicatcrs "oxicitv,
and any other pollutant identified in Sestlcn 203’d, of the Clean
Water Act ,33 U.S.C. !3!9.d) " .

.D~ Mlnimum detection ilmits.
,E .Annual reporting requirements f=r ~=e~ula[ed municipalitles and

? A requirement that rezulated mdnl:i<alitles assess impacts tn

EMV off,sac<.
s For purposes cf se[t:n~ samp!:ng ~n[erva!s and frequencies for

reculated =n.flustrles under sub~ara~rash A, cf paragraph (5~ ~
susdivlslon <hi , the board shall requ=re water qual!t,/ sampling at
least five times during each rainy season.

<fi, The s<orm water monitoring program fieve!oped pursuan[ to
suhdivlslcn <h! shall apply to all regulated mun=c~pailties and
industries and the requirements established under that program shall
he included ~n all storm water permlts.

,,el, Before January I, 2003, every regulated municipality and
industry shall implement a storm water monitoring program. This
program shall include, at a minimum, all of the components of the
program developed by the state board pursuant to subdivision (b) .
Regulated industries may not be monitored by group.

(f) Commencing in 2004, the regional boards shall summarize the
results of the storm water monitoring programs in their regions as
part of their water quality assessments. Commencing in 2004, the
state board shall include a summary of the storm water monitoring
results for the state as part of its biennial report pursuant to
Section 305(b) of the Clean Water Act (33 U.S.C. Sec. 1315(b)) .

__ CORRECTIONS Text -- Pages 2,3,4.
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LA County MS4 Monitoring Program
Draft Agenda

Friday, April 27, 2001 from 8 - 11am
Los Angeles River Conference Room

1. Clarifications/rationale for draft requirements:

Tributary monitoring
¯ Questions/Concerns about draft language (County)
¯ Answers and clarification (RB, HtB)

Source ID
Discuss possible changes to draft language (everyone)

Bioassessment monitoring
= Questions/Concerns about draft language (County)
¯ Answers and clarification (RB, HtB)

Assess biological and physical impacts of storm water to
receiving waters
Determine status of aquatic resources
Data compatible with statewide efforts
Standard requirement in NPDES permits
Similar requirements in Ventura and San Diego MS4 permits
Cost

¯ Discuss possible changes to draft language (everyone)

CTR ML methods
¯ Questions/Concerns (County)
¯ Rationale for requirement (RB)

Ensure that monitoring can detect toxic pollutant levels

TSS and SSC monitoring
¯ Discuss removing from permit and recommending as special

study (everyone)

2. Other issues

¯ Confirm addition of shoreline monitoring requirement as
discussed at 4-25 meeting

¯ Discuss Co-permittees role in contributing to monitoring efforts
(everyone)

¯ Other concerns regarding draft language (County)
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County’s Proposal for Monitoring Program

1. Mass Emissions

¯ The CTR level of detectionlimits don’t apply to regulation of stormwater discharge.

¯ If the purpose of lowering detection limits is to identify toxicity in stormwater runoff, toxicity
tests need to be performed first in order to identify constituents of concern. Chemical tests
on those constituents at the CTR level will follow to confirm toxicity if necessary.

¯ Estimated cost: $573,000 (The CTR level DLs will be used for the first storm and existing
DLs for the rest of storms and dry weather samples).

2. BMP Effectiveness Study

¯ We plan to test the effectiveness of 5 structural BMPs for 5 storm events. Two samples
need to be taken at upstream and downstream of each BMP.

¯ We participate in BMP task force.
¯ Maximum contributory amount: $387,000 (Our own BMP tests + Fund for BMP task force)

3. Bacteria

¯ We already funded the SCCWRP’s project

4. Toxicity Monitoring

¯ Estimated cost of Water Column Toxicity Monitoring: $60,000.
¯ Estimated cost of Toxicity Identification Evaluations (TIEs): $33,000.
¯ Maximum contributory amount for Toxicity Reduction Evaluations (TREs) implementation

and toxicity monitoring under TREs: $300,000.

5. Urban Stream Bioassessment

¯ We will participate in a regional bioassessment study.
¯ Maximum contributory amount: $100,000.

6. Receiving Waters Studies

¯ We commit to performing a series of water toxicity studies in this permit. Sediment. plume
and benthic studies will follow if we find needs from the results of the water toxicity studies.

7. Tributary/Source Identification Monitoring

¯ Using the Pollutant Loading model, we will locate 8 tributary stations for Nutrients and
Metals.

¯ A staggered monitoring schedule will be developed to monitor 8 tributary areas over 5 years.
¯ Estimated cost: $192,000.

R0002012



Waterbody TMDL I Consent Decree Year
Malibu Nutrients 12002
Malibu Creek Lakes and Metals
Tributaries
Ballona Creek Metals 2004
Los Angeles River Nutrients 2001
Los Angeles River Metals 2004
San Gabriel River Nutrients 2003
San Gabriel River Metals 2006

,. Santa Monica Bay Beaches Metals 2004

8. Natural Stream Study

¯ We will participate in a study in natural stream channels in Malibu Creek watershed.
¯ Maximum contributory amount: $100,000.

9. Monitoring reports

¯ Estimated cost: $100,000.

10. Trash Monitoring

¯ Trash Monitoring should not be a monitoring requirement.

11. Total cost of the monitoring program: $1,845,000.

R0002013



LA County MS4 Monitoring Program
Draft Agenda

Friday, April 27, 2001 from 8 - 11am
Los Angeles River Conference Room

1. Clarifications/rationale for draft requirements:

Tributary monitorinq
¯ Questions/Concerns about draft language (County)

a) What are the objectives of this program?
b) If the primary purpose of this program is to identify pollutant sources,

desktop analyses will be performed first on constituents listed in
Attachment 2 to identify tributary areas that produce most pollutant loads.
After that, we will compare our findings with data obtained from the
modified tributary monitoring.

c) Explain the structure of the staggered monitoring schedule. (monitor 4
stations for 5 years?)

d) Seeking participation of other permittees in this program is not feasible.

¯ Answers and clarification (RB, HtB)
Source ID

¯ Discuss possible changes to draft language (everyone)

Bioassessment monitorinq
¯ Questions/Concerns about draft language (County)

a) We prefer to participate in a regional bioassessment study.
b) We suggest performing bioassessment twice every 5 years for 23 stations

for the purpose of collecting historical data if we can’t find any regional
studies.

c) tt is our understanding that there are no chemical or physical analyses in
conjunction with bioassessment for now.

¯ Answers and clarification (RB, HtB)
Assess biological and physical impacts of storm water to
receiving waters -- Different than Receiving Waters Studies?
Determine status of aquatic resources
Data compatible with statewide efforts
Standard requirement in NPDES permits
Similar requirements in Ventura and San Diego MS4 permits
Cost

¯ Discuss possible changes to draft language (everyone)

CTR ML methods
¯ Questions/Concerns (County)
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a) The CTR level of detection limits don’t apply to regulation of stormwater
discharge.

b) If the purpose of lowering detection limits is to identify toxicity in
stormwater runoff, toxicity tests need to be performed first in order to
identify constituents of concern. Chemical tests on those constituents at
the CTR level will follow to confirm toxicity if negessary.

¯ Rationale for requirement (RB)
Ensure that monitoring can detect toxic pollutant levels

TSS and SSC monitorinq
¯ Discuss removing from permit and recommending as special

study (everyone)

2. Other issues

¯ Confirm addition of shoreline monitoring requirement as
discussed at 4-25 meeting

¯ Discuss Co-permittees role in contributing to monitoring efforts
(everyone)

¯ Other concerns regarding draft language (County)
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Monitoring Program Review

ElementlI
Board Draft Comments Priorit~

1. The Principle Permittee shall monitor mass emissions 1. We will select a site in Dominguez Channel/LA Harbor
l’rom the following six mass emission stations: Ballona WMA and construct a sampling station for the 2001-
Creek, Malibu Creek, Los Angeles River, San Gabriel 2002 storm season.
River, Coyote Creek and Dominguez Channel.

~ 21 ~ s~m~les s~al~ b~ analyzed for Suspended- 2. This is new. Since the analysis procedure is not .......

~ Sediment Concentration (SSC) and Total Suspended clear, the lab is not sure if it can perform this test. We~_ -_

~: Solids (TSS). Particle s~ze distribution shall also be need to understand the purpose of these analyses 1
u~ determined, depending on the development of before performing them.
~ appropriate sample handling and analytical methods.
~ 3. Method detection limits (MDIS) for priority pollutants 13. The CTR level Dis don’t apply to regulation of storm

shall be modified, pursuant to the California Toxics Rule. ~water discharges.                                ~

4. Estimated cost: $889,000                      4. Estimated cost: $573,000 [CTR level Dis will be used -,~.. ~ ~ ~ ~, ’
for the first storm and existing Dis for the rest of storms]

1. Water Column Toxicity Monitoring
The Principal Permit~ee shall analyze two wet weather

i~ samples and two dry weather samples from each mass 4
~ emission station for toxicity per year.

i-

2. Estimated cost: $60,000.
1. Toxicity Identification Evaluations (TIE)
The Principal Permittee shal! conduct Phase I TIEs on
wet weather samples when two consecutive samples

~ !rom the same monitoring station show toxicity and on 5
~. :lry weather samples when two consecutive dry weather

samples from the same monitoring station show toxicity.

2. Estimated cost: $33,000.
1. Toxicity Reduction Evaluations (TRE)
Following the identification of a toxic pollutant, the
Principal Permittee shall perform a TRE for that pollutant
and submit it to the Regional Board Executive Officer for
approval within one year. TREs shall include
procedures for investigating the causes and identifying
c:o_rr~ct_ive a_ctions for toxicity_prob~le_~: _                                                            .

L~ 2. During TRE development and implementation, the                                                       6
Principal Permittee shall continue monitoring the first
storm and one dry weather event per year for toxicity at
the subject station. Two years after the TRE has been
approved, the Principal Permittee shall analyze two wet
weather and two dry weather samples for toxicity to
evaluate the effectiveness of the TRE.
3. Maximum contributory amount: $300,000 [toxicity ~ ~ !. ~ -~ . ~ =
~monitoring + TRE development)] ..... ’
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I. The Principal Permittee shall develop and implement I. Using the Pollutant Loading model, identify 8 high
a tributary/source identification monitoring program. At a priority tributary areas. Develop a staggered monitoring
minimum the program shall consist of station schedule to cover all 8 tributary stations during 5 years.
identification, monitoring, and analysis of data for a
minimum total of 20 tributary stations throughout the five
major watersheds.
2. To the extent practicable, station selectio~ shali be 2. No~E~M-(~-for trash ~n~ ~e~iicid~-> c~n’t assess 9
representative of specific sources of pollutants identified pollutant loading using the model.
through the Land Use Model.

3. Estimated cost: $480,000 ~31 SCCWRP performs research on bacteria using EPA
water quality models.
4. Estimated cost: $192,000

1. San Pedro Bay Study: Support plume and benthic
studies in Dominguez Ch., LA River and SG River
($900,000)
2. Continuation of Santa Monica Bay Study ($400,000) 8

3. Estimated Cost: $1,300,000

1. The Principal Permittee shall develop and implement 1. Bioassessment is intended to detect biological
an urban stream bioassessment monitoring program. At responses to pollution. It is a supplement to chemical
a minimum, the program shall consist of station analyses. Bioassessment coupled with chemical
identification, sampling, monitoring and analysis of data analyses helps identify probable causes of impairment
for 23 bioassessment stations in order to determine the not detected by chemical analyses alone. We suggest 7
biological and physical integrity of urban streams within performing bioassessment twice every 5 years for 23
Los Angeles County. stations for the purpose of collect historical data.

2. Estimated cost: $300,000 2. Estimated cost: $60,000.
1. The Principal Permittee and the City of Los Angeles
~e in the SCCW ’
Calibration of~odels ~n an effort to ~ 3charac~,’i~e t
baG~ei’ia in dry and wet weather’.
2..Estimated cost: $300,000
1. Develop a baseline trash monitoring program, 1. Trash monitoring should not be a monitoring
)ursuant to the Los Angeles River and Ballona Creek requirement. 11trash TMDLs.
2. Estimated cost: $10,000,000 f$2,000,000/~/r * 5p’s)
1. Participate in a study in natural stream channels in the
Malibu Creek watershed.                          ~

, ,,~",-.
2. Maximum contributory amount: $100,000.                                                             10

1. Participate in studies to evaluate the effectiveness of 1. We participate in BMP Task Force.
structural and treatment control best management
~ractices

2
2. Test the effectiveness of 5 structural BMPs for 5
storm events. (Estimated cost is $87,000, assuming
Ihat 2 samples are taken for each structural BMP.)
. Estimated cost: $100,000

. Total cost: $13,949,000.

R0002017



R0002018





Dan Radulescu - Tributary monitoring Page 1

From: Megan Fisher
To: bdepoto@dpw.co.la.ca.us; bhau@dpw.co.la.ca.us; ghowe@dpw.co.la.ca.us; Guangyu
Wang; jdorsey@san.lacity.org; Melinda Becker; mgold@healthebay.org; mmullin@san.lacity.org;
nwaiso@dpw.ca.la.ca.us; sluce@healthebay.org; Tracy Patterson; Xavier Swamikannu
Date: 5/9/01 5:02PM
Subject: Tributary monitoring

Another meeting has been scheduled to discuss final language for the tributary and bioassessment
monitoring requirements in the LA County MS4 permit. I will email you all an agenda and the County’s
proposal prior to the meeting, which will be:

May 30 at 1:30 in the Library

Megan Fisher
Environmental Specialist
Storm Water Section
Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board
(213) 576-6790

CC: Dan Radulescu
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Dan Radulescu ~ !ributary prop Page 1 i

From: Megan Fisher
To: bdepoto@dpw.co.la.ca.us; bhua@dpw.co.la.ca.us; ghowe@dpw.co.la.ca.us;
nwaiso@dpw.co.la.ca.us; tjkim@dpw.co.la.ca.us
Date: 5/9/01 5:33PM
Subject: tributary proposal

At today’s meeting, we requested that the County draft a proposal for tributary monitoring stations, based
on an evaluation of your data for land use type, area, and rainfall for the last four years. We have decided
(based on the TMDL schedule) that it may be more cost-effective to locate all stations in the LA River, San
Gabriel, and Ballona Watersheds, focusing only on metals, and chlorpyrifos in LA River. Please narrow
the proposal to these areas.

We agreed that you could submit the proposal to us by May 24.

Please let me know if you have any questions.

Thanks,
Megan
(213) 576-6790

CC: Dan Radulescu; Melinda Becker; Xavier Swamikannu
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Dan Radulescu - RE: tributary propo Pa ~

From: "Kim, T J" <TJKIM@dpw.co.la.ca.us>
To: "’Megan Fisher’" <Mfisher@rb4.swrcb.ca.gov>, "DePoto, Bill"
<BDEPOTO@dpw.co.la.ca.us>, "Hua, Bing’° <BHUA@dpw.co.la.ca.us>, "Howe, Glenn"
<GHOWE@dpw.co.la.ca.us>, "So, Wai" <NWAISO@dpw.co.la.ca.us>, "Kim, T J"
<TJ KIM@dpw.co.la.ca.us>
Date: 5/10/01 8:01 AM
Subject: RE: tributary proposal

Good morning Megan,
There is no chlorpyrifos water quality data available for the analysis. As
I said, we can conduct studies only on metals and nutrients for now. Please
let me know if you have any questions.

..... Original Message .....
From: Megan Fisher [mailto:Mfisher@rb4.swrcb.ca.gov]
Sent: Wednesday, May 09, 2001 5:34 PM
To: BDEPOTO@dpw.co.la.ca.us; bhua@dpw.co.la.ca.us;
ghowe@dpw.co.la.ca.us; nwaiso@dpw.co.la.ca.us; TJKIM@dpw.co.la.ca.us
Cc: Dan Radulescu; Melinda Becker; Xavier Swamikannu
Subject: tributary proposal

At today’s meeting, we requested that the County draft a proposal for
tributary monitoring stations, based on an evaluation of your data for land
use type, area, and rainfall for the last four years. We have decided
(based on the TMDL schedule) that it may be more cost-effective to locate
all stations in the LA River, San Gabriel, and Ballona Watersheds, focusing
only on metals, and chlorpyrifos in LA River. Please narrow the proposal to
these areas.

We agreed that you could submit the proposal to us by May 24.

Please let me know if you have any questions.

Thanks,
Megan
(213) 576-6790

CC:           Dan Radulescu <DRADULES.RB4Post.Region4@rb4.swrcb.ca.gov>, Melinda Becker
<mbecker.RB4Post.Region4@rb4.swrcb.ca.gov>, Xavier Swamikannu
<XSWAMl.RB4Post.Region4@rb4.swrcb.ca.gov>
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Dan Radulescu - Another meeting .~ag~ ~ 1

From: Megan Fisher
To: bdepoto@dpw.co.la.ca.us; bhua@dpw.co.la.ca.us; ghowe@dpw.co.la.ca.us; Guangyu
Wang; jdorsey@san.lacity.org; Kens@sccwrp.org; Melinda Becker; mgold@healthebay.org; Michael
Lyons; mmullin@san.lacity.org; nwaiso@dpw.co.la.ca.us; sluce@healthebay.org; stevew@sccwrp.org;
tjkim@dpw.co.la.ca.us; Tracy Patterson; Xavier Swamikannu
Date: 5/14/01 9:57AM
Subject: Another meeting - .. ~.

Another meeting has been scheduled to discuss the LA MS4 monitoring requirements. The purpose of
this one is to discuss any questions and issues about the objectives, methods, studies, etc .... prior to the
issuance of the second draft. Ken Schiff and/or Steve Weisberg from SCCWRP will be here. Due to
schedule constraints, we had to schedule this one for May 31, the day after the meeting to go over the trib
station proposal. Sorry for the back-to-back meetings!

Thursday, May 31 at 9:30 in the Library

Megan Fisher
Environmental Specialist
Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board
(213) 576-6790

CC: Dan Radulescu
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FAX NUMBER: 2135766660
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PAGE : 007
ELAPSED T]2~E : 02’ 34"
MODE : G3 STD ECM
RESULTS : [ O.K ]

May 5, 1998

~os
~ioa:l W=tcr TO: Los Angeles County Muni~pal Sto~ Water Perigees

REGIONAL BOARD APPROVAL OF RECOMMENDED BEST
~y P=~ c~ P~CTICES (NPDES Pe~it No. CAS614001)

Dea~ Pe~itt~s~

On Ma~ 31, 1998, we sent you a ~py of the Tenta~e 8oa~ Resol~on app~vmg the
recommended BMPs for ~velopment ~nst~&~ion and Indust~a~Comme~al ~du~tion
(Site Vis~s) ~rog~ms, and for Mumcipal Sidewalk an~ Street Washing

On Apnl 13, 1998, a~er a public heanng, ~e R~iona] Board cons=~e~O and approved
(contmne~ in the a.ached Resol~ion No. 98~) the re~mmen~ 8MPs for
Indust,a£Commer~al E~u~tion (Site Visds) Program anO for ;he Municipal Sidewalk an~
Street ~as~ing Activities. The ~MPs for Development Const~ion will ~ resu~m=.eO
for t~e ~oar~’s cons~eration after the revised ~velopment Comsat=on M~el
has been approv~ by the BoarO’s Execut~e

If yo~ have any questions or need additional informa~on, please ~1 me at (213) 26~
7593 or Dr Xavier Swamikannu at (213) 2~7592.

Sincerely,

~N~, P.E.

Chief, Los Angeles Coastal
Watershed Uni~

Attachments as stated
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-’~ ,’P/I      May 5, 1998
PeU: Wilson

~os Angeles
~,egional Water To: Los Angeles County Municipal Storm Water Perrnittees
~uality Control
3oard

REGIONAL BOARD APPROVAL OF RECOMMENDED BEST MANAGEMENT01 Cent," Plaza Drive
,tonterey P~,k, c~, PRACTICES (NPDES Permit No. CAS614001)
’1754-2156
213) 266-7500
,LX (213) 266-7600 Deai Permittees:

On March 31, 1998, we sent you a copy of the Tentative Board Resolution approving the
recommended BMPs for Development Construction and Industrial/Commercial Education
(Site Visits) Programs, and for Municipal Sidewalk and Street Washing Activities.

On April 13, 1998, after a public hearing, the Regional Board considered and approved
(contained in the attached Resolution No. 98-08) the recommended BMPs for the
Industrial/Commercial Education (Site Visits) Program and for the Municipal Sidewalk and
Street Washing Activities. The BMPs for Development Construction will be resubmitted
for the Board’s consideration.after the revised Development Construction Model Program
has been approved by the Board’s Executive Officer.

If you have any questions or need additional information, please call me at (213) 266-
7593 or Dr. Xavier Swamikannu at (213) 266-7592.

Sincerely,

~A, P.E.

Chief, Los Angeles Coastal
Watershed Unit

Attachments as stated

b Rec’ycled preserve quality of California’s ~ater resources, a~dPaper Our is the
ensure their proper allocation and eft}cleat use for the benefit of present and future gerterations.
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State of California
CALIFORNIA REGIONAL WATER QUALITY CONTROL BOARD

LOS ANGELES REGION

Resolution No. 98-08

APPROVING BEST MANAGEMENT PRACTICES
FOR

MUNICIPAL STORM WATER AND URBAN RUNOFF MANAGEMENT PROGRAMS
IN

LOS ANGELES COUNTY

(NPDES NO. CAS614001)

WHEREAS, THE CALIFORI~IIA REGIONAL WATER QUALITY CONTROL BOARD, LOS
ANGELES REGION FINDS:

1. Pursuant to the requirements of Order No. 96-054, Waste Discharge Requirements for
Municipal Storm Water and Urban Runoff Discharges Within the County of Los Angeles
(Permit), the Principal Perm ttee, in consultation with Perm ttees, has developed a model
program for Industrial/Commercial Education    This program must include Best
Management Practices (BMPs) to control/minimize the discharge of pollutants to receiving
waters.

2. The Permit required the City of Los Angeles to conduct a study on pollutants entering storm
drains from street and sidewalk washing operation by: (i) characterizing municipal street
washing and sidewalk washing; (ii) assessing the impacts of such activities; and (iii)
recommending appropriate BMPs to control any adverse impact. Accordingly, the City of
Los Angeles has completed and submitted a final report entitled A Study of Poflutants
Enterfng Storm Drains from Street and Sidewalk Washing Operations in Los Angeles,
Cafifomia that includes recommended BMPs for said activities.

3. The Permit also requires that the BMPs be approved by the Regional Board before the
Permittees incorporate them into their regulatory programs.

4. The BMPs have been evaluated and are considered appropriate for the respective
program/activity.

THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED THAT:

1. The Best Management Practices contained in the following Attachments are approved:

a. Attachment 1 -- Industrial/Commercial Program (Site Visit); and

b. Attachment 2 -- Sidewalk and Street Washing.
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APPROVING BEST MANAGEMENT PRACTICES FOR
STORM WATER AND URBAN RUNOFF MANAGEMENT
PROGRAMS IN LOS ANGELES COUNTY

2. Permittees consider these BMPs in their regulatory programs in accordance with the
provisions of Order No. 96-054.

I, Dennis Di-ckerson, Executive Officer, do hereby certify that the foregoing is a full, true and
correct copy of a Resolution adopted by the California Regional Water Quality Control Board,
Los Angeles Region, on April 13, 1998.

DENNIS A. DICKERSON
Executive Officer
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Attachment 1
t3MP LtSlS for IndustrJal/Co,"nm~?rc~,~l ’.-hh_, V~It

Resolution No. 98-08

BMP List Index
Table I is ~n ~ndcx to ;tll BM.P h~;ts and their SIC c~dc~,

Table 1
Index of BMP Lists for Industrial/Commercial Facilities

Attachment 1

Page SIC Codes
Section (exceptions in parentheses) Industry Types

A 24 (2434) Ttrnber Products Facilities

B 26 Paper and Allied Products Mfg Facfltttes

C 28 (283) Chemicals and Allied Products Mfg Facflthes

D 29 Asphalt Paving and Roofing Materials Manufacturers and
Lubricant Manufacturers

E 32 Glass, Clay, Concrete, and Gypsum Product Facd~t,es

F 33 Primary Metals Facfl~hes

G I0 Metal M:ning Facilities

H 12 Coa! M~nes and Coal Mining-Related Fac:ht~es

" I 13 O~1 & Gas Extraction Facihties

J 14 Mineral Mining and Processing Facilihes

K 4953 Hazardous Waste Treatment, Storage or Disposal Facilihes

L 4953 Landtills and Land Application Sites

M 5015 Automobile Salvage Yards

N 5093 Scrap & Waste Recycling

O 4911 Steam Electric Power Generating Facilities

P 40 Vehicle and Equipment Maintenance Areas al Land
41 Transportation Facilities
42
43

5171

Q 44 Vehicle and Equipment Maintenance Areas at Water
Transportation Facilities

R 373 Ship & Boat Building or Repairing Yards

S 45 Vehicle and Equipment Maintenance and Deicing Areas at A~r
Transportation Facilities

T 4952 Treatment Works

Page Section Refers to the Best Management Practices List for the
Industrial/Commercial Education Site Visit Program (January 5, 1998) 4/13/98

Industrial/Commercial Educational Program
JanuaryS, 1998 Ht&ACI~:Pt/~’I’~I,,~t~.,3~NO~J~&N~IN’I’ROWPD Page 1 of 2
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Attachment 1
Resolution No. 98-08 B~.~P L~sts for Industr~al/Commercml S~le V~s,ts

Table 1
Index of BMP Lists for Industrial/Commercial Facilities

Attachment 1

Page SIC Codes
Section (exceptions in parentheses) Industry Types

U 20 Food and K~ndred Products Facilities
21

V 22 Textile Mdls, Apparel, and Other Fabric Product Manufacturing
23 Facilities

W 2434 Wood and Metal Furniture and Fixture Manufactunng Facihhes
25

X 27 Pnnt~ng and Pubhshing Facilities

Y 30 Rubber, Miscellaneous Plastic Products, and M~scellaneous
39 Manufactunng Industries

Z 31 Leather Tanning and Finishing Facitihes

AA 34 Fabricated Metal Products Industry

AB 35 (357) Faohties that Manufacture Transportation Equip., Industnal or
37 (373) CommercIal Machinery

AC 357 Manufacturers of Electronic and Electrical Equipment
38
36

Attachment 2

Page SIC Codes
Section (exceptions in parentheses) Commercial Types

AD 5013 Vehicle Service Faciliti,es
5014

7532-7534
7536-7539

AE 5541 Gasoline Stations

AF 5812 Restaurants

Page Section Refers to the Best Management Practices List for the
Industrial/Commercial Education Site Visit Program (January 5, 1998)

Industrial/Commerc, ’1 Educational Program Page 2 of 2 4/13/98
January 5. 1998    H ~LA~.t.~PV~TASK3~NDUAN98~INTRO WPO
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Resolution No 98-08

ATTACHMENT 2

Recommended Best Management Practices
for

Municipal Sidewalk and Street WashingOperations

TYPE OF
DISCHARGE RECOMMENDED BMPS

S!DEWALK 1. Remove trash, debris, and free standing oil/grease spills/leaks (use
WASH WATER absorbent material, if necessary) from the area before washing; and

2. Use high-pressure, low volume spray washing using only potable water
with no cleaning agents at an average usage of 0.006 gallon per
square feet of sidewalk area.

STREET/ALLEY Collect and divert wash water to the sanitary sewer - publicly-owned
WASH WATER treatment works (POTW)
FROM AREAS
WITH Note: POTW approval may be needed.
UNSANITARY
CONDITIONS*

* This BMP is only to be applied in areas impacted by transient populations. Each
Permittee is required to apply this BMP in areas where the congregation of transient
populations can reasonably be expected to result in a significant threat to water quality.

4/13/98
p:~lactrm ~bm pw~h98.doc
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Dan Radulescu - May 31 meeting cancelled ......... Pag~e 1

From: Megan Fisher
To: bdepoto@dpw.co.la.ca.us; bhua@dpw.co.la.ca.us; ghowe@dpw.co.la.ca.us; Guangyu
Wang; jdorsey@san.lacity.org; Kens@sccwrp.org; Melinda Becker; mgold@healthebay.org; Michael
Lyons; mmullin@san.lacity.org; nwaiso@dpw.co.la.ca.us; sluce@healthebay.org; stevew@sccwrp.org;
tjkim@dpw.co.la.ca.us; Tracy Patterson; Xavier Swamikannu
Date: 5/15/01 12:05PM
Subject: May 31 ,meeting cancelled

Due to the conflicting Basin Plan re’view meeting, the LA MS4 monitoring meeting scheduled for May 31 at
9:30 has been cancelled. The purpose of the meeting was to discuss technical questions and overall
issues, and to get input from SCCWRP on these things. We can discuss rescheduling at the next
meeting.

The May 30 meeting, at 1:30, is still on. Next week, I will email you a preliminar~ draft and the County’s
trib station proposal for discussion.

Megan Fisher
Environmental Specialist
Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board
(213) 576-6790

CC: Dan Radulescu
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~’~ ~ ~ UNITED STATESENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
REGION IX

75 Hawthorne Street

San Francisco, CA 94105-3901

In Reply

I~AY 1 6 Z001                                            Refer to: W~-5

James DeStefano r,o -’
Interim City Manager
City of Diamond Bar 33
21825 E. Copley Drive .r,9.
Diamond Bar, CA 91765-4178

Dear Mr. DeStefano:

Thank you for your letter of April 30, 2001, regarding EPA, Region 9’s letter of
December 19, 2000 to the Los Angeles Regional Board concerning requirements for inspections
of industrial and commercial facilities by municipal separate storm se~er system (MS4)
permittees. Your letter requested clarification of a number of issues in the December 19, 2000
letter.

As you may be aware, urban runoffis the leading cause of water quality impairment in
Santa Monica Bay and the Los Angeles area. This problem, and the State’s inability to apply
adequate resources to its storm water program, were key factors cited in a petition filed by the
Natural Resources Defense Council (NRDC) to withdraw the NPDES storm water program
administered by the Los Angeles Regional Board. Current storm water fees to the State do not
provide enough funds to meet all storm water program needs. In response to the NRDC petition,
we met with NRDC and the State on October 5, 2000 to discuss what steps the State could take
to respond to the concerns in the petition. The State had already begun to substantially increase
its staffing resources devoted to the storm water program and we are continuing to discuss ways
to further increase the State’s investment through grant money from EPA. Also discussed were
the. NPDES regulatory rcquk-ements for MS4 perrr.;.ts, spec~cally the existing Federal regulatory
requirement that MS4 permitters implement inspection and pollution control programs for certain
industrial and commercial facilities. Such programs are already required in many MS4 permits,
such as the permits for Orange, Riverside and San Diego Counties, and they play a significant role
in ensuring the overall effectiveness of the storm water program through the combined efforts of
the State and MS4 permittees.

The scope of an MS4 inspection program is normally negotiated with the State when a
permit is reissued. We agree that a cooperative effort between the State and MS4 permittees on
inspections is needed, and we believe that neither the MS4 permittees nor the State should be
saddled with the entire inspection burden for industrial and commercial facilities. The State is also
responsible for enforcing its general NPDES storm water permits, while the MS4 permittees need
to enforce local storm water ordinances (which are often similar to the State general permits).
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With regards to the intent of the "educational visits" in the existing MS4 permit, we
contacted Los Angeles Regional Board staff to obtain additional information on this matter since
the permit was issued by the Los Angeles Regional Board. According to Board staff, the intent of
the "educational visits" in the 1996 permit was to provide a period of time during which MS4
permittees could engage in outreach activities to industrial and commercial facilities concerning
storm water pollution control and best management practices which could be implemented by the
facilities to reduce pollutant discharges. Since storm water pollution control was n~v to some
facilities, the Board thought that such outreach was appropriate prior to actual enforcement of the
pollution control measures. The Board also intended, however, that future permits, such as the
permit under development at the present time, would require enforcement of local storm water
pollution control ordinances. We believe that this is generally consistent with the characterization
in our letter.

EPA has been intensively involved with all nine California Regional Boards and the State
Water Resources Control Board to effectively implement the storm water program. From the
initial issuance of the MS4 permits to the current round of reissuing those permits, we have been
working closely with the State to encourage stakeholder participation and cooperation in the MS4
storm water programs. EPA staffhave been participating in the monthly meetings between the
State and the MS4 permittees to discuss the pending reissuance of the Los Angeles County MS4
permit, and we are committed to maintaining a cooperative and constructive dialogue among the
stakeholders. We welcome and encourage active participation by all permittees in these monthly
meetings.

Should you have any questions, please call me at (415) 744-1860, or refer your staffto
Eugene Bromley of’the CWA Standards and Permits Office at (415) 744-1906.

Sincerely,

Alexis Strauss
Director, Water Division

cc: Dennis Dickerson, Los Angeles Regional Board
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April 18; 2001

2.3 2:
Mr. Dennis Dickerson, Executive Officer
Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board "..a.. ~ c=~,~ u,~,,,~,~
320 W. 4t~ St., Suite 200 . ,..0~

Los Angeles, CA 90013
Eastern Municipal W~ter
District

Kern County Water Agency
SUBJECT: STANDARD UP’AN STORM WATER Man Sao ~.~

MITIGATION PI.~N
Moiave Water Agency

Orang~ County Water District

Dear Mr. Dickerson: R=~ ~
Board

San Bemerdino Valley Water
The Association of Ground Water Agencies (AGWA) is a coalition of groundwater co~,,~o~
basin managers in the Southern Ca|fforma region whose mission is to enhance the s= ~=~ w=.~te,
effective management ot" groundwater resources. AGWA is also dedicated to T~.t,~-C~,~-~
promoting and protecting the reliability of existing groundwater supplies, wat~D~-~

Upper Los Angek~ R~verencouraging conjunctive use of" groundwater and surface water resources and
promoting the protection and enhancement of" groundwater quality,                  w,t~ R.~-~.,

of Sout~’~m Catffomra

We recently learned of‘ the Regional Board’s Standard Urban Storm Water woster~M~,==w,ter
D~’~-t

Mitigation Plan (SUS]V[P), and we are concerned that SUStv~ could have a negative
impact on water quality in groundwater basins. At our meeting on March 19, 2001
Ms. Wendy Phillips of‘your staff gave a presentation on the Regional Board’s storm

Bookman-Edrno¢~to~
water program, which we found very informative. However, our concerns over the ~,~oe. ~r~.
potential impacts of‘ SUSMP on local water resources remain. C=d=.==

CH2M Hill

As you know, groundwater basins provide an important and valuable supply of‘wat~ ce of
to Southern California’s communities, and their protection is of‘utmost importance. ~,,. ,~o
While SUSMP is designed to strengthen your mumcipa] storm water program, it
appears that several of‘the Best Msnagemem Practices (BMPs) idemffi~ m SUSMP ~ ~

will expose the groundwater basins to untreated storm water discharges. For
example, the use of‘ infiltration BMPs will expose ](>ca] groundwater basins to the
same contamination from which you are protecting other waterways. We encourage

San Gabr~ Rrver W~t~ryou to reconsider these BMPs, in consideration of‘ the Potential harm they pose to
groundwater basins, s~ E~-=

Another area in which we would like to obtain additional information pertains to the
authorization for the SUSMP regulations. We would like information on the f‘cdera!
and state laws that the Regional Board is citing as authority for implementing the
SUSMP. Please provide us with the statutes and/or regulations that authorize this 7=~ Nort~ ~ Avenue

plan. ~, C,,for~
Tel (626) 815-1300

Fax (626) 815-1303

ht~2/www.agwa.org
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Letter to Mr. Dennis Dickerson
April 18, 2001
Page 2

Thank you for your consideration of our concerns. If you have a~ny questions, please call me at (714)
378-3220.

Sincerely,

Chairman

cc: State Water Resources Control Board
North Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board
San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board
Central Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board
Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board
Lahontan Regional Water Quality Control Board
Colorado River Basin Regional Water Quality Control Board
Santa Aria Regional Water Quality Control Board
San Diego Regional Water Quality Comrol Board
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Dennis Dickerson, Executive Officer
g’~t I~A~’ I’! "~ ~ 114 BI

California Regional Water QualiLv Control Board
Los Angeles Region -% .",.~,:’.~ Buihling
-,-) 4th ’ :..~,o_0 W. Street. Suite 200 ". ~ ......

--, ; " =":-,
Los Angeles, CA 90013 " " \~{}~’iali{}n

Municipal Storm Water Permit for Los Angeles County and Cities ( ’,alil’,,r~lia

Dear Mr. Dickerson:

On behalf of the more than 1,750 members of the Building Indust~ Association
of Southern California ("BIMSC"), we would like to ac~owledge the time, effo~     ,,,,~.
and expertise that went into developing the Proposed Municipal Sto~ Water
Permit (Proposed Pe~it) and thaws the Los Angeles Regional Water Quality’
Control Board staff for developing the Fact Sheeb/TecMical Report to accomp~y
the Proposed Pe~it. This additional info~ation was very help~l during our
review of the Proposed Pe~it.

BIA/SC members strive to make the American dream of home ownership a reality
for all residents of Southern California. Our members are landowners,
developers, homebuilders, and construction contractors throughout the region and
state. All segments of our association are impacted by the Proposed Permit.
including land owners within your jurisdictional boundaries, potential builders
requiring land resources to satisfy, the ever growing demand for housing, and
construction employees relying on jobs in the region.

Regulations such as this Proposed Permit can have a detrimental affect on our
members" ability to provide more affordable urban, infill homeownership
opportunities. California has 9 of the nation’s 10 least affordable housing
markets, including 7 of the top 7. A kindergarten teacher in Downtown Los
Angeles needs over $78,096 in additional income to afford the median-priced
home. Yet, we are under-producing housing. Last year marked the 10m

consecutive year of housing production at roughly 50 percent of demand. The
annual housing deficit for Los Angeles County, forecast by the Department of
Housing and Community development, is expected to be 28,000 units. We cannot
continue down this path if we hope to achieve a higher quality of life for the
citizens of our region. This quality of life should be free from constant worries
about rent hikes, tedious hours on the road, the need to leave a satisfying job and
the dawning realization that owning a home is just not possible.

We understand that a higher quality of life also includes good water quality. This
is whv we have begun to implement a CLEAN Water Plan within our industry.

\n \f|?liaw ,,f lh,’ Nail,real \--.,’iali.=~ ~}f ||~m~*, Buihl*’r~ and the (:alif~rnia Buil(lin= Indu.~tr~

R0002037



Mr. Dickerson
May 16, 2001
Page 2

Key elements of this plan include:

1. C - Create practical regulations by promoting and supporting sound environmental
policies and participating proactively in the water quality regulatory process.

2. L - Lead an industry-wide change in the way our industry approaches water quality issues
so that the building industry can become a leader in the effort to develop and implement
water quality solutions for our region.

3. E - Educate the industry on water quality compliance issues through workshops,
seminars, newsletters, trade magazine and certification programs. Our educational efforts
will also extend to new homebuyers and the general public.

4. A - Advance technological and design innovations which improve water quality and can
be used in building designs

5. N - Nurture comprehensive regional solutions bv working for inclusion of regional Best
Management Practice (BMP) options in water quality regulations and promoting the
involvement of other stakeholders in developing regional solutions.

Based on the foregoing, we ask that you consider the following comments on the Proposed
Permit and work with us to find solutions that provide affordable housing and good water quality
for the citizens of our region.

Findings Discussion

1. Finding 2 states the following:

Development and urbanization especially threaten environmentally sensitive areas. Such areas
have a much lower capacity to withstand pollutant shocks than might be acceptable in the
general circumstance. In essence, development that is ordinarily insignificant in its impact on
the environment may in a particular sensitive environment become significant. These
environmentally sensitive area include Areas of Special Biological Significance. water bodies
designated with a RARE beneficial use, Significant Natural Areas, and impaired water bodies
listed under Clean Water Act Section 303(d).

Comment: This finding lacks basis and should be removed. The intent of this finding is to
show that environmentally sensitive areas (ESA’s) are less able than other areas to withstand
societal impacts. This is unproven and misinterprets the labeling of ESA’s. ESA’s are listed as
such because they are considered areas of higher environmental priority when compared to
other areas. This does not mean that these areas are less able to withstand societal impacts. It
means they have been deemed to carry a higher priority when compared to other areas. This is
why ESA’s are already heavily regulated. The State Water Resources Control Board said as
much in its SUSMP ruling, which removed ESA’s as a priority development category.

2. Finding 7 states the following:

Building Industry Association of Southern California, Inc. 1330 S. Valley Vista Drive, Diamond Bar, Ca. 91765
(909) 396-9993; Fax (909) 396-1571
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Mr. Dickerson
May 16,2001
Page 3

The increased volume, increased velocity, and discharge duration of storm water runoff from
developed areas greatly accelerates downstream erosion and impairs stream habitat. Studies
¯ have demonstrated a direct correlation between the degree of imperviousness of an area and
the degradation of its receiving waters. Sign!lqcant declines in the biological integrity and
physical habitat of streams and other receiving waters have been found to occur with as little
as l O percent conversion from natural to impervious surface~. Percentage impervious cover is
a reliable indicator andpredictor ofpotential water quality degradation expected from new
development. (Impervious Cover as An Urban Stream Indicator and a Watershed Management
Tool, Schuler, T. and R. Claytor, ln, Effects of Water Development and Management on
Aquatic Ecosystems (1995), ASCE. New York)

Comment: This finding makes a blanket statement as though all developed areas accelerate
dowanstream erosion and impair stream habitat. Developing land in certain areas does have the
potential to accelerate downstream erosion and impair stream habitat, however BMPs can be
implemented to minimize this impact and a large portion of development in Los Angeles
County occurs in areas that will not cause downstream erosion due to the presence of concrete-
lined channels. This statement should be changed to read "developed areas have the potential
to accelerate downstream erosion..." It should also be noted that this finding is based on one
study, not multiple studies as mentioned.

Part 2. Receiving Water Limitations Discussion:

1. Receiving Water Limitations 1 and 2 state the following:

1. Discharges from the MS4 that cause or contribute to the violation of water qualio’
standards or water quality objectives are prohibited.

2. Discharges from the MS4 of storm water, or non-storm water, for which a Permittee is
responsible shall not cause or contribute to a condition of nuisance.

Comment: These items are not in compliance with State Water Resources Control Board
(State Board) Order No. WQ 99-05, which required specific receiving water limitation
language to be included in future municipal storm water permits. These two items are not
included in this required language and should, therefore, be removed from the Proposed
Permit. If left in the Permit, these two items would most likely create a situation where all
dischargers would be in non-compliance of this Order from day one of implementation.
Therefore, it should also be noted at the end of the Receiving Water Limitations section that
compliance with the receiving water limitation procedure is adequate to maintain full
compliance with the Permit and the Clean Water Act. This is the explicit intent of State
Board Order No. WQ 99-05.

Part 4.C Programs for Development Planning Discussion:

1. Section (2.1 states the following:
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The Permittees shall implement a development-planning program with immediate effect that
will require all planning priority development and redevelopment projects to,

a) Minimize impacts from storm water and urban runoff on the biological integrity of
natural drainage systems and water bodies in accordance with requirements under
CEQA, Section 404 of the CWA, local ordinances and other legal authorities,

b) Maximize the percentage of permeable sutT!~aces to allow more percolation of storm water
into the ground,

c) Minimize the quantity of storm water directed to impermeable surfaces and the MS4:

d) Minimize pollution emanating from parking lots through the use of appropriate treatment
control BMPs and good housekeeping practices:

e) Establish reasonable limits on the clearing of vegetation from the project site including,
but not limited to, regul~ttion of the length of time during which soil may be exposed and
in certain environmentally critical situations, the prohibition of bare soil,

f) Provide for appropriate permanent measures to reduce storm water pollutant loads in
storm water from the development site.

Comment: The use of the words minimize and maximize are overly broad and subject to
wide discretion and problematic enforcement. We suggest inserting the wording "’to the
extent technically and economically feasible" after each of these words. Item (e) appears to
attempt to address erosion control during the construction phase. Erosion control is already
addressed in the Construction section of this Permit and is also regulated in the State General
Construction Permit. Therefore, this requirement is out of place here and should be deleted.
Item (f) is already addressed in the SUSMP portion of the Permit and is not necessary. in this
section, and should therefore be deleted.

2. Section C.2 Peak Flow Control states the following:

The Permittees shall establish and enforce numerical criteria no later than [90 days from
permit adoption] to control the post-development peak storm runoff discharge rates in
natural drainage systems to maintain or reduce pre-development peak discharge rates to
prevent down-stream erosion, and to protect stream habitat. Natural drainage systems
include, but are not limited to, the following:

a) Malibu Creek

bj Topanga Canyon

c) Upper Los Angeles River

d) Upper San Gabriel River
e) Soft-bottom segments of other receiving waters within Los Angeles County

Comment: The requirement to control the post-development peak storm runoff discharge
rates should be made one of the requirements listed in Section C. 1 for planning priority’
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development and redevelopment projects. Unfortunately, even when listed as a requirement
in this section, the ability for Permittees to enforce and developers to implement this
requirement is impossible due to the major questions still unanswered. Two of these
questions are, "What effect is downstream erosion having on stream habitat and what
numerical criteria is necessary to protect this stream habitat?" We suggest that Los Angeles
County, in coordination with the Executive Advisow Committee (EAC) and the Building
Industry.’, work with Ventura County Flood Control District to develop answers to these
questions and to establish appropriate numerical criteria. They should be given two years
from Permit adoption to establish this criteria and also to establish which receiving water
segments require implementation of this criteria. For this reason, items a) - e) should be
deleted. Implementation should not be required until adoption of this numerical criteria by
the Regional Water Quality Control Board.

3. Section C.3 Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plans states the following:

a) Each Permittee shall require that single-family hillside home developments.
(1) Conserve natural areas
(2) Protect slopes and channels
(3) Provide storm drain system stenciling and signage
(4) Divert roof runoff to vegetated areas before discharge
(5) Direct surface flow to vegetated areas before discharge

b) Each Permittee shall require that a Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plan as
approved by the Regional Board in Board Resolution No. R 00-02 be implemented for the
.tollowing categories of developments with immediate effect.

( l ) Single-family hillside residential developments of l O, 000 square feet or more
(2) Ten or more unit homes (includes single family homes, multifamily homes,

condominiums, and apartments)
(3) A 100, 000 or more square feet industrial/commercial development
(4) Automotive service facilities (SIC 5013, 5014, 5541, 7532-7534, and 7536-7539)
(5) Retail gasoline outlets
(6) Restaurants (SIC 5812)
(7) Parking lots 5, 000 square feet or more or with 25 or more parking spaces

c) Each Permittee shall require, no later than 180 days from permit adoption that a
Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plan be implemented for all projects located in
or directly adjacent to or discharging directly to an environmentally sensitive area,
where, the development will.

(1) create 2, 500 square feet or more of impervious area, or
(2) alter the area of imperviousness of the site to ten or more percent of the naturally

occurring condition, and
(3) discharge storm water and urban runoff that is likely to impact a sensitive

biological species or habitat
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Comment: The requirements for single-family hillside residence listed in section C.3.a
should be deleted, as there have been no studies to justify the inclusion of single-family
hillside residence as a priority development category, to include in the SUSMP. The pollutant
loading from single-family hillside residence are minimal when compared to other
development categories and the downstream erosion potential is still yet to be determined, as
discussed in Section C.2, Peak Flow Control.

Section C.3.b requires that a SUSMP as approved by the Regional Board in Board Resolution
No. R 00-02 be implemented. Instead of referencing this SUSMP, we suggest attaching a
SUSMP to the Permit, so as to alleviate an.v confusion and to have a one-stop document. We
also recommend that the single-family hillside residential category be deleted and the ten or
more unit homes category be combined with the industrial/commercial category’ to read "’A
commercial, industrial or residential development with 100,000 or more square feet of
directly’ connected impervious area which is not considered low or moderate income
housing." The definition for directly connected impervious area to be added to the
definitions section is "the area covered by a building, impermeable pavement, and/or other
impervious surfaces, which drains directly into the storm drain without first flowing across
permeable land area (e.g. lawns). It is not clear why residential development is even
included as a priority development category,’ when the water quality data collected to date has
not shown residential land use robe of a high concern. Furthermore. even if residential
development is included as a priority development, there is no reason why it should have a
lower threshold (10+ homes) than commercial/industrial development (100,000 square feet)
when the water quality data shows that commercial and industrial land use is of much higher
concern than residential land use. Also. the inclusion of residential development in the
SUSMP, is helping to prevent "smart growth" by creating a disincentive to high density,
infill development that is needed to responsibly increase housing supply and affordabilitv in
urban, job rich areas of Los Angeles. This is why low or moderate income housing should be
exempt from SUSMP requirements.

Section C.3.c requires that a SUSMP be implemented for all projects located in or directly
adjacent to or discharging directly to an environmentally sensitive area (ESA). This
requirement should be deleted because the State Water Resources Control Board has
determined, in response to an appeal filed regarding the SUSMP, that developments within
ESA’s are already subject to extensive regulation under other regulatory programs. Nothing
in the Findings of the proposed Permit has provided ample reasoning to have the ESA’s
reinstated as a priority development category. The Finding listed to justify this requirement
is based on invalid assumptions.

4. Section C.4 Numerical Design Criteria states the following:

The Permittees shall require that post-construction treatment control BMPs incorporate, at a
minimum, the following design criteria to mitigate (infiltrate, filter or treat) storm water
runoff:

a) Volumetric Structural or Treatment Control BMP

Building Industry Association of Southern California, Inc. 1330 S. Valley Vista Drive, Diamond Bar, Ca. 91765
(909) 396-9993; Fax (909)396-1571

R0002042



Mr. Dickerson
May 16. 2001
Page 7

(1) the 85’h percentile 24-hour run(~ff event determined as the maximized capture
storm water volume for the area, .from the formula recommended in Urban Runoff
Quality Management, WEF Manual of Practice No. 23/ ASCE Manual of Practice
No. 87, (1998), or

(2) the volume of annual runoff based on unit basin storage water quality volume, to
achieve 80 percent or more volume treatment by the method recommended in
California Stormwater Best Management Practices Handbook - Industrial!
Commercial, (1993), or

(3) the volume of runoff produced )O’om a O. 75 inch storm event, prior to its
discharge to a storm water conveyance ~vstem, or

(4) the volume of runoff produced from a historical-record based reference 24-hour
rainfall criterion for "treatment" (0. 75 inch average for the Los Angeles County
area) that achieves approximately the same reduction in pollutant loads achieved
by the 85th percentile 24-hour runoff event,

AND/OR

b) Flow Based Structural or Treatment Control BMP

(1) the flow of runoff produced from a rain event equal to at least O. 2 inches per hour
intensity, or

(2~    the flow of runoff produced from a rain event equal to at least two times the 85’~

percentile hourly rainfall intensity for Los Angeles County
(3) the flow of runoff produced from a rain event that will result in treatment of the

same portion of runoff as treated using volumetric standards above

Comment: The design standards included in the Permit can be used as defining Maximum
Extent Practicable when structural treatment control BMPs are needed, however the design
standard should be revised to require mitigation of the 80t~ percentile storm event and not the
85~" percentile storm event. The 80t~ percentile storm event is consistent with both the Urban
Runoff Quality Management, WEF Manual of Practice No. 23/ASCE Manual of Practice No.
87 (1998) and the California Stormwater Best Management Practices Handbook as defining
MEP. Using the 85t~ percentile storm event as the design standard goes beyond MEP
definition and therefore the intent of the Clean Water Act.

5. Section C.5 Applicability of Numerical Design Criteria states the following:

The Permittees shall require the following categories of planning priority projects to design
and implement post-construction treatment and structural controls to mitigate storm water
pollution prior to issuing grading or building permits.
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a) Single-family hillside residential developments of JO, 000 square feet or more

b) Ten or more unit home development (includes single family homes, multifamily homes,
condominiums, and apartments)

c) A 100, 000 or more square feet industrial/commercial development

d) Automotive service facilities (SIC 5013. 5014, 5541, 7532-7534 and 7536-7539)

e) Retail gasoline outlets [ suggested criteria. projected gasoline output of 25, 000 gallons
per month or more, or with four or more fueling dispensers, or with 24 or more
dispensing meters or projected average daily traffic of lO0 cars or more or 5.000 square
feet or more of surface area]

f) Restaurants (SIC 5812) [5,000 square feet or more]

g) Parking lots 5,000 square feet or more or with 25 or more parking spaces

h) Projects located in, adjacent to or discharging directly to environmentally sensitive areas
that meet threshold conditions identified above.

Comment: As stated before, categories (a), (b) and (h) should be deleted and category (c)
should be revised to read, "A commercial, industrial or residential development with 100.000
or more square feet of directly connected impervious area which is not considered low or
moderate income housing."

6. Section C.6 states the following:

Each Permittee shall require the implementation of SUSMP and post-construction control
requirements for the following categories of development planning projects no later than
March 9, 2003. to conform to USEPA Phase H requirements.

a) One acre (40, 000 square feet) industrial/commercial development

Comment: This requirement is meant to comply with USEPA Phase II requirements,
however Phase II requirements do not require implementation of SUSMP requirements.
Phase II requires the operator of a small MS4 to develop, implement and enforce a program
to reduce pollutants in post-construction runoff to the MS4 from new development and
redevelopment projects that result in the land disturbance of greater than or equal to 1 acre.
This does not mean that projects 1 acre or larger require SUSMP compliance, only that a
program be developed to reduce pollutants in post-construction runoff. Requiring this
program to be the SUSMP goes beyond what would be considered maximum extent
practicabe (MEP) and should be deleted.

7. Section C.8 Redevelopment Projects states the following:

The Permittees shall apply the SUSMP, or site specific requirements including post-
construction storm water mitigation to all projects that undergo significant redevelopment in
their respective categories. Significant redevelopment means the creation or addition or
replacement of 5, 000 square feet of impervious surface area on an already developed site.
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Where significant redevelopment results in an increase of more than fifty percent of
impervious surfaces of a previously existing development, and the existing development was
not subject to post development storm water quality control requirements, the entire project
must be mitigated.

Comment: We suggest adding the wording, "priority development" before the word
"projects" in the second line of the paragraph to provide more guidance to plan checkers
trying to determine which projects to apply this definition to. We also request removal of the
word "’replacement" from this definition so as to remain in compliance with the State Water
Resources Control Board (State Board) Order emanating from the SUSMP appeal. The
redevelopment definition was a main point of contention for this appeal and the State Board
rendered a decision regarding this item. Since no new evidence or information has emerged
since the State Board SUSMP appeal decision, there remains no reason to differentiate from
their definition of redevelopment, which did not include "replacement" as part of the
redevelopment definition.

8. Section C.10 Mitigation Funding states the following:

The Permittees shall identify no later than [120 days from permit adoption] a funding
mechanism[s] and management framework, for endorsement by the Regional Board
Executive Officer, to support regional solutions to storm water pollution, where the following
situations occur.

a) A waiver for impracticability is granted or threat to ground water exists

b) Legislative funds become available
c) Off-site mitigation is required because of loss of environmental habitat

(2omment: Section (2.10.a requires a waiver of impracticability before a project can opt out
of the Development Planning requirements and pay an in-lieu fee instead. This may be
adequate if impracticability is defined to include the many situations where it is not
technically or economically feasible to comply with the development planning requirements.
We also suggest adding a section immediately following this section to provide incentive and
direction for regional storm water mitigation programs. The wording for this section can be,
"A Permittee or Permit-tee group may apply to the Regional Board for approval of a regional
storm water mitigation program. The Executive Officer in the exercise of his discretion shall
approve such a regional program if he determines that it is likely to result in equal or greater
water quality benefit than project-by-project mitigation, as described above. Permit-tees and
project proponents that participate in any approved regional storm water mitigation program
shall in so doing satisfy all applicable requirements of this Order."

9. Section C.11 California Environmental Quali~ Act (CEQA) Document Update states
the following:

Each Permittee shall modify planning proceduresfor preparing and reviewing CEQA
documents to consider potential storm water quality impacts and provide for appropriate
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mitigation, with immediate effect. The CEQA guidelines shall require consideration of the
.following.

a) Potential Impact of project construction on storm water runoff

b) Potential Impact of projects post-construction activity on storm water runoff

c) Potential for discharge of storm water.fi’om areas from material storage, vehicle or
equipment fueling, vehicle or equipment maintenance (including washing), waste
handling, hazardous materials handling or storage, delivery areas or loading docks, or
other outdoor work areas

d) Potential for discharge of storm water to impair the beneficial uses of the receiving
waters or areas that provide water quality benefit

e) Potential for the discharge of storm water to cause significant harm on the biological
integri~’ of the waterways and water bodies

.[) Potential for significant changes in the flow velocity or volume of storm water runqff that
can cause environmental harm

g) Potential for significant increases in erosion of the project site or surrounding areas

Comment: The California Environmentally Quality, Act (CEQA) was formed to function as
follows. "The Legislature finds and declares that it is the policy of the state to ensure that the
long-term protection of the environment, consistent with the provision of a decent home and
suitable living environment for every, Californian, shall be the guiding criterion in public
decisions." As you can see, CEQA is intended to balance environmental protection with
adequate housing. Unfortunately, this draft Permit is heavily weighted with attempts at
protecting the environment and no attempts or concerns related to increasing California’s
housing supply in order to meet the needs of a growing population and workforce.
Therefore, we suggest adding wording in this CEQA requirement that is consistent with the
Legislature’s intent to balance housing needs with environmental concerns. We also suggest
that the listed CEQA considerations be listed as examples of CEQA guidelines and not as
specific requirements, since the Regional Water Quality Control Board has no explicit
authority to specifically order municipalities to require detailed items in their CEQA review.

Section 4.D Programs for Construction Sites

1. Section D.1 states the following:

I. For construction sites less than ] acre, each Permittee shall.

a) Implement an educational program to discuss storm water pollution prevention and
controls at construction sites and distribute educational materials targeted to the
construction community during meetings, workshops, pre-construction meetings, and
inspections;

b) Train employees in targetedpositions (whose jobs or activities are engaged in
construction activities including construction inspection staff) regarding the

Building Industry Association of Southern California, Inc. 1330 S. Valley Vista Drive, Diamond Bar, Ca. 91765
(909) 396-9993; Fax (909) 396-1571

R0002046



Mr. Dickerson
May’ 16, 2001
Page 11

requirements Of the storm water management program no later than (180 days from
adoption of this Order), and annually thereafter, and

c) Require the implementation of a minimum set of BMPs to prevent pollution and
control storm water runoff discharges. These minimum BMPs shall, at a minimum,
include.

¯ Requirements for the use of effective erosion andsediment controls at
construction sites,

¯ Requirements for structural and non-structural Best Management Practices
(BMPs) for controlling runoff at construction sites,

¯ Site plan review and verification of BMP implementation, and
¯ Each Permittee is encouraged to prioritize sites to be inspected during wet

weather to determine compliance with the minimum BMPs

Comment: In order to maintain consistency’ with the Development Construction Model
Program that was approved by your Board, we suggest changing the categoU threshold for
projects from 1 acre to 2 acres. Construction sites below 2 acres in size should only be
required to meet minimum requirements since placing additional requirements on these
projects will tremendously impact the ability to provide affordable housing, while provide
little benefit to the environment. We also suggest, based on the poor cost/benefit ratio of
stepping up requirements on smaller projects, that items (a) and (b) and the last two bu!letcd
items be deleted. To do our part in helping with construction compliance, we are in the
process of working with the other construction related trade associations to develop a full-
scale construction training program that we will use to train personnel on sediment/erosion
control and the development and implementation of minimum BMPs, Local SWPPPs and
State SWPPPs.

2. Section D.2 states the following:

2. For construction sites one acre and greater each Permittee shall require that in D. 1
above and require the preparation, submittal, and implementation of a Local Storm
Water Pollution Prevention Plan (Local SWPPP), prior to issuance qf a grading permit
for construction projects, that meets one or more of the following criteria.

a) Will result in soil disturbance of one acre or more in size,

b) Is within, directly adjacent to, or is discharging directly’ to an environmentally
sensitive area, or

c) Is located in a hillside area.

The Local SWPPP shall include appropriate construction site BMPs and maintenance
schedules. A State required SWPPP may be substituted by a Local SWPPP if the Local
SWPPP is at least as inclusive as the requirements for a State SWPPP. The BMPs may
be selected from documents such as the California Storm Water BMP Handbook, the
Caltrans Storm Water Quality Handbook, Ventura County Stormwater Quality Standard
Sheet, American Society of Civil Engineers (ASCE) database or similar guidance
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documents. In addition, each Permittee shall ensure the following minimum
requirements are effectively implemented at all construction sites regardless of size.

a) Sediments generated on the project site shall be retained using adequate structural
drainage controls,

b) NO construction-related materials, wastes, spills, or residues shall be discharged
.from the project site to streets, drainage facilities or adjacent properties by wind or
runoff,

c) Non-storm water runoff from equipment and vehicle washing and an)’ other activity
shall be contained at the project site, and

d) Erosion from slopes and channels will be prevented by implementing BMPs
including, but not limited to. limiting of grading scheduled during the wet season.
inspecting graded areas during rain events, planting and maintenance of vegetation
on slopes, and covering erosion susceptible slopes.

The Local SWPPP must include the rationale used for selecting or rejecting BMPs. The
project architect, or engineer of record or authorized qualified designee, must sign a
statement on the Local SWPPP to the effect.

"As the architect/engineer of record I have selected appropriate BMPs to effectively
minimize the negative impacts of this .t)roject’s construction activities on storm water
quality. The project owner and contractor are aware that the selected BMPs must be
installed monitored and maintained to ensure their effectiveness. The BMPs not
selected for implementation are redundant or deemed not applicable to the proposed
construction activity. "

]’he landowner shall sign a statement to the effect.

"I certify that this document and all attachments were prepared under my direction or
supervision in accordance with a system designed to assure that qualified personnel
properly gather and evaluate the information submitted. Based on my inquiry of the
person or persons who manage the system or those persons directly responsible for
gathering the information, to the best of my knowledge and belief the information
submitted is true, accurate, and complete. I am aware that submitting false and/or
inaccurate information, failing to update the Local SWPPP to reflect current conditions,
or failing to properly and/or adequately implement the Local SWPPP may result in
revocation of grading and/or other permits or other sanctions provided by law. "

]’he Local SWPPP certification shall be signed by the landowner as follows:

For a corporation. by a responsible corporate officer which means (a) a president,
secretary, treasurer, or vice president of the corporation in charge of a principal
business function, or any other person who performs similar policy or decision-making
functions for the corporation, or (b) the manager of the construction activity if authority
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to sign documents has been assigned or delegated to the manager in accordance with
corporate procedures,

For a partnership or sole proprietorship." by a general partner or the proprietor, or

For a municipality or other public agency. by an elected official, a ranking management
official (e.g., County Administrative Officer, City Manage., Direc4or of Public Works.
City Engineer, District Manager). or the manager of the construction activity if authority
to sign Local SWPPPs has been assigned or delegated to the manager in accordance
with established agency policy.

Comment: In order to maintain consistency with the Development Construction Model
Program that was approved by your Board, we suggest changing the category, threshold
for projects requiring a Local SWPPP to projects between 2 acres.and 5 acres. We also
suggest changing section 2.a to read, "Will result in soil disturbance of two acres or more
in size or". Section 2.b should be deleted because, as the State Water Resources Control
Board stated in response to the SUSMP appeal, environmentally sensitive areas are over-
regulated as it is. Section 2.c should be changed to read, "Is located in a hillside area and
soil disturbance will occur at the project site in the rainy season." This will help maintain
consistency with the Development Construction Model Program that was developed with
a multi-stakeholder effort and eventually adopted by your Board.

As for the minimum requirements to be implemented at all construction sites, we suggest
adding Maximum Extent Practicable (MEP) wording to all of the requirements, as there
needs to be this threshold to comply with the intent of the Clean Water Act. We also
suggest deleting the requirement for "limiting of grading scheduled during the wet
season". The intent of construction regulations is to keep sediments on site. The sites are
already required to implement BMPs necessary to keep sediments on site. Grading
should not be restricted, but should only require sediment and erosion control BMPs
which meet MEP standards of implementation.

3. Section C.4 states the following:

4. For sites five acres and greater, each Permittee shall require that in D. 1 above and.

a) Require proof offiling of a Notice of Intent (NOI) for coverage under the State
General Construction Activity Storm Water Permit and a copy of the SWPPP prior to
issuing a grading permit for all projects requiring coverage under the state general
permit. On March 10, 2003, for sites one acre and greate*, each Permittee shall
require proof of f!ling a Notice of Intent (NOI) for coverage under the State General
Construction Activity Storm Water Permit and a copy of the SWPPP prior to issuing
a grading permitfor all projects requiring coverage under the state general permit.
The prepared SWPPP may satisfy the requirement under D. 2. (in-lieu of Local
SWPPP).
Each Permittee shall require proof of an NOI and a copy of the SWPPP at any time a
transfer of ownership takes place for the entire development or portions of the
common plan of development where construction activities are still on-going
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b) Each Permittee shall use an electronic system to track grading permits issued by each
P errnittee.

Comment: This requirement is not entirely consistent with the State General Construction
Permit. We suggest that the SWPPP’s be required to be prepared and available at the site
before commencement of grading activity and not be required to he submitted to the
Permittee before permit approval. The State General Construction Permit creation was a
collaborative process involving all stakeholders leading to a successful permit program. We
should not start changing this process using the Municipal Stormwater Permits.

CONCLUSION

In May 2000, the California Department of Housing and Community Development ("HCD")
issued a report to serve as the S’tatewide Housing Plan Update. "Raising the Roof: California
Housing Development Projects and Constraints, 1997-2020" summarizes the crisis and outlook
for California housing as follows:

"’Few issues facing California are as important as the State being able to meet its future
housing needs. Between 1997 and 2020, California will likely add more than 12.5
million new residents and should form approximately 5 million new households.
Almost all of this growth will occur in metropolitan areas. To meet the housing needs
of California’s growing population, homebuilders and developers will have to build an
average of 220,000 housing units each year between now and 2020."

"’Achieving this level of production will be difficult. From 1980 to 1990, a
period of tremendous housing construction throughout the State, annual
production (as measured by single- and multi-family permits) averaged just
over 200,000 units. Between 1990 and 1997, production averaged only
91,000 units per year. In 1999, a boom year for the housing market
nationally, there were less than 140,000 residential permits."

"Two conclusions stand out from this research above all others. The first is
that California will need an unprecedented amount of new housing
construction - more than 200,000 units per year through 2020 - if it is to
accommodate projected population and household growth and still be
reasonably affordable. California will need more suburban housing, more
infill housing, more ownership housing, more rental housing, more affordable
housing, more senior housing, and more family housing. California will also
need more diverse housing, and more diverse neighborhoods. California’s
high land and construction costs, coupled with the cumbersome and open-
ended nature of the local entitlements process, have served to discourage
innovative land planning, site design, and building design." (Raising the
Roof HCD, pp. 3, 9.)
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Contributing to the existing and projected crisis, according to Raising the Roof is not only
the significant cost of regulatory compliance, but also the mere existence of the ever-
increasing labyrinth of local, state, and national regulations that must be satisfied. (See, e.g.,
Raising the Roof pp. 77-116.)

Based upon the foregoing, we respectfully request that you consider the ramifications of having
your Board adopt the proposed Permit in its current format. We have raised many issues that
should be thoughtfully reviewed and addressed. We are very willing to discuss these issues in
more detail at any time.

The stakes are high, especially given Southern California’s housing needs. The absence of
meaningful consideration of these issues will have a major impact on affordable housing, jobs,
u’ages and livability with little improvement in water quality. We urge you to thoroughly review
the comments we have provided and to concentrate on what is best for water quality and the
livelihood of our society.

By working together to address the various issues we have raised and to implement our CLEAN
Water Plan, we are confident that we can achieve the balance necessary to greatly improve water
quality while also meeting California’s housing needs. We thank you for your consideration of
our comments.

If you have any questions, please feel free to contact me, or our Director of Environmental
Affairs. Tim Piasky at (909) 396-9993.

Ver~’ truly yours,

.ichard J. Lambros
Executive Vice President

TBP/RJL
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(909) 396-9993: Fax (909) 396-1571

R0002051



LAW OFFICES

[~I’RKE, \¥ILLIAMS ~: SORENSE, N, ~L~P
O~NGE COUN~ OF~CE 611 WEST SIgH ~RE~ " " " ’ " , , SAN DIEGO COUNW OFFICE

18301 VON ~RMAN AVENUE, SU~ 1050 "" ~ ~ 550 WE~ "C" ~E~ SU~ 1880
IRWNE, ~FORN~ 92612-i009 SUrE 2500 SAN DIEGO, ~FORNIA 92101-8583

Tel: (~9) 863-3363 LOS ANGELES, ~UFORNIA 90017-3102 Te!: (619) 615-6672~x: ~-~o                   T~:       -_~,mum
(213) 236 060 n

~
Fax: (6t9)615-6673

Fax: (213) 236-2700 ,,.r " S ~ 2:O0 V~COU~OF~C~
~E~IDE COU~ OF~CE ~.bwslaw,com

3~3 ~N~ ~E~ SU~ 300 2310 ~ PONDEROSA D~E, SU~ 25
~E~IDE, ~FORN~ 9250]-3629 ~MA~LLO, ~FORNIA 93010-4747

Tel: (~9) 788-0100 Tel: (805) 987-3468
Fax: (~9) 788-5785 Fax: (805) 482-9834

Wnteds Di~ Dial: OU~ FILE NO:
213-236-2821 00006-0875

~oung@bwslaw. corn

May ~ 4, 2001

Mr. Dennis Dickerson,
Executive Officer,
California Regional Water Quality Control Board -
Los Angeles Region
320 West 4th Street, Suite 200
Los Angeles, California 90013

Re: Comments on April 13, 2001, "DRAFT WASTE DISCHARGE
REQUIREMENTS FOR MUNICIPAL STORM WATER AND URBAN
RUNOFF DISCHARGES WITHIN THE COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES AND
THE INCORPORATED CITIES, EXCEPT FOR THE CITIES OF LONG
BEACH AND SANTA CLARITA"

Dear Mr. Dickerson:

On behalf of the City of Alhambra, let me thank you and your staff for the opportunity to
offer comments on the April 13, 2001, "DRAFT WASTE DISCHARGE REQUIREMENTS
FOR MUNICIPAL STORM WATER AND URBAN RUNOFF DISCHARGES WITHIN THE
COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES AND THE INCORPORATED CITIES, EXCEPT FOR THE
CITIES OF LONG BEACH AND SANTA CLARITA" (the "First Draft") of the new storm
water permit for Los Angeles County. This letter supplements my prior email, of April 10, 2001,
which offered comments on the "Discussion Draft." We are pleased to note that a number of the
suggestions offered in those comments have been incorporated in the First Draft. We also want
to take this opportunity to thank you and your staff for the Workshop you conducted at the
Central Library. It was, we believe, a most worthwhile endeavor.

Nevertheless, the City of Alhambra, (and, we believe, a number of other cities) are
concerned over a number of serious issues raised by the First Draft. These concerns include the
invasion by the Regional Board, through the land use control features of the Storm Water Quality
Management Plan ("SQMP") of the well-established right of local governments to control land
use. In addition, the provisions of the First Draft which would impose "Peak Flow Control" and
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post-construction "Numerical Design Criteria" appear to be attempts to control not the discharge
of pollutants, but the discharge of unpolluted storm water. We believe that the Board is mistaken
that the Clean Water Act authorizes it to regulate the discharge of water, rather than the
discharges which the Congress addressed in the Clean Water Act, the discharge of pollutants.
We are also particularly concerned that the "Peak Flow Control" and post-construction
"Numerical Design Criteria" exceed the Board’s authority to prescribe how the Clean Water
Act’s goals of reducing the discharge of pollutants to waters of the United States are to be
achieved, and in so doing, violate the limitations of § 13360 of the California Water Code.

We also have grave concerns over other, and numerous, inconsistencies between
provisions of this First Draft and the controlling US EPA regulations. Of particular concern is the
use of vague terminology and definitions that are inconsistent with the EPA’s definitions, for no
apparent reason. If adopted in its present form, the Permit would impose more severe
requirements on the City than required by the Clean Water Act and the EPA’s implementing
regulations. More detailed comments may be found in the enclosure. Those comments appear in
the approximate order in which the matter in question appears in the First Draft of the permit.
and not necessarily in the order of importance.

The City of Alhambra asks that this letter be included in the administrative record of this
matter. The City reserves the fight to offer further comments.

Very truly yours,

RUFUS C. YOUNG, JR.
Of BURKE, WILLIAMS & SORENSEN, LLP

cc: Honorable Mayor and Members of the City Council
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Comments on April 13, 2001,
"DRAFT WASTE DISCHARGE REQUIREMENTS FOR MUNICIPAL STORM WATER

AND URBAN RUNOFF DISCHARGES
WITHIN THE COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES AND THE INCORPORATED CITIES,

EXCEPT FOR THE CITIES OF LONG BEACH AND SANTA CLARITA"

1. The First Draft’s FINDINGS, under "Nature of Discharges and Sources of Pollutants,"
beginning on page 3, fail to comply’ with the requirements of the U.S. EPA in 40 CFR §
122.27(d)(1)(iii) and (iv) for the permit to address source identification and general
discharge characterization of the pollutants addressed by this First Draft.

2. Paragraph 3, under "Nature of Discharges and Sources of Pollutants," beginning on page
3, after enumerating pollutants from extraneous sources over which "Permittees have no
or limited" authority to control, nevertheless illogically goes on to suggest that Permittees
can implement control measures to reduce the entry of these pollutants into storm
water .... " If the Permittees have no authority to control those pollutants’ entry into
stormwater (i.e., at the source), the board should eliminate any suggestion that the
Permittees are to reduce the entry of these pollutants into storm water.

3. The "Permit Back_m-ound" section, paragraphs 8-12, pages 4 and 5, should be revised to
meet the requirements of 40 CFR § 122.26(d)(1)(iii).

4. The "Permit Coverage" section heading, page 5, should be replaced with a new title,
"Permit Coverage_ and Exemptions".      . as ¶ 13 addresses coverage, but ¶ 14 addresses
exemptions to the coverage of this First Draft.

5. The "Permit Coverage" section, pages 5 and 6, should address the exclusion of pollutants
over which the Permittees have no control, as recognized in paragraphs 3 and 4 under
"Nature of Discharges and Sources of Pollutants," beginning on page 3, and Part 3.B..

6. In paragraph 18, pages 6-7, under "Federal. State and Regional Regulations" (and
throughout the document) the citation to the "Federal Clean Water Act" should be
changed. That law is the "Clean Water Act" and not the "Federal Clean Water Act." The
"F" in federal should be lower case. The citation should be made complete, by adding
"33 U.S.C. Sections 1251-1387."

7. Also in paragraph 18, pages 7-8, as the U.S. EPA has defined Municipal Separate Storm
Sewer Systems (MS4) into three different categories: large, medium and small, these
terms should be incorporated for clarity and consistency purposes.
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8. In paragraph 24, the cite to CZARA is incomplete, as it fails to indicate just what
CZARA amended. Consider changing the period after CZARA to a comma and adding
"to the Coastal Zone Management Act of 1972, 16 U.S.C. Sections 1451-1465."

9. Paragraph 31, page 8, refers to Board Resolution No. R-00-02, the Standard Urban Storm
Water Mitigation Plans (SUSMPs), the State Board’s Order No. WQ 2000-t and the
State Board’s Chief Counsel’s policy memorandum of December 26. 2000. We disagree
that these have the precedential and binding effects for which they are cited, and suggest
that. in any event they were wrongly decided and are contrary, to section 101(b) of the
Clean Water Act and conflict with local governments’ authority over land use. The CWA
provides that its programs, including the NPDES program, are not meant to infringe on
local land use authority:

It is the policy of the Congress to recognize, preserve, and protect tile
primary responsibilities and rights of States . . . to plan the development
and use (including restoration, preservation, and enhancement) of land and
water resources .... (33 U.S.C. § 1251(b), CWA § 101(b))

This policy was relied upon recently by the Supreme Court of the United States in a case
in which the court limited agency jurisdiction under the CWA. In Solid Waste Agency of
Northern Cook County v. Army Corps of Engineers, 531 U.S. __, 121 S.Ct. 675 (2001),
the Court struck down a rule of the Army Corps of Engineers under which the Corps
claimed jurisdiction over isolated intra-state wetlands. The Court found that the rule:

would result in a significant impingement of the States’ traditional and
primary power over land and water use. See, e.g., Hess v. Port AuthoriO’
Trans-Hudson Corporation, 513 U.S. 30, 44 (1994) ("[R]egulation of land
use [is] a function traditionally performed by local governments"). Rather
than expressing a desire to readjust the federal-state balance in this
manner, Congress [through the CWA] chose to "recognize, preserve, and
protect the primary responsibilities and fights of States ... to plan the
development and use.., of land and water resources ...." 33 U.S.C. §
1251(b).

Through the SUSMP provisions of their NPDES permits, the Regional Boards are
attempting to regulate many matters inextricably bound to local land use authority,
including requirements that local governments amend their General Plans and modify
their CEQA project approval processes to require new development and redevelopment
projects to adhere to the SUSMP provisions. These encroachments upon local land uses
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and land use authority violate § 101(b) of the CWA, as they interfere with, and do not
protect and preserve local governments" traditional sphere of influence over such matters.

It has long been recognized that within the State of California, "the front line role in land
use planning and zoning is in the hands of the local government," and not state
government or executive agencies. "[T]he state land use planning and zoning law ’leaves
wide discretion to a local government not only to determine the contents of its land use
plans, but to choose how to implement these plans.’" Building bldus. Assoc., 211
Cal.App.3d at 296 n.12 (quoting Yost v. Thomas, 36 Cal.3d 561, 565 (1984)).
Furthermore:

the Legislature has been sensitive to the fact that planning and zoning in
the conventional sense have traditionally been deemed municipal affairs.
it [the Legislature] has thus made no attempt to deprive local governments
(chartered city or otherwise) of their right to manage and control such
matters, bur rather has attempted to impinge upon local control only to the
limited degree necessary to further legitimate state interests. (Los Angeles
v. California, 138 Cal.App.3d 526, 533 (1982).

10. Paragraph 36, page 9, cites State Board Order No. WQ 99-05 as specifying standard
receiving water language to be included in permits. We disagree that this State Board
Order No. WQ 99-05 retains its vitality, in view of the decision by the Ninth Circuit
Court of Appeals in Defenders of Wildlife v. Browner, 191 F.3d 1159, 1164-66 (9t~ Cir.,
1999).

11. In paragraph 37, page 9, California Water Code (CWC) § 13263(a) is paraphrased. This
paraphrasing fails to include an important cross-reference to CWC § 13241. This should
be corrected by adding the missing language: "’and the provisions of CWC § 13241 ."

12. Paragraph 41, page 10, fails to recognize that there are projects which, by statute, are
exempt from CEQA, and for that reason, paragraph 41 should be revised to incorporate
recognition of this concept. This matter is more fully addressed in the petition filed by
this firm on behalf of the Cities of Camarillo and Moorpark, in their appeal of the action
of the Executive Officer with respect to the modification of the Ventura County
SQWIMP. That petition is incorporated here by this reference.

13. In Part 2, RECEIVING WATER LIMITATIONS, in paragraphs 1 and 3, on pages 13 and
14, the terms "water quality standards" and "water quality objectives" are used. These
are defined terms: the first letter in each word in these terms should be capitalized.
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14. In Part 2, RECEIVING WATER LIMITATIONS, paragraph 1, page 13, states that
"Discharges from the MS4 that cause or contribute to the violation of water quality
standards or water quality objectives are prohibited." This seemingly absolute
requirement conflicts with paragraph 3, under "Nature of Discharg¢~ and Sources of
Pollutants," beginning on page 3. There, the Board recognizes that "[c]ertain pollutants
present in storm water and/or urban runoff may be derived from extraneous sources over
which "Permittees have no or limited" authority or jurisdiction. It is simply inconsistent
and unreasonable for the Board, having recognized in paragraph 3 of the FINDINGS that
there are pollutants in Storm Water and urban runoff over which the Permittees have no
or limited jurisdiction, to nevertheless impose an absolute prohibition in paragraph 1 of
Part 2 over such discharges. The Board should modify paragraph 1 of Part 2 to limit the
requirement to those pollutants as to which the Permittee has jurisdiction, as appears to
have been done in paragraph 2 of Part 2. See comment 15, below. See also Part 3.B,
limiting the responsibility of Permittees to "discharges within its boundaries over which it
has the authority to enforce the requirements of this Order." At a minimum, Part 3.B
should be cross-referenced in Part 2, paragraphs 1 and 2.

In any event, this "or contribute" prohibition, of even de minimis contributions, ignores
the federal "Maximum extent practicable" standard.MS4 permits are issued under
Section 402(p)(3)(B) of the CWA, which requires that:

Permits for discharges from municipal storm sewers --

(iii) shall require controls to reduce the discharge of
pollutants to the maximum extent practicable, including
management practices, control techniques and system,
design and engineering methods, and such other provisions
as the Administrator or the State determines appropriate for
the control of such pollutants. (33 U.S.C. §
1342(p)(3)(B)(iii) (emphasis added))

The phrase "maximum extent practicable" or MEP, is the federal standard under which it
is determined whether the removal of pollutants from the MS4 is sufficient. The use of
the term "practicable" has been interpreted by the Ninth Circuit to provide flexibility as
to how clean is clean enough; the water in the MS4 need not strictly comply with
receiving water standards nor be clean enough to drink, reflecting the need to balance
water quality goals with land use restrictions.
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Section 13241 of the California Water Code requires a similar balancing when regional
boards issue permits, including permits for MS4s. Among the factors regional boards
must consider are:

(c) Water quality conditions that could reasonably be
achieved through the coordinated control of all
factors which affect water quality in the area.

(d)    Economic considerations.

There is no demonstration, nor can there be, that this "zero contribution" level can be
reasonably achieved. The Office of the Chief Counsel for the SWRCB has addressed this
last point. In a 1993 memorandum, Elizabeth M. Jennings, Senior Staff Counsel for the
SWRCB, wrote:

On [Section 402(p)’s] face, it is possible to discern . . . the intent of
Confess in establishing the MEP standard. First, the requirement is to
reduce, the discharge of pollutants, rather than totally prohibit such
discharge. Presumably, the reason for this standard.., is the knowledge
that it is not possible for municipal dischargers to prevent the discharge of
all pollutants in storm water. (Memo from Elizabeth Miller Jennings,
Senior Staff Counsel, SWRCB, to Archie Mathews, Division of Water
Quality, at 2 (Feb. 11 1993) (emphasis added)).

By the "zero contribution" standard, the Permit actually requires what has already been
labeled impossible by the Office of Chief Counsel for the SWRCB.

The Permit language apparently is based on SWRCB Order WQ 99-05. In that Order, the
SWRCB concluded that "the Federal regulations implementing CWA Section 402(p)
require NPDES permits to prohibit discharges of pollutants that ’cause or contribute’ to
exceedances of water quality standards." However, subsequent to that Order, the Ninth
Circuit specifically determined that this interpretation was incorrect. See Defenders of
Wildlife v. Browner, 191 F.3d 1159 at 1164-66 (9th Cir., 1999). As interpreted by the
Ninth Circuit Court of Appeals, Section 402(p) "[does] not require municipal storm-
sewer discharges to strictly comply with state water-quality standards" promulgated
under Section 301 of the CWA. Id. Rather, the unambiguous language of Section 402(p)
creates a different and less stringent standard requiring a MS4 permittee to reduce
pollutants to the MEP.
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15. In Part 2, RECEIVING WATER LIMITATIONS, paragraph 2, page 13, provides that
"Discharges from the MS4 of storm water, or non-storm water, for which a permittee is
responsible, shall not cause or contribute to a condition of nuisance." This statement at
least introduces the concept of responsibility. However, that concept is not defined. It is
suggested that the concept be related to jurisdiction, as discussed in the preceding
comment, and in part 3.B.

!6. In Part 2, RECEIVING WATER LIMITATIONS, in paragraph 2, page 13, the term
"storm water" is used. "Storm Water" is a defined term. The first letter in each word
should be capitalized.

17. In Part 2, RECEIVING WATER LIMITATIONS, in paragraph 3, page 13. in the second
and third sentences, the term "receiving water limitations" is used, apparently as a
defined term. However, as the term is not defined, it is elastic, as it appears to mean
something other than Water Quality Standards or Water Quality Objectives. This
elasticity exposes permittees, to say nothing of the Board, to potential CWA citizen suit
liability. The term "receiving water limitations" should be defined.

18. The title of Part 3.B, "Responsibilities of Each Permittees," on page 15, should be revised
to correct the singular-plural inconsistency.

19. In Part 3, STORM WATER QUALITY MANAGEMENT PLAN IMPLEMENTATION,
MONITORING, AND REPORTING, Section B, page 15, the second sentence of the
introductory paragraph provides "[a] Permittee is required to comply with the
requirements of this Order applicable to discharges, which originate from places within
its boundaries over which it has authority to enforce the requirements of this order." This
statement does not account for the possibility of pollutants which originate outside a
Permittee’s boundaries, but which flow into a Permittee’s boundaries. Nor does this
address whether or not a Permittee is required to anckor has the authority to enforce the
requirements of this Order against discharges which do not originate in, but flow into, its
boundaries. This section should be revised to address pollutants in flows from extra-
territorial areas.

20. In Part 3, STORM WATER QUALITY MANAGEMENT PLAN IMPLEMENTATION,
MONITORING, AND REPORTING, Section B.4, page 15, should be revised to delete
the term "technically knowledgeable" as it is unclear and is a limitation on the authority
of cities to establish their own criteria for the selection of their respective representatives,
who might, one supposes, include attorneys knowledgeable with the CWA and the EPA
storm water regulations.
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21. In Part 3.A.1, page 14, in the third sentence, the words "However" and "on behalf of
Permittees" should be deleted. A new fourth sentence should be added: "Any permittee
has the right to discuss any matter with the Regional Board." This change is essential.
Neither the EAC nor the Principal Permittee has any authority under either the Clean
Water Act or California law to act on behalf of, and in place of, any City which is a
permittee. Any attempt to preclude a Permittee from direct discussions with the Regional
Board is not only not authorized, it would deny the Permittee due process.

22. In Part 3.E, "General Requirements," paragraph 3 requires that the SQMP comply with
the applicable requirements of 40 CFR § 122.26(d)(2). Section 122.26(d)(2) has a
comprehensive list of requirements that should be included under "General
Requirements."

23. In Part 3, Section G "Legal Authority" is a paraphrased, but over-broad and somewhat
inaccurate restatement of 40 CFR § 122.26(d)(2)(i). For example, 3.G. 1.e) and h) would
prohibit the discharge of runoff of any kind, whether or not the runoff contained any
pollutants. The Bozr~d’s authority does not reach so far. Section 122.26(d)(2) should be
quoted and should be cited to for legal authority.

24. In Part 3.G. 1 .j).(2), on page 18, the term "state or federally banned pesticide, fungicide or
herbicide" should refer to or incorporate a list of these banned substances compiled by
the Regional Board or the Principal Permittee. Asking each city to undertake the task of
monitoring which agency has banned which pesticide, fungicide or herbicide is to impose
an unrealistic burden.

25. In Part 3.G.l.j).(3), on page 18, the term "food wastes" is vague and undefined. The City
suggests that the term be defined, with the following definition: "food and food-related
waste includes restaurant and other commercial and residential kitchen waste and grease,
restaurant kitchen mat wash and rinse water and trash container wash and rinse water."

26. Part 3.G.l.1), on page 19, re compliance with contracts, ordinances, etc. restates 40 CFR §
122.26(d)(2)(i)(E) and therefore, should cite that section.

27. Part 3.G.l.m), (page 19) which implements 40 CFR § 122.26(d)(2)(i)(A), without citing
that section, should be revised by deleting the words "or potential contribution" of
pollutants. The Clean Water Act says nothing about "potential contribution" of
pollutants, and drawing a line between the presence of a pollutant within city boundaries
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and the point where the pollutant is in a state of "potential contribution" is to ask the
impossible.

28. In Part 3.G.l.n), on page 19, the defined term "illicit discharges" is used. "Illicit
Discharge" is a defined term. The first letter in each word should be capitalized. In
addition, this subparagraph would be strengthened by citing the authority for the
prohibition of Illicit Discharges and Illicit Connections, 40 CFR § 122.26(d)(2)(i)(Bil.

29. Part 3.G.l.n), on page 19, re inspections, restates 40 CFR § 122.26(d)(2)(i)(F) and
therefore should cite that section.

30. Part 3.G.1. should be revised to include the interagency authority required by 40 CFR §
122.26(d)(2)(i)(D).

31. Part 3.K, p. 21, cites 40 CFR Part 122.41. That is the wrong section. The words
"consistent with 40 CFR 122.41" should be deleted and the words ", subject to the
procedures set forth in 40 CFR Sections 122.62, 122.63 and 40 CFR Part 124,"
substituted in their place.

32. Part 4.A.2.b), on page 24, should be revised to delete the word "confidential." There is
no provision in the California Evidence Code for confidential communications between a
City and a business in this context.

33. Part 4.B.5, beginning on page 27, should be revised to use the defined term "Automotive
Repair Shop" instead of the undefined term "Automotive Service Facilities."

34. Part 4.C.2, on pages 29 and 30, in the section on "Peak Flow Control," the Permit would
impose the following requirement:

...control the post-development peak storm water runoff discharge rates in
natural drainage systems to maintain or reduce pre-development peak
discharge rates to prevent down-stream erosion, and to protect stream
habitat.

The Regional Board is mistaken that it is within its authority to regulate these effects.
Such effects do not constitute the "discharge of pollutants," as that phrase is defined in
the CWA. The MS4 program is limited to controls on pollutant discharges. Other CWA
programs not administered by the Regional Board are designed to address general
pollution problems, such as might result from downstream erosion and scour.
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MS4 permits must include, "controls to reduce the discharge of pollutants ... and such
other provisions ... appropriate for the control of such pollutants." 33 U.S.C. §
1342(p)(3)(b)(iii), CWA § 402(p)(3)(b)(iii) (emphasis added). The term "pollutant" as
used in sections 301 and 402 is defined by the CWA to mean:

dredged spoil, solid waste, incinerator residue, sewage, garbage, sewage
sludge, munitions, chemical wastes, biological materials, radioactive
materials, hea{, wrecked or discarded equipment, rock, sand, cellar dirt
and industrial, municipal, and agricultural waste discharged into water. (33
U.S.C § 1362(6), CWA § 502(a))

Water per se, regardless of what constituents are in it, is not within this statutory
definition. Even "EPA does not consider flow to be a pollutant .... " Simply because
urban runoff may not be of pristine water quality, does not mean that its erosive capacity,
once it enters a stream channel, is subject to the MS4 program. CWA case law uniformly
has found the definition of "pollutant" to not include downstream erosion. In National
Wildlife Fed’n v. Gorsuch, 693 F.2d 156 (D.C. Cir. 1982), the National Wildlife
Federation argued that dams require NPDES permits, and that discharges from dams
amounted to a "discharge of a pollutant." The court acknowledged that among the water
quality problems that may be caused by dams is the discharge of waters with the potential
to cause downstream erosion. While stating that discharges from dams usually contain
less sediment than upstream water, the court stated that, "the river will ’tend to restore its
equilibrium [sediment] loading by scouring the downstream channel."’ Id. at 164
(alteration in original). However, the court held that discharges from dams were not
discharges of pollutants, but rather, were discharges that altered water quality conditions,
and as such, did not fall within the CWA definition of "pollutant" and did not require a
NPDES permit. See id. at 171-72.

35. Part 4.C.3, Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plans, at pages 30 and 31, exceeds
the Board’s authority. See comment 9, above.

36. Part 4.C.4, Numerical Design Criteria, at pages 31 and 32, which require BMPs to
incorporate specific design criteria, exceeds the Board’s authority to prescribe how MEP
is to be achieved. While the Regional Board is the permitting agency, its power to
specify the particular manner in which compliance may be achieved is limited and the
cities and county have broad discretion to comply "in any lawful manner." Cal. Water
Code § 13360. While the Regional Board is the permitting agency, its power to specify
the particular manner in which compliance may be achieved is limited. Cities and
counties have broad discretion to comply in any lawful manner. Section 13360(a) of the
California Water Code states in pertinent part:
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No waste discharge requirement or other order of a regional board ... shall
specify the design, location, type of construction, or particular manner in
which compliance may be had with that requirement, order, or decree, and
the person so ordered shall be permitted to comply with the order in any
lawful manner.

The SUSMPs (SQMP) violate the limits imposed by § 13360 on the Regional Boards.~

The volume and flow-based design standards for structural BMPs clearly run afoul of §
13360. Both standards specify that BMPs shall be designed in accordance with
prescribed criteria. The design standards dictate that MEP for "all priority development
projects" corresponds to infiltrating, treating or filtering the runoff from a design storm or
design rainfall intensity further limiting the "lawful manner" with which permittees might
satisfy MEP. More specifically, Section 13360 of the California Water Code states in
pertinent part:

No waste discharge requirement or other order of a regional board ... shall
specify the design, location, type of construction, or particular manner in
which compliance may be had with that requirement, order, or decree, and
the person so ordered shall be permitted to comply with the order in any
lawful manner.

The volume and flow-based design standards for structural BMPs clearly run afoul of
Section 13360 and must be deleted.

37. In PART 5, DEFINITIONS, on page 49, "Illicit Disposal" is defined to mean "any
disposal, either intentionally or unintentionally, of material(s) or waste(s) that can pollute
storm water." This definition would carry this Permit far beyond the reach of the Clean
Water Act. The Congress, in drafting the Clean Water Act prohibited the discharge of
"Pollutants," a term which it defined. While the term "Pollutant" is defined in PART 5,
DEFINITIONS, that definition is not used in the definition of "Illicit Disposal" which
uses the vague "can pollute" and therefore might be construed as meaning something
other than disposal of a "Pollutant." This lack of precision invites disagreement and,

1
At hearing incident to the recent adoption of the NPDES Storm Water Permit for Cities in San Diego County, the

Executive Officer of the CRWQCB-SD is reported to have acknowledged that the Perrmt rims the "risk of crossing
the line of the Porter-Cologne dictate that we don’t tell the discharger how to be in compliance." Reponer’s
Transcript, at 204.
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potentially, litigation. The definition of "Illicit Disposal" should be changed to "the
unpermitted disposal of a Pollutant into a Municipal Separate Storm Sewer."

38. In Part 5, DEFINITIONS, the definition of "Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System
(MS4)" on page 50, should be revised to add, at the end of the definition, the words "and
which discharges to Waters of the United States." Inclusion of a link of the MS4 to
waters of the United States is essential, as it is that link which provides authority for the
CWA’s regulation of MS4.

39. PART 6.D, "Duty to Mitigate," on page 56, must be revised. As drafted, it goes beyond
the U.S. EPA standards and requires a "Permittee" to take all reasonable steps to
minimize or prevent ~ discharge that has a reasonable likelihood of adversely affecting
human health or the environment. This requirement goes far beyond the U.S. EPA
standards limiting the duty to mitigate to only those discharges in violation of the Clean
Water Act, which is the subject matter addressed in the First Draft. I recommend the
term "in violation of this permit" be inserted after the word "discharge" and before the
words "that has a reasonable" to parallel the requirements of the U.S. EPA. In addition, a
provision making it clear that violation of this provision does not give rise to any cause of
action by any person, other than for violation of the Clean Water Act, should be added.

40. PART 6.E, "Inspection and Entry," on page 57, should be revised to add a provision
requiring that such access is to be conducted at a reasonable time. 40 CFR § 122.41(i)
requires that access to all documents as may be required by law shall be conducted at
"reasonable times." I recommend that a "reasonable time" condition be included in all
four subsections.

LA #68662 vl
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May 16, 2001 _..

Mr. Dennis Dickerson,
Executive Officer.
California Regional Water Quality Control Board - ~.,     o
Los Angeles Region 13 .,,’,
320 West 4th Street, Suite 200 .~.
Los Angeles. California 90013

Re: Ist Draft Municipal NPDES Permit, April 13, 2001
Review Comments

Attached please find comments on the referenced draft permit document. "DRAFT
WASTE DISCHARGE REQUIREMENTS FOR MUNICIPAL STORM WATER AND
URBAN RUNOFF DISCHARGES WITHIN THE COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES AND
THE INCORPORATED CITIES, EXCEPT FOR THE CITIES OF LONG BEACH AND
SANTA CLARITA" (Draft Permit).

These comments are resoectfully submitted on behalf of the cities of Bell, Hidden Hills.
and No~,alk. Also, we have reviewed and agree with comments on the Draft Permit as
submitted to you by Mr. Rufus C. Young (letter dated May 15, 2001 ) and Los Angeles
County Department of Public Works (email dated May 14, 2001) except were those
comments conflict with the attached in which case the latter shall take precedence.

I am an environmental professional who provides consulting services for the Municipal
NPDES Programs of the three aforementioned cities. If you have any questions or
comments regarding this matter, please contact me at (310) 548-8454.

Sincerely,, /,~

Mark Smith
Charles Abbott Associates

cc: Carlos Alvarado, City of Bell
Cherie Paglia, City of Hidden Hills
Rey Alfonso, City of Norwalk

Enclosure

: ::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: ! :::::::::: ::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::
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Part 3. STORM WATER QUALITY MANAGEMENT PLAN
IMPLEMENTATION, MONITORING, AND REPORTING

F. SQMP Modifications (p. 17)
COMMENTS: As indicated elsewhere in the Draft Permit (see Finding No. 45, p.
11 ) the new program requirements proposed in the Draft Permit are intended to
build on the existing programs. Presumably, the Regional Board intends for the
Permittees to revise the Model Programs to add the new requirements, or to
replace the existing requirements with the new requirements as appropriate (e.g.,
where there is a conflict between existing and new requirements, or where the
new requirements supersede the existing requirements). However, the Draft
Permit does not clearly state that this is the intent and does not offer any
direction in this regard. Subsequent discussion of new Model Program
requirements in Part 4 of the Draft Permit further clouds the issue by seldom
recognizing the existing Model Programs. Instead, the new requirements are
presented as though Permittees will be implementing entirely new programs
(read the introductory sentences for each of the model program elements in the
Draft Permit). This may particularly cause problems for readers of the New
Permit who are unfamiliar with the history of these programs. Some new
language should be added to the Draft Permit to clarify to all readers the
relationship between existing and new requirements, and respective revisions to
the Model Programs.

Part 4. SPECIAL PROVISIONS

A. Public Information and Participation Program (p. 21 - 25)

(b) Business Assistance Program (p. 24)

COMMENTS: From the first sentence of this section it is not clear whether this
requirement applies to the "Permittees" as a group (i.e., countywide) or each
Permittee individually. Assuming the intent is the latter, the first sentence should
read, "Each Permittee shall develop and implement within its jurisdiction .... "
Draft Permit wording is inadequately clear and too open-ended, potentially
resulting in extremely high implementation costs for Permittees. Under the
current wording, there is no limit to the number of times per year that any
individual business within the 1,000 businesses/year cap may request assistance
from a Permittee. For example, if the average number of requests/business/year
were two, a Permittee would actually be required to respond to 2,000
requests/year rather than the 1,000 number inferred by the Draft Permit. A city’s
expense could be further increased by the number of such requests involving site
visits. The Regional Board’s Fact Sheet uses the City of Los Angeles’ existing

. program as justification for this requirement. The Draft Permit, however, does

R0002066



1st Draft Countywide Municipal NPDES Permit or L.A. County
Review Comments by Cities of Bell Hidden Hills and Norwalk

not recognize that ! ,000 businesses (or requests) per year is a much more
significant number for a small city than it is for a large city such as Los Angeles.
The wording should be revised to define a cap that is based on the number of
requests/year that a Permittee must respond to, and that cap should be further
adjusted for a city’s population or number of businesses. The starting point might
be 1,000/reuests/year for a city the size of Los Angeles, with lower numbers for
smaller cities.

B. Programs for Industrial/Commercial Inspections (p. 25 - 29)

General Comments
The Industrial/Commercial Program should continue to be an educational
program only, with no ir~spection/enforcement elements as proposed in the Draft
Permit. In their Fact Sheet, the Regional Board justifies the elevation of the
existing program to an inspection/enforcement program, citing that the Draft
Permit will be a third generation permit that must build on the experience
developed under the previous two countywide municipal NPDES permits. This
argument fails to recognize that these businesses have been operating for many
decades without being subject to NPDES requirements. Only within the last
decade have NPDES requirements begun to impact business. If they received
any educational site visits, they have likely only received one or two visits within
the last couple years or so. All NPDES requirements, therefore, are relatively
new to the business community. In consideration of the sudden and rapid
imposition of the many new NPDES requirements, some of which can be very
costly and difficult to implement, businesses should be given more time in the
current education phase to allow for the adjustment. This is important toward
ensuring the continued economic competitiveness of regulated businesses.

Requiring the Permittees to implement an inspection/enforcement program in
accordance with the Draft Permit would significantly increase program costs
without a commensurate assurance of improved storm water/urban runoff quality.
This requirement would have a significant adverse impact on Permittees’ limited
resources and ability to comply with an increasingly costly unfunded State
mandate. The inspection/enforcement element should therefore be dropped in
consideration of the economic component of meeting the maximum extent
practicable (MEP) standard.

As written, the Draft Permit appears to require Permittees to conduct
inspection/enforcement activities at facilities over which they do not have legal
jurisdiction. Specifically, Federal and State owned facilities, as well as facilities
that are covered directly under a State-issued NPDES permit (e.g., General
Industrial NPDES Permit or individual NPDES permit). It is impractical and
inappropriate for the Regional Board to require Permittees to conduct NPDES
inspection/enforcement activities at such facilities. As the permitting agency that
collects fees for State-issued NPDES permits, the Regional Board should retain
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responsibility for conducting inspection/enforcement activities at facilities covered
directly under such permits.

As indicated in the County’s comments, it is important that the inaccurate
wording indicating that this section applies to "all Industrial/Commercial sites" be
revised to refer to only those sites identified in this section (i.e., sites identified in
B.3, p. 26).

B. 1 Poflution Prevention (Industrial/Commerctal) (p. 25, last paragraph)
The wording in this paragraph is unclear. The County’s suggested wording is
more appropriate.

B. 3 Threat to Water Quality Prioritization (Industrial/Commercial) (p. 26)
The Draft Permit’s use of facility category names to define the types of facilities
covered under this section [see B.3.(b) and (c)] is in adequate as it introduces too
much subjectivity into the determination of precisely which facilities are covered.
This can lead to confusion and differences in interpretation among Permittees as
to which facilities must be inspected. Although, in its Fact Sheet, the Regional
Board discusses the inadequacies of the SIC Code system for identifying
regulated business categories, it appears to be the best available system for
identifying specific business types. This is demonstrated under the Educational
Industrial/Commercial Site Visit Program requirements in the current Permit. The
current Permit uses similarly ambiguous facility category names. The ambiguity
was subsequently eliminated by Table A-1 in Appendix A of the Countywide
program guidance manual prepared by the Permittees. Table A-1 specifies the
SIC Codes targeted by the Permit. The Draft Permit should identify the SIC
Codes, or recognize that the Permittees will identify the codes in its revised
program guidance documents.

B. 7 Reporting of Non-Compliant Sites (Industrial/Commercial) (p. 28)
This section requires Permittees to promptly notify the Regional Board, both
orally and in writing, every violation of a federal, state or local storm water
regulation observed during the course of inspections. These requirements are
excessive and impractical, and would be inappropriately expensive to implement.
Instead, Permittees should be required to promptly report only those observed
violations over which the Regional Board has direct permitting authority (e.g., a
violation of the General Industrial Activity NPDES Permit, or State-issued
individual NPDES permit).
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C. Programs for Development Planning (p. 29 - 36)

General Comments

1. All references to proposed requirements as having "immediate effect" should
be deleted as sufficient time must be allowed for Permittees to revise Model
Programs, Permittee-specific programs, and employee training. Elsewhere in
the Draft Permit, the Regional Board provides for 180 days for Model
Programs revision alone (see Part 3.F.).

2. A number of requirements in this section appear to be redundant as they are
already established under the existing SQMP. As such, it would seem that
they need not be repeated in this permit any more than any of the other
program requirements.

C. 2. Peak Flow Control (p. 29)
This section should be deleted per County’s comments.

C.3, Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plans (p. 30 - 31)
The Draft Permit requires Permittees to comply with the Regional Board’s
12/7/00 SUSMP and, in so doing, completely ignores the revisions to that
SUSMP that were made by the State Board in response to the cities’ SUSMP
petition. We believe that the State Board’s SUSMP ruling represented a
reasonable compromise between the Permittees and the Regional Board on
these very important and controversial requirements. I the interest of promoting
the spirit of cooperation that both parties have strongly supported with regard to
implementing Permit requirements, we request that the revised SUSMP be
maintained as defined by the State Board’s ruling.

C 7. Site Specific Mitigation (p. 32)
Under the current Permit, the site-specific plans for these non-SUSMP projects
(as well as for SUSMP projects for which implementation of the SUSMP
requirements is not feasible) are referred to as Urban Storm Water Mitigation
Plans (USMPS). Neither the Regional Board’s SUSMP or this Draft Permit refer
to this term. Should the Permittees drop this term?

C. 10. Mitigation Fundino (t~. 34)
This compliance option is an important solution when on-site mitigation controls
are not practical. This concept should be further expanded to include other off-
site compliance options that are not necessarily "regional solutions". For
example, when on-site SUSMP requirements are not practical for a single-family
hillside residence, developers should have the option of draining the water to a
nearby treatment or infiltration BMP that may be located off-site butnearby. The
primary consideration should be that water quality is protected, regardless of
whether the BMPs are located off-site or on-site, or are regional or sub-regional
in scope.
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D. Programs for Development Planning (p. 36 - 39)

0.2. (p. 37)
Some of the requirements are unrealistically absolute. For example, D.2.e
requires that "N_go construction related materials, wastes, ... shall be discharged
from the project site to streets .... by wind or runoff;". These types of
unattainable requirements will result in unreasonably high numbers of violations
Instead, words such as "minimized", "controlled" and "reduced" should be used.
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Arcadia
Artesia
Bellflower
Bell Gardens
Burbank ]5 May 2001
Cerritos
Commerce Dr. Xavier Swamikannu
Compton Chief, LA/Long Beach Storm Water Unit
Diamond Bar California Regional Water Quality Control Board, Los Angeles RegionDowney
Hawaiian Gardens 320 W. 4th Street, Suite 200
Industry Los Angeles, CA 90013
Irwindale
La Mirada Subject: First Draft-Los Angeles County Municipal Storm Water NPDES
Lakewood PermitLawndale
Monrovia (Draft Board Order, NPDES Permit No. CAS614001)
Montebelio
Norwalk Dear Dr. Swamikannu:
Palos Verdes Estates
Paramount Pursuant to your notice of April ]3, 200], the Coalition for Practical
Pico Rivera
Pomona Regulation (CPR) is pleased to submit the following comments on the first
Rancho Palos Verdes draft of the renewed Los Angeles County Municipal Storm Water NPDES
Rosemead Permit. Our member cities have several concerns with the initial draft and
Santa Fe Springs would like to work with the Regional Board and other interested parties to
San Gabriel
Sierra Madre develop a practical and workable permit that will lead to improved water

Signal Hill quality in the receiving waters of the region.
South Gate
Temple City CPR recognizes the effort that has gone into the preparation of this first draft
Vernon and shares the Regional Board’s goal of improving water quality within the
Walnut
Whittler Region. However, we are concerned that in their desire to improve water

quality, the staff has drafted a permit that exceeds the Regional Board’s
authority (see attached letter from Richard Montevideo of the law firm of
Rutan & Tucker LLP) and proposes a complex storm water quality regulatory
framework that will invite third party lawsuits and distract city staffs from
addressing real storm water quality problems.

This letter addresses a range of policy and program issues. Our comments are
intended to assist the Regional Board prepare a permit that will provide a
framework for improving water quality in a cooperative, cost-effective manner.
We have focused on substantive comments rather than typographical mistakes

2175 Cherry Avenue ~ Sigqal Hill, CA 90806 ~ (562) 989-7302 ~ (562) 989-7393 Fax
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or questions of grammar. Our specific comments are organized according to major sections of
the draft permit in order to facilitate your review and response:

Findings

CPR is pleased to see that the Regional Board staff recognizes the complexity of
municipal storm water quality issues and the contributions of extraneous sources over
which the Permittees have no or limited jurisdiction. However, we are concerned that
the current drai~ permit excludes the Administrative Review process specified in
Order No. 96-054, This process is important and should be added back into the
Permit,

¯ Finding 6, especially when combined with the draft permit definition of
"environmentally sensitive areas," is likely to lead to confusion and over-regulation
As the State Board acknowledged in Order 2000-11, "such developments are already
subject to extensive regulation under other regulatory programs." If the Regional
Board intends to address Areas of Special Biological Significance, water bodies with
a designated R.MLE beneficial use, or impaired waters in the permit findings, CPR
recommends that they be addressed in separate findings rather than be combined into
a broad environmentally sensitive area category. Such findings could replace Finding
6 and increase the clarity and workability of the permit.

¯ CPR is pleased to note that the Regional Board staff acknowledges in Finding 14 that
"the Permittees will not be held responsible" for facilities and/or discharges from
entities over which they lack legal jurisdiction. However, we are concerned that the
requirements of the permit are inconsistent with Finding 14. For instance, Section B.2
of Part 4 requires an inventory of all industrial/commercial sites "regardless of site
ownership" and the definition of "Industrial/Commercial Facility" states that "Facility
ownership (federal, state, municipal, private)" is not a factor in the definition.

¯ Finding 16 is inconsistent with the Clean Water Act and its implementing regulations.
The draft finding says that the permit is intended to develop a storm water program to
"minimize" the discharge of pollutants in storm water without incorporating the
concept of "maximum extent practicable" (MEP) which is a critical component of the
permit requirements for municipal discharges. Section 402(p)(3)(B)(iii) states that
permits for discharges from municipal storm sewers "shall require controls to reduce
the discharge of pollutants to the maximum extent practical." Congress did not say
minimize. Therefore, the phrase "maximum extent practicable" should be substituted
for the term "minimize" in Finding 16.
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Finding 17 conflicts, in part, with Finding 14. Municipalities have no authority to
force State and federal agencies to enter into interagency "agreements," and there is
no assurance that such agreements could be worked out with the agencies. The State
and Regional Boards separately regulate these agencies and should regulate their
discharges to municipal separate storm sewer systems.

¯ Finding 21 is inconsistent with the Clean Water Act and its implementing regulations.
The finding goes beyond the cited regulations to refer to specifically defined
industrial activities. The finding should be rewritten to remove commercial facilities
and limit coverage to the defined industrial activities.

¯ Finding 31 cites Craig M Wilson’s memorandum of December 26, 2000, but
excludes two important elements of the memo. Mr. Wilson reminded Regional Board
Executive Officers that: "Pursuant to the Clean Water Act, municipal storm water
permits must require controls to reduce the discharge of pollutants to the maximum
extent practical (MEP)." He also noted that: "The Order encourages regional
solutions." These points should be added to Finding 31 and appropriate terms added
to the operative sections of the permit to facilitate implementations of regional
solutions.

¯ Finding 36 appropriately references State Board Order No. WQ 99-05 that specifies
standard receiving water limitation language. However, this finding should be
expanded to include language based on 1996 permit language to clarify that "Timely
and complete implementation by the Permittees of the storm water management
programs prescribed in this Order shall satisfy the requirements of this Order and
constitute compliance with receiving water limitations." Such language would protect
the Permittees from nuisance lawsuits and encourage strict compliance with permit
requirements.

¯ Finding 37 should be expanded to include the phrase "and the provisions of Section
13241." The concluding portion of the code section should not be excluded unless a
separate finding is added which highlights sub-sections (c), (d) and (e) of Section
13241.

¯ Finding 41 should be deleted. As written, it attempts to use the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) to justify exceeding the Clean Water Act acreage
limitations for new and redevelopment projects requiring permit coverage under
Section 402(p). Municipalities do consider the environmental impacts of projects they
approve and often condition projects to mitigate storm water quality and quantity
impacts. However, it is the prerogative of the municipalities to protect themselves
because of their responsibility for the quality of discharges from their storm drain
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systems. It is not the prerogative of the Regional Board to mandate how
municipalities comply with the requirements of CEQA. Furthermore, the final
sentence of the draft finding, if it were taken literally, would make shambles out of
planning and permitting in the municipalities subject to the permit and result in
continuous litigation. The Regional Board cannot rewrite the Government Code or the
Public Resources Code through permit requirements.

Finding 43 should be revised to incorporate the statutory requirement of
implementing BMPs "to the maximum extent practicable."

¯ Finding 46 should be revised to eliminate the term "structural." Structural controls
can be either source controls or treatment controls.

Part 1. Discharge Prohibitions

The final paragraph of this part gives broad powers to the Executive Officer to add or
remove categories of non-storm water discharges. There should be criteria for these
changes and they should be subject to review by the Regional Board if they are appealed.

Part 2. Receiving Water Limitations

The draft language of Part 2 is inconsistent with the standard receiving water limitation
language specified in State Board Order No. WQ 99-05. In particular, Sections 1 and 2
are not in Order 99-05 and should be deleted.

Part 3. Storm Water Quality management Plan Implementation~ Monitoring,
and Reporting,

¯ The phrase "or potentially polluted" should be deleted from Section G. 1.n). The term
"potentially" is broad and ambiguous. Recognizing a potential source of pollution
may lead to preventive practices, but it is not possible to have legal authority to
"control" potentially polluted storm water.

¯ The phrase "or potential contribution" should be deleted from Section G.l.m). The
term "potential" is broad and ambiguous. Recognizing a potential source of pollution
may lead to preventive practices, but it is not possible to have legal authority to
"control" a potential contribution.

¯ Section I. 1.d) should be rewritten as two separate sections. Industrial inspections are
distinctly different from construction site inspections and will be budgeted separately.
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¯ Sections I.l.f)-j) are unnecessary. They are all sub-components of Pubic Agency
Activities.

Part 4. Special Provisions

¯ Section A.l.e) should be deleted. The current public information program is a solid,
responsive program that does not need to be micro-managed by the Regional Board.
In fact, Los Angeles County was invited to present the program to a recent National
Storm Water Coordinators Conference because it is such a good program. If
desirable, the current program could be modified to further target outreach programs
to assist the Watershed Management Committees.

¯ Section A.2.a) should be revised to change the reference to "corporate heads" to
"corporate management." It may not be practical to educate corporate heads,
especially those not located in the region. Furthermore, education of operational staff
is most effective, especially for franchised businesses.

¯ Section A.2.b) should be deleted. A business assistance program should be considered
a local option. It may not be practical or affordable for a small jurisdiction to
implement a program that a large jurisdiction is able to support.

¯ Section B should be deleted or completely rewritten in consultation with the
Permittees. The proposed "Programs for Industrial/Commercial Inspections" greatly
expand the current educational site visit requirements and appear to be an attempt to
shift Regional Board inspection and enforcement responsibilities to the Permittees.
Furthermore, our attorneys have confirmed our conclusion that the proposed
requirements exceed the inspection requirements authorized by state or federal law
(See attached letter from Richard Montevideo of the law firm of Rutan & Tucker
LLP).

¯ Section B appears to be an outgrowth of Finding 21. However, as noted above,
Finding 21 is inconsistent with the Clean Water Act and its implementing regulations.
The finding goes beyond the cited regulations that refer to specifically defined
industrial activities. The finding should be rewritten to remove commercial facilities
and limit coverage to the defined industrial activities.

¯ Section B is built upon a definition of "Industrial/Commercial Facility" that is itself
flawed. It is so broad that it includes home offices and sidewalk vendors. In addition,
as discussed above, it is inconsistent with Finding 14.
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¯ Section B.4 should be deleted from any rewritten Section B. BMP implementation is
incorporated into SUSMP requirements. This section appears to be an attempt to
require retrofitting of BMPs at all broadly defined industrial/commercial sites within
the area subject to the permit. As written, the municipalities are required to
implement such BMPs if they cannot legally require them to be implemented by
existing industrial/commercial establishments (which they cannot). Municipalities do
not have the authority to center on to private property to implement BMPS.
Furthermore, the Regional Board does not have the authority to require us to do so.

¯ If a satisfactory inspection program consistent with federal and state law is
developed, the current Section B.5 should be revised to specify an inspection
frequency of 30 months to allow municipalities to establish inspection schedules that
would make effective use of inspectors to inspect sites twice during the life of the
permit. Furthermore, inspection burden is compounded by the overly broad definition
of industrial/commercial facilities.

¯ If a satisfactory inspection program consistent with federal and state law is
developed, the current Section B.5 should be revised to eliminate other "other
commercial." The category is too broad to be useful.

¯ Any inspection program that may be developed pursuant to an acceptable inspection
program should focus only on permittee ordinances. The references to "and this
order" should be eliminated in order to avoid confusion between municipality and
Regional Board responsibilities.

¯ Any reporting of non-compliant sites that may be required should specify waters of
the United States rather than waters of the State since the proposed permit is an
NPDES permit and waters of the State include ground waters not included in waters
of the United States (see current Section B.7.a)).

¯ Any reporting of non-compliant sites that may be required should specify more
realistic oral and written notification times. If inspectors are working with permittees
or if non-compliance is discovered just before a weekend or holiday, the currently
proposed notification times are unrealistic.

¯ If a satisfactory inspection program consistent with federal and state law is
developed, current Section B.5.d) should be revised to specify that the Regional
Board will notify Permittees of inspections that Regional Board staff has conducted
within their jurisdiction. Also, the reference to "year" should be replaced by
"inspection cycle."
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¯ Putting aside the numerous legal defects and the lack of authority of the Regional
Board to impose the inspection/enforcement program_ on the municipalities, in an
effort to work with the Regional Board and assist the Board in complying with its
inspection/enforcement obligations, some cities have initiated discussions with t~e
Los Angeles County Public Works Department to explore the feasibility of
developing a limited countywide inspection-only program of industrial facilities
covered by the State’s General Industrial NPDES Permit. The following is a listing of
some of the significant issues that would need to be addressed in order to implement a
program:

1. The program would be limited facilities possessing a State Industrial Activity
Permit.

2. The County would be able to recover the cost of the program from fees collected
from the industrial facilities by the State Board.

3. The County, State and cities agree on the extent and nature of the inspections.
4 The cities can choose to participate with the County’s program or administer their

own program.
5 The program is implemented through an agreement or MOU that is referenced in

the storm water permit.
6. All of the program requirements will be specified in the agreement or MOU
7 The program is for inspection only of such industrial facilities. All enforcement

action will be referred to the Regional Board, consistent with the State’s General
Industrial NPDES Permit.

8. Inspection frequency will be twice during the permit period.
9. Each inspection will include an initial inspection, and, where necessa~, one

follow-up inspection.
10 Implementation of the inspection program will be the only enhancement to the

Industrial/Commercial Education Program submitted by the permittees as part of
the ROWD.

The cities and the County may be willing to continue to investigate development of
the program, contingent upon cooperation and participation of the Board. It is
recommended that the Board staff explore the development of this proposed
inspection program with the Permittees

¯ Section C should be revised to eliminate the phrase "with immediate effect." Any
changes to the Programs for Development Planning cannot be effective concurrently
with the permit. Furthermore, the Government Code and local ordinances provide for
appeal periods before new regulations become effective. The current wording could
put some Permittees in instant non-compliance with the Permit.
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¯ Section C should be revised to eliminate the terms "minimize" and "maximize" or add
the qualifier "to the maximum extent practicable" in order to be consistent with the
Clean Water Act. It might be best to use the defined term "control" to the maximum
extent practicable.

¯ Section C.l.e) should be revised to eliminate the phrase " and in certain
environmentally critical situations, the prohibition of bare soil." That is an
impractical requirement and is tantamount to a no construction or no gardening
requirement. The litigation against municipalities and the Regional Board would be
costly and overwhelmi.ng

¯ The requirement in Section C.2 to establish and enforce numerical criteria to control
post-development peak storm runoff discharge rates in natural drainage systems is
unreasonable and punitive when compared to the similar requirement in the Ventura
County permit. Ventura County was given two years to accomplish essentially the
same task. Since Los Angeles County and Ventura County are both within the
jurisdiction of the Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board, the two
counties should work together to establish common methodology.

¯ Section C.2 should be revised to define "Upper Los Angeles River" and "Upper San
Gabriel River" and to eliminate sub-section e). "Soft-bottom segments" are not
natural drainage systems. The concrete walls or rip-rap linings of soft-bottomed
engineered channels will result in erosion of the soft bottoms from almost any storm
water discharge.

¯ Section C.3.b) should be changed to eliminate single-family hillside residences.
Storm water quality issues associated with hillside development are more associated
with construction than post-construction conditions.

¯ Section C.3.c should be deleted. As the State Board noted in Order WQ 2000-11,
developments in environmentally sensitive areas are already subject to extensive
regulation under other regulatory programs. Furthermore, the proposed new definition
is still flawed (see discussion below). It is a multipart definition based on areas
defined by different agencies that will lead to confusion and potential errors by
municipalities. If a new, workable definition of ESAs is developed, Section C.3.c)(2)
should be deleted. A ten percent alteration from the naturally occurring condition is
an excessively low threshold, especially in a metropolitan region where most building
sites are already not in a "naturally occurring condition." In addition, the new 2,500
square foot threshold should be deleted since there is no evidence to support its
inclusion.
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¯ Section C.4 should be revised so that both volumetric and flow-based criteria are
based on the 80th percentile runoff event that was adopted by Denver as the basis for
sizing storm water quality BMPs and "is considered by municipalities in this semi-
arid region as cost effective for storm water quality management and is viewed as the
design event that achieves MEP definition under the Clean Water Act" (Urban Runoff
Quality Management, ASCE Manual and Report on Engineering Practice No. 87,
page 174)

¯ Section C.5 should be revised. It is not practical as written. It would not be possible to
implement post-construction treatment controls prior to issuing grading or building
permits. Perhaps, a condition of approval could be required.

¯ Section C.6.a) should be revised to define one acre as 43,560 square feet.

¯ Section C.7.a) should be revised to substitute "have a high probability of having" for
"may potentially have." The term "may potentially" is too broad~ someone could
argue that almost any project may potentially have an adverse impact on post-
development storm water quality. In addition, four of the triggering project
characteristics should be revised. Several are too broad. "Commercial or industrial
waste handling or storage" could be interpreted to include every commercial trash
bin. "Outdoor food handling or processing" could be interpreted to include side-walk
vendors and backyard barbeques. "Outdoor animal care, confinement, or slaughter"
could be interpreted to include pets in private yards. "Outdoor horticulture activities"
could be interpreted to include private or community gardens.

¯ Section C.8 should be revised to exclude "replacement of 5,000 square feet of
impervious surface area on an already developed site." This requirement goes beyond
the requirements of the Standard Urban Storm. Water Mitigation Plans (SUSMPs)
approved by the Executive Officer on March 8, 2000 and is inconsistent with the
definition in State Board Order WQ 2000-11. Both the Regional Board and the State
Board focused on the creation or addition of impervious surface area. Under the staff
proposed definition, a SUSMP would be required for a project that actually reduced
the impervious surface area if 5,000 or more square feet were replaced.

¯ Section C.9.c) should be deleted. Municipalities have no authority to dictate the terms
of private sales and lease agreements.

¯ Section C.10 should be revised to focus entirely on mitigation funding without a
defined link to regional solutions. Furthermore, the Permittees should be given at
least one year to develop a mitigation funding program. If the Regional Board was
not able to develop a workable program during the six months since the State Board’s
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adoption of Order WQ 2000-11, the Permittees should not be expected to do so in
four months.

¯ A new regional solutions section should be developed to encourage such solutions
rather than limiting them as the current Section C.10 does. CPR has developed a
framework for facilitating regional solutions and would appreciate an opportunity to
work with the Regional Board staff and other interested parties to perfect the concept
or develop an even better framework for funding and implementing regional
solutions. The draft regional proposal was submitted at the workshop and is attached
to this letter.

¯ Section C.12 should be deleted from the permit. It may be appropriate to strengthen
the watershed, storm water quality, and storm water quantity considerations in
municipal General Plans. However, General Plans are prepared pursuant to the
schedules and other requirements of the Government Code and the guidelines
prepared by the Office of Planning and Research. Regional Boards have no authority
to mandate General plan amendments, and the proposed timeframe is unreasonably
short. The need for General Plan amendments could be discussed in the Fact Sheet
that will accompany the Permit, and the Regional and State Boards could assist the
Permittees to get greater recognition of the importance of storm water quality
concerns in planning law and guidelines.

¯ Section C.14.b) should be revised to acknowledge that the California Stormwater
Quality Task Force has undertaken a project to update the California Storm Water
Best management Practices Handbooks and relate the development of a technical
manual for siting and design of BMPs to the completion of the new Handbooks. The
consultant contract was signed on May 1, 2001. The new Handbooks are expected to
be completed by September 2002. The Permittees should be given at least an
additional year to complete the required new technical manual.

¯ Section D.b) should be revised to say "Between two and five acres" to be consistent
with the model program development pursuant to the current permit.

¯ Section D.c) should be revised to say "Between one acre and two acres" to be
consistent with the Phase II one-acre threshold and should be effective March 9, 2003
when the Phase II requirements become effective. Subsequent sections of the Permit
also should be revised to reflect these categories of construction.

¯ Section D.2.a) should be revised by adding "to the extent feasible."

¯ Section D2.g) should be revised to substitute "controlled" for "prevented."
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¯ The statement to be signed on Local SWPPPs should be amended by the addition of
"or authorized qualified designee" to recognize that persons trained in disciplines
other than architecture or engineering prepare SWPPPs and to be consistent with the
immediately preceding sentence.

¯ Section D.4.a) should be revised to substitute the phrase "prior to commencement of
construction" in place of the phrase "prior to issuing a grading permit." This language

would be consistent with language in the instructions for NOI Submittal attached to
the General Construction Permit.

¯ Section E.3.a) should be revised to incorporate the "Between two and five acres" and
the "Between one acre and two acres" categories recommended for Section D.

¯ Section E4.a) and b) should be deleted. They are unnecessary since Section E4.c)
ensures that municipalities continue to employ or contract with certified pesticide
applicators.

¯ Section E5.b) should be revised to acknowledge that Permittees have defined priority
catch-basins based on maintenance history and that priority catch-basins should be
cleaned when they are 40 percent full.

Part 5. Definitions

¯ The definition of "Discharge of a Pollutant" refers to "waters of the ’contiguous
zone.’"
"Contiguous Zone" should be defined in the Permit.

¯ The definition of "Environmentally Sensitive Area" should be deleted. If the Regional
Board chooses to specifically address Areas of Special Biological Significance,
waters designated with RARE beneficial uses, or impaired waters, they should be
separately defined and addressed.

¯ The definition of "Industrial/Commercial Facility should be deleted. In its place a
definition of "Industrial Facility" should be developed, consistent with Finding 14 and
with the definitions and requirements of the Clean Water Act and Porter-Cologne

¯ The last sentence in the discussion of the term "pollutant" should be deleted. As
dra~ed, dischargers are guilty until proven innocent. That presumption is contrary to
American jurisprudence.
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¯ The definition of "Redevelopment" should be revised to delete the references to
replacement. As explained above in the discussion of-Seetion-C.8, the inclusion of
"replacement" is inconsistent with the requirements of the Standard Urban Storm
Water Mitigation Plans (SUSMPs) approved by the Executive Officer on March 8,
2000 and with the definition of"Redevelopment" in State Board Order WQ 2000-11.

¯ The definition of "Runoff" should be revised to delete the reference to subsurface.
The Permit is being adopted as an NPDES permit and an NPDES permit is for waters
of the United States that are only surface waters.

¯ The definition of "storm water" is inconsistent with 40 CFR Section 122.26(b)(13)
and should be revised to be identical to the definition in the federal regulations.

¯ The definition of "Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL)" should be revised to
recognize aerial deposition. Also, the term "non-point" used in this definition should
be defined.

CPR will defer to the County of Los Angeles at this time regarding comments on the
monitoring and reporting requirements. We may have later comments as these
requirements are refined.

Again, the Coalition for Practical Regulation is pleased to have this opportunity to
comment on the first draft of the proposed new municipal storm water permit. We are
available to discuss these comments with Board staff. In fact, we would like to work with
the Regional Board and other interested parties to develop a practical and workable
permit. Perhaps some sort of facilitated consensus development program could be
undertaken to help bring about as much consensus as possible before Board action on the
new permit.

Sincer~gly,     ~

Larry FOrester
Mayor, Signal Hill
CPR Steering Committee

cc: CPR Steering Committee
CPR Members

Attachment: Regional Alternative
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DRAFT
Part___. REGIONAL/SUBREGIONAL IMPLEMENTATION PROGRAM

A. The Regional Board encourages the utilization of groups of perrnittees
and intergovemmental programs for the development and
implementation of storm water programs. This is the most cost-effective
use of public resources when implementing the NPDES Permit, such
that the tax burden on individual property owners and the fiscal impact
on existing government services will be minimized.

Intergovemmental coordination involves combining the resources of
vadous permittees, cities, Councils of Government, the County of Los
Angeles, the Flood Control District and other agencies, such as Caltrans
to implement the NPDES Permit in accordance with maximum extent
practicable standards.

Examples of intergovemmental programs include the improvement of
regional or subregional retention basins, pump stations, storm drains
inserts, storm drain cladfiers, as well as the implementation of storm
water programs and other treatment facilities approved by the Executive
Officer. The Board especially encourages the use of multi-purpose
open space facilities to implement the NPDES Permit and regional
BMP’s, such as regional parks and athletic fields designed to treat storm
water.

This section specifically recognizes that urban storm water may flow
over many governmental junsdictional boundaries prior to reaching
waters regulated under the Clean Water Act and the Porter Cologne
Act, and that storm water may pass through local and regional facilities,
including storm drain pipes and retention facilities. The following
regulations are designed to encourage all levels of government, from
local cities, Los Angeles County, State and Federal agencies to form
governmental groups to resolve storm water issues.

Regional and Subregional Implementation Programs (RSIP) provide the
framework to implement the NPDES Permit and TMDL’s in manner
consistent with Federal, State and local regulations. Implementation of
the RSIP by the per

B Regional/Subregional Implementation Program

A Regional/Subregional Implemenation Program (RSIP) may be
submitted by the intergovemmental organizations, as an alternative to
separate NPDES Permit requirements or TMDL’s as required of each
government entitity. In order to comply with the terms of the individual
NPDES Permit and TMDL’s. The RSIP’s will contain the following:

1. Identification of the Intergovemmental Group (IG)

The application for the RSIP shall identify the Intergovernmental Group
(IG) who will be subject to the RSIP. The application shall identify the
lead agency who will be responsible for coordination of the IG. The
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D AFT
application shall identify if the IG has any special authority, such as joint
powers authority.

2. Implementation Plan Components

The application shall consist of the following components and shall be
accompanied with a detailed deschption of the programs and facilities
the IG will utilize, modify or construct in order to comply with the NPDES .
Permit or TMDL.

a) Administrative Component- The Implementation Program
includes an administrative component .describing any new
ordinances, resolutions or policies and staffing necessary for
implementation.

b) Program Component - The Implementation Program may
include revised existing and new programs necessary for
implementation.

c) Capital Improvement Program - The application may include a
capital improvement program, detailing both minor and major
facilities that would be constructed for implementation.

d) Time Schedule - The application shall be accompanied with a
time schedule for the implementation of the vadous components,
progra~.’ns and facilities.

e) Financing Program - The application shall be accompanied with
a financing program explaining how the IG intends to fund the
programs and facilities. The financing program would outline
any State or Federal financial assistance, new fees, taxes or
assessments. The financial program must document baseline
services, such as public safety and public works. The financing
program shall indicate if the IG is required to impose new fees,
assessment or taxes to implement the RSIP.

3. Voter Approval of Financing Program

It is recognized that a public vote may be required to impose new fees,
assessments or taxes to implement the RSIP. If determined that vote is
required, the application shall be accompanied by an election schedule
of when the IG will schedule the new fees, taxes or assessments for a
vote of the electorate. Additional State required programs, in excess of
the available resources as determined by the local electorate, shall only
be implemented when State or Federal funding is made available.

4. Mitigation Fees - Regional Storm Water Impact Fees

The IG may design a regional fee mechanism, to deal with waivers that
are granted under the NPDES permit and applicable TMDL’s, where a
waiver for impracticability or a threat to ground water has been granted.
The regional fee should also take into account situations where off-site
fees are required due to loss of environmental habitat should on-site
mitigation be required. The regional fee may also be used as a levy on
new development in order to provide a funding mechanism for the
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installation of regional/subregional storm water treatment facilities and
other RSlP capital improvements.

Pursuant to Government Code Section 66000-66011, the IG must
establish the following:

a. Identify the purpose of the fee.
b. Identify the use to which the fee is to be put (e.g. public facilities.

or programs must be identified).
c. Determine how there is a reasonable relationship between the

fee’s use and the type of project on which the fee is imposed.
d. Determine there is a reasonable relationship between the need

for the program or facility and the type of project on which the fee
is imposed.

The IG must also deposit, invest, account for and expend the mitigation
fee pursuant to Government Code Section 66006. The IG must also
make findings once each fiscal year regarding any portion of the
mitigation fee remaining unexpended or uncommitted pursuant to
Government Code Section 66001(d).

The IG must also refund any unexpended or uncommitted mitigation fee
after five years receipt (Government Code Section 66001(e). The IG
must also adopt a plan indicating on which capital improvement or
program the fee will be expended (Government Code Section 66006(b).

5. RSIP Review Standards

The Executive Officer shall utilize the following standards to review and
approve individual RSIP applications:

a. The RSIP significantly complies with the intent of the NPDES
Permit and applicable TMDL.

b. The RSIP has incorporated to the maximum extent practicable
current programs and technologies.

c. The RSIP will be implemented in manner consistent with the time
periods imposed by the NDPES Permit and applicable TMDL.

6. Amendments to the RSIP

The Executive Officer may approve or disapprove of amendments to the
RSIP. The IG must provide documentation that:

a. The proposed amendment will meet or exceed the objectives of
the original NPDES or TMDL component, program or schedule;
or

b. The fiscal burden of the original NPDES or TMDL component,
program or schedule is substantially greater than the proposed
amendment and does not achieve a substantially greater
improvement in water quality.
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The Executive Officer may eliminate any NPDES or TMDL component
or program, if the IG can document that:

a. The component or program is not technically feasible and no
substitute is available, or

b. The cost of implementation outweighs the benefits to the
receiving waters.

7. Administrative Review Process

The administrative review process formalizes the procedures for review
and acceptance of the RSIP and any amendments to an approved
RSIP. In addition, it provides a method to resolve differences in
interpretation of the RSIP components between the Executive Officer,
the Regional Board and the IG.

RSIP Application and Amendments to an Approved RSIP

a. Determine Application Complete - The Executive Officer shall
notify the IG in wdting within 30 days after the filing of the RSIP if
the application has been determined to be complete. If
determined to be incomplete, the letter shall outline the items
that the IG will need to supply in order to complete the
application.

b. Resubmittal of the Application - The Executive Officer shall
notify the IG within 30 days after resubmittal of the application.
The 30-day review period shall apply to all resubmittals.

c. Approval or Disapproval of the RSIP - The Executive Officer
shall have 60 days in which to either approve or disapprove of
the RSIP. The IG shall be notified in wdting of the reasons for
either approval or disapproval.

d. Appeals to the Regional Board - The IG shall have 30 days from
receipt of the Executive Officer’s letter to appeal the action of the
Executive Officer. The IG shall notify the Board in writing of the
reasons for the appeal and any action that the IG wants the
Board to consider.

e. Appeal Hearing - The Executive Officer shall set the appeal for a
Board public hearing item, within 60 days receipt of the wdtten
appeal from the IG. The appeal hearing date may be extended
upon mutual agreement between the Executive Officer and the
IG.

f.     Interpretations of the RSIP Components - The IG may file a
wdtten appeal to any determination made by the Executive
Officer in implementing the RSIP. The Executive Officer shall
set public hearing regarding the Board under Section Five,
Subsection B, 7e. above.

8. RSIP Enforcement/Legal Indemnity

Violations of any provision of an approved RSIP shall be subject to the
provisions of Part 6, Section O, Standard Provisions of this Permit. In
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order to encourage and to provide an incentive to cost-effective
regional/subregional programs, the State will provide legal indemnity to
the IG, when civil litigation arises in the good faith implementation of an
approved RSIP.
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Arcadia Proposed Shift of the State’s Storm Water Inspection
Artesia and Enforcement Proqram to the Cities
Bellflower
Bell Gardens What is the State Proposing?
Burbank
Cerritos
Commerce The Draft NPDES Permit would shift the responsibility for industrial
Compton and commercial storm water inspections and enforcement programs
Diamond Bar from the State to the cities. The State was required in 1989 to develop
Downey a program for industrial and commercial storm water permits. FeesHawaiian Gardens collected by the State range from $250 to $10,000 per storm waterIndustry
Irwindale permit. The State is currently responsible for reviewin plans, issuance
La Canada~Flintridge of permits, inspections and legal enforcement, including levying fines
La Mirada and prosecuting violators.
LakP.wood
Lawndale What are commercial and industrial sites?Monrovia
Montebello
Norwalk Commercial sites include automotive related businesses, retail gas
Palos VerdesEstates outlets, auto body shops, motor vehicle parts and accessories
Paramount facilities. Commercial sites include all restaurants. The commercial
Pico Rivera inspection program is actually "open ended", in that the ExecutivePomona
Rancho PalosVerdes Officer can add, at any time, "other commercial facilities that
Rosemead contribute or potentially contribute" to storm water pollution (Page 26,
Santa Fe Springs Section 3).
San Gabriel
Sierra Madre Industrial sites are permitted and inspected by the State under theSignal Hill
South Gate Phase I NPDES Permit. Sites include refineries and other heavy
Vernon industries. Under the inspection and enforcement program, cities will
Watnut be required to inspect industrial sites and designate appropriate
Whitt~er BMP’s (Best Management Practices) for businesses. (Page 27,

Section 4

Cities are being ordered to become the "storm water police"

The permit states that cities must have the ability to enter onto private
property to inspect businesses for compliance with State approved
storm water plans. The permit states that cities must possess the
"ability to carry out all inspection, surveillance and monitoring." Cities
will need to determine if non-compliant sites create an "adverse

2175 Cherry Avenue ¯ Signal Hill, CA 90806 ¯ (562) 989-7302 ¯ (562) 989-7393 F~ix
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impact or nuisance". The criteria or testing procedures to determine whether
the site is a nuisance are undefined. (Page 29, Section 7) The cities must also
"possess the authority to enter, sample, inspect, review and copy records, and
require regular reports" from local businesses. (Page 19, Section Gl(n).

Cities will be inspecting sites, even if there is no evidence of non-storm
water discharges into the local storm drains.

The Permit requires that commercial and industrial facilities be investigated,
"regardless of exposure or non-exposure" of storm water pollution. Cities will be
required to establish inspection frequencies with the Regional Board. The
permit calls for at least one inspection within the first 24 months for each
commercial and industrial site. The permit has a minimum of not less that two
inspections for each site during the five-year life of the NPDES permit. (Page
27-28, Section 5)

Inspectors will be required to provide oral notification of a "adverse impact or
nuisance" to the Board within 24 hours. Inspectors must provide oral
notification of "non-compliance" sites within three days. The inspectors are to
follow up oral reports with written reports, in the next five days. Cities are then
to enforce the violations through "ordinances or other regulatory mechanisms",
including "sanctions to ensure compliance". (Page 28, Sections 6 & 7).

What are the major problems with shifting the inspection and enforcement
program to the cities?

Shifting of the inspection and enforcement responsibility to the cities presents
several problems:

¯ No Leqal Basis to Mandate Local Inspections & Enforcement - The
State entered into an MOA (Memorandum of Agreement) with the
USEPA in 1989 to administer the NPDES Program. This included the
requirement that the State develop storm water permits and conduct
storm water inspections for specified Industrial and Commercial
facilities.

¯ No Leqal Authority to Enter Businesses- Cities do not have the legal
authority to enter onto private property to enforce a State storm water
permit. Cities have to obtain search warrants to enter private
property. Case law limits cities to pursuing code enforcement based
on the rule of what can be observed from the city right-of-way.
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¯ Unfunded Inspections - The State is proposing no funding to the
cities for the costs of the new inspection program. The business
community would object to the additional levy of a city storm water
fees, since they are already paying fees to the State. Cities will be
required to fund new staffing for inspectors or contract with consultant
inspection firms.

¯ Unfunded Le,qal Enforcement- Cities must rely on the cumbersome
municipal code violation process, which includes filing of charges with
city prosecutors or the district attorney. Violations could then end up
in expensive court cases. The State is proposing no funding for
prosecution and court expenses.

¯ Unfunded Surveillance, Monitorin,q and Health Risk Assessments -
Most cities do not have the resources or expertise to complete the
health risk assessments and the monitoring required to determine if
an "adverse impact or nuisance" exists in storm water. Consultant
expertise will most likely be required. Cities do not have storm water
"surveillance" programs for local businesses. The State proposes no
funding for the surveillance, monitoring or health risk assessments.

¯ Unknown Amount and Frequency of Inspections - Cities are not
aware of the number of State issued Industrial/Commercial permits in
their jurisdiction. The number of inspections is open-ended. The
Executive Officer may add sites that "contribute or potentially
contribute" to storm water pollution during the five-year life of the
NPDES Permit.

¯ Third Party Liti,qation - By placing the inspection and enforcement
requirement into the NPDES Permit, cities will be exposed to third
party litigation and State fines. Cities would be subjected to fines and
litigation, if inspection and enforcement programs were not
considered "sufficient" by the Board or any individual or third party.
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Conclusion

The State industrial and commercial inspection program is contained in a MOA
between the State and USEPA. The Coalition is opposed to this shift of
inspection and enforcement responsibility, since the NPDES Permit has not
addressed the following issues:

There is no legal authority in the Clean Water Act or in the Porter-Cologne
Act that requires the Cities to take over the inspection and enforcement of
industrial and commercial storm water permits.

¯ The cities are being asked to inspect and enforce State permits they have
neither reviewed, nor issued.

¯ The inspection and enforcement program will be very expensive to revenue
starved cities. The cities do not have the resources for surveillance, water
testing and other requirements. This is another example of an unfunded
State mandate on the cities.

¯ Placing the inspection and enforcement program into the NPDES Permit will
subject the cities to Board fines and third-party litigation, even when a City
attempts to implement the program in "good faith".
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April 26, 2001

Mr. H. O~vid Nahai. Chair
California Regional Water Quality

Control Board - Los Angeles Region
320 West Fourth Street, Suite 200
Los Angeles, CA 90013-1105

Dear Mr. Nahai:

NATIONAL POLLUTANT DISCHARGE ELIMINATION SYSTEM
MUNICIPAL STORM WATER PERMIT FOR LOS ANGELES COUNTY

On February 1,2001, the Los Angeles County Permitees submitted a Report of Waste
Discharge (ROWD) to the Regional Board in accordance with the requirements of our
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Municipal Storm Water Permit.
The ROWD was the subject of many months’ effort on the part of the Permitees. We
believe the ROWD, which was the formal application for the next phase of the NPDES
Storm Water Permit, to be a well-founded document. It incorporates all of the model
programs and watershed management plans developed under the current Permit, and
expanded on the implementation and further development of these plans during the next
phase of the Municipal Storm Water Permit. Urban runoff water quality is a critical issue,

quality.

We fully anticipated working with Regional Board staff on fine tuning our application to
come up with a workable permit that would enable us to continue our effo~s to improve
urban runoff water quality. To this end, a subcommi~ee of the Executive Adviso~
Commi~ee was formed and met with Regional Board staff to address issues where a
difference of opinion exists as to what would be the best approach to achieve this goal.
We felt that open negotiations would be in the best interests of all pa~ies. However, we
were surprised when your Executive Officer informed us on March 14 that the discussions
be~een Regional Board staff and the Permitees’ subcommittee were just "discussions"
to be~er familiarize Regional Board staffwith key issues concerning permit implementation
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from the Permitees’ point of view, and stated that it is not the Regional Board’s intent to
negotiate the next Municipal Stormwater Permit. We believe that this is an unfortunate
position. The result is a draft permit issued on April 13 which contains many requirements
that we believe are inappropriate and without legal merit. The Permitees would like to work
with you to negotiate a permit that makes sense and is in the best interests of Los Angeles
County.

The draft permit sets numeric water quality criteria for urban runoff and requires the
Permitees to control the contribution or potential contribution of pollutants in stormwater.
The draft permit assumes that the storm drain system can be operated as a closed system,
and that treatment processes can be installed to effectively meet numerical water quality
criteria. However, a storm drain system is neither designed nor operated like a sanitary
sewer system. The storm drain system is an open system, not a closed system such as
a sewer system. Thus, the Permittees do not have the level of control assumed in the draft
permit over material entering a storm drain system.

The draft permit transfers to Permitees responsibilities that clearly belong to the State,
such as inspection of industrial facilities and construction sites permitted by the State. This
shift of responsibility is statutorily unworkable and patently unfair. The State collects fees
and issues NPDES permits for these activities and now is asking the cities to step in and
take over the State’s inspections and enforcement responsibilities. The Permittees are not
technically equipped and do not have the financial resources to inspect and enforce the
State permits.

There are many other areas where we have significant differences of opinion with regard
to the language and the requirements in the draft permit. We ask that you direct staff to
ne@otiate with the ~rm~:tees in good fait.h tn d,~ve!op a P~rmit that we cap. a!! ernbrac�’. and

that will truly cleanup urban runoff. Earnest negotiations that recognize the financial and
legal limitations of the Permitees, and are clear and consistent with the Clean Water Act
and the Porter Cologne Act, are in your and our best interest. There is no purpose served
in developing a permit that we do not believe is proper and end up in an adversarial
situation that may result in litigation and the diversion of limited resources in a manner not
beneficial to anyone.
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A negotiated permit will avoid having the Permittees appearing before you on July 26 when
your Board considers adopting the permit with all of our objections. At that point, it will be
very difficult for you to consider and address our concerns since you will be facing time
constraints to adopt a permit.

We trust that we wil! receive a favorable response. Thank you for your consideration.

y,

Chair
Executive Advisory Committee

DA:sv
v\~M-9 ~, ,’EAC_NPDESLETTER WPD

cc: All Permittees
California Regional Water Quality Control Board (Dennis A. Dickerson)
Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board Members
State Water Resources Control Board Members
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May 16, 2001 .. ~..

Mr. Dennis A. Dickerson. Executive Officer
California Regional Water Quality

Control Board - Los Angeles Region
320 West 4th Street, Suite 200
Los Angeles, CA 90013-1105

Dear Mr. Dickerson:

APRIL 13, 2001, "DRAFT WASTE DISCHARGE REQUIREMENTS FOR MUNICIPAL
STORMWATER AND URBAN RUNOFF DISCHARGES WITHIN THE COUNTY OF
LOS ANGELES AND THE INCORPORATED CITIES, EXCEPT FOR THE CITIES OF
LONG BEACH AND SANTA CLARITA"

The Executive Advisory Committee has reviewed the April 13, 2001, "Draft Waste Discharge
Requirements for Municipal Stormwater and Urban Runoff Discharges Within the County of
Los Angeles and the Incorporated Cities, except for the Cities of Long Beach and. As you
are aware, the Los Angeles County Permittees submitted a Report of Waste Discharge
(ROWD) and to the Regional Board on February 1,2001. We believe that our ROWD, as
submitted, provided a sound basis for the issuance of the new Permit incorporating all of the
Model Programs and watershed management plans developed under the current Permit, and
expanding on the implementation of these plans.

We appreciate that the April 13 Draft Permit incorporates many of the proposals in the
ROWD. However, the April 13 Draft Permit also contains many requirements with which we
do not concur. The Los Angeles County’s Permittees would like to take this opportunity to
request that the Regional Board strictly adhere to Section 402 (P) (3) of the Federal Clean
Water Act which clearly establishes that the standard compliance for municipal stormwater
discharge is the reduction of stormwater pollutants to the maximum extent practicable (MEP).
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The April 13 Draft Permit does not adhere to this requirement, but instead institutes
unreasonable, non-practicable numerical water quality limitations. This includes the automatic
imposition of water quality standards and Total Maximum Daily Loads within the Draft Permit.
These requirements go beyond the requirement to reduce storm water pollutants to the
maximum extent practicable and fail to address the fiscal limitations faced by the County and
Cities and the fiscal responsibility standards set forth in the Clean Water Act.

The Clean Water Act establishes the "maximum extent practicable" as the standard for
municipal storm water discharges. Congress recognized that traditional end of pipe
numerical standards applied to waste water treatment plants and industrial process waste
waters were not practical for municipal storm water systems as they collect urban runoff and
storm water runoff from a wide variety of non-point sources. The MEP standard prescribes
the use of Best Management Practices that are technically and financially achievable. This
is a critical requirement for municipalities

The responsibilities of the Regional Board, County, and the Cities under the permit need
clarification. The permit should clearly delineate the responsibilities of the indiviclual
Permittee vis-A-vis the Principal Permittee, and the Regional Board should also clearly identify
its role. In the Draft Permit, it appears that the Board intends to retain enforcement authority
while ultimately requiring that Permittees be responsible for any corrections and or violations
in the Permit.

The Draft Permit fails to comply with the requirements of the Clean Water Act as it is not
based on quantitative data, and as the management programs in the Draft Permit have not
been developed based on such quantitative data and formulated to identify and thereafter
address the types and sources of pollutants in the affected receiving waters. The Draft Permit
was not developed based on data showing the pollutants of concern, and the sources of those
pollutants.

Economic considerations were not taken into account as required by State and Federal law
in developing the Permit. The Water Board, underboth State and Federal law, is required to
take a balanced approach to regulating water quality--this means taking into account
economic considerations in issuing its permits. No cost/benefit analysis has been conducted
in developing the Draft Permit.
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The Draft Permit improperly seeks to change the scope of CEQA by requiring the adoption
of an Ordinance to transform ministerial projects into discretionary projects.

The Development Planning (SUSMP) requirements in the Permit are in conflict with
State Board Order No. 2000-11, and contravene other legal prohibitions and requirements.

The Draft Permit seeks to impose "waste discharge requirements" that contravene the
requirements of California Water Code Sections 13263 and 13241, by ignoring housing
needs in the region and economic considerations.

The Draft Permit improperly attempts to amend the statutory and regulatory requirements of
CEQA, in violation of CEQA and the requirements of the Administrative Procedures Act.

The Draft Permit improperly invades the local land use authority of municipalities, and the
State reguiatory and legislative process, by requiring amendments to the Cities’ General
Plans without following State law.

The Draft Permit seeks to impose an order, rule, or standard of general application, again
without complying with the requirements of the Administrative Procedures Act.

The Draft Perm it fails to include a finding of consistency with the Area-Wide Waste Treatment
Management Plan, a finding the Clean Water Act expressly requires before the subject
N P DES Permit can be issued (33 U. S. C. § 1288 (e)), and a finding required under State Law
(Water Code § 13225 (h)).

The Draft Perm it fails to include appropriate "safe harbor" language particularly for alleged
exceedences of water quality objectives; and rather than acting as a "permit" to allow for
"discharges" of pollutants in accordance with the Clean Water Act and to "control" pollutants
"to the maximum extent practicable," the Draft Permit is open-ended, generally prohibiting all
discharges from the MS4 that cause or contribute to a violation of water quality standards or
water quality objectives.
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The Draft Permit improperly flip-flops the burden of proof on to Cities, and requires the Cities
to prove the elimination of a discharge to the maxim um extent practicable through compliance
with BMPs.

The Draft Permit contains monitoring requirements that are excessive and unnecessary. The
cost of implementing the monitoring program in the Draft Permit far outweighs any benefits
that will be gained from the data collection. The Regional Board has failed to provide
adequate justification for the extensive data collection called for in the Draft Permit. Specific
comments on language and requirements of the Draft Permit are enclosed.

The EAC would refer you to our April 26.2001, letter to Mr. H. David Nahai and request that
you reconsider your position on setting a process whereby we can come to a mutual resolution
on the areas where we have differences of opinion. In the past, Permittee comments that
were contrary to Regional Board staff views were rejected without compelling reason, ignoring
the Permittees’ legitimate concerns for cost and the reasonableness of Permit requirements.

We appreciate the opportunity to submit these comments and look forward to working
cooperatively with you in developing the second draft of the Permit.

S incerel’

Executive Advisory Committee

DA:sv
WM-g~A iEAC_LTR_AF~IL 13 VV~D

Enc.

cc: All Permittees
Chief Administrative Office (John Lounsbery)
State Water Resources Control Board
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EAC SUMMARY OF COMMENTS IN RE: PROPOSED DRAFT FOR NEW LOS ANGELES COUNTY MUNICIPAL NPDES PERMIT

1 Findings (changes indicated in bold) Finding #10 (add language)

¯ The Regional Board has reviewed the ROWD and has determined it to be complete under the
reapplication policy of MS4s issued by the USEPA (61 Fed. Reg. 41697). The Regional Board
finds that the Permittee’s proposed Storm Water Management Plan is acceptable and when fully
implemented will be consistent with the statutory standard of Maximum Extent Practicable
(MEP) and in compliance with the Federal Clean Water Act (CWA) and the Porter-Cologne
Water Quality Control Act.

Finding #21 (delete language)

US EPA regulations at 40 CFR 122.26(d)(2)(iv)(~) and 40 CFR 122.26(d)(2)(iv)(C) require that
Permittees implement a program to monitor and control pollutants in discharges to the municipal
system from industrial and commercial facilities that contribute a substantial pollutant load to the
MS4. The regulations require that Permittees establish priorities and procedures for inspection of
industrial facilities. TE!~- ~’~"~’* ...... *^"* ".’.’!th *.he ,,~g,,t.,,." ........ ~,,,,,*^,, _ ---~ ...........

o ...... . .............................,- ....... p;~r~.m. ..........tE~t ...... !~__ :~nd’-~-t -.. ;"’~’’*’;~" ....... ;~" ; .....*;’" * .... *’’t ~

Finding #41 (reconsider intent)

Suggests that permittees should adopt ordinances enabling to make ministerial projects
discretionary ones, thereby facilitating CEQA evaluations of new development/redevelopment
projects for storm water mitigation measures. This is an unrealistic requirement. If a
development/redevelopment project were required by municipal ordinance to implement storm
water mitigation measures, there would be no reason to subject them to discretionary review.
Municipalities - such Santa Monica being the obvious example - are at liberty to impose more
stringent storm water management standards if they wish. Further, this finding seems to be at
odds with the draft municipal permit’s intention of eliminating discretionary approval from
Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plan (SUSMP) requirements. This raises the question:

~ what development/redevelopment projects would require CEQA review or conditional use
o approval? (Note: Regional Board storm water staff should consult with planning unit or with in-o
~ house legal counsel on this).

m 2. Discharge Prohibitions- Part 1 ¯ Provide all exempted non-storm discharges, including street wash water and potable water

EAC Draft Municipal NPDES Permit Comments
05-16-01 1



2. Discharge Prohibitions - Part 1 (cont.) discharge as conferred upon municipalities under 40 CFR 122.26 and restated in the Phase II
rule, as it relates to illicit discharges. Also add, as an exempted discharge:(1) wash water
runoff of blood and other human tissues from the cleaning of accident sites or accidental
spills; (2) any other non-storm discharge that enters a detentionlretention basin or
spreading ground, provided that it does not have an adverse impact on a beneficial use
of a receiving water.

¯ Receiving Water Limitations text should be revised as follows:

The Permittee shall comply with the permit through timely implementation of control measures
and other actions to reduce pollutants in the discharges in accordance with the Storm Water
Quality Management Plan (SQMP) and its components and other requirements of this permit
including any modifications. The SQMP and its components shall be designed to achieve
compliance with receiving water limitations. If exceedances of applicable water quality
objectives or applicable water quality standards (collectively, water quality standards) persist,
notwithstanding implementation of the SQMP and its components and other requirements of this
permit, the Permittee shall assure compliance. (Note: Other permittees have suggested
additional language to define more clearly this provision. Once the "essence" of the
requirement is determined, specifics can be dealt with later).

3. Water Management Committee - Part ¯ Concern has been expressed by the L;ity of Los Angeles about the manner in which WMC
3.C voting authority is assigned. This is an issue that should be resolved among the permittees.

4. Legal Authority- Part 3.G ¯ This section differs from the legal authority section of the Ventura Municipal NPDES permit, in
that it is used to contain discharge prohibitions as well. The legal authority section should be
restricted to stating that each permittee should have adequate legal authority to comply with
permit requirements through ordinance, contract, or other means per 40 CFR 122.26. This
should be done in the interest of consistency with other permits.

~ 5. Storm Water Management Program ¯ The principal permittee, with the concurrence of the other permittees, would like the following

EAC Draft Municipal NPDES Permit Comments
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Budget (Part 3.1) cost items removed from annual reporting: (a) operations and maintenance; (b) municipal
5. Storm Water Management Program street sweeping; (c) fleet and public agency facilties; (d) landscape and recreational

Budget- Part 3.1 (cont.) facilities; and (e) capital costs. None of these cost items would be of use to the regional
board in evaluating permittee compliance efforts. For example, if a permittee meets the
minimum requirement for street sweeping, the cost of that activity should not be an issue.

6. Public Information and Participation I- ¯ Proposes that permittees provide unified school districts within their jurisdictions materials, live
Part 4.A.ld presentations, brochures, ai.d other media necessary to storm water-educate a minimum of 50%

of all school children (K-12 to 12), every 2 years. Currently, this responsibility is performed by
the principal permittee. It should remain that way.

7. Public Information and Participation - ¯ Adds a Business Assistance Program (BAP), a requirement that would incur an added cost to
Part 4.2.b permittees by (a) enlarging the scope of regulation from gas stations, automotive repair facilities

and restaurants to a broad category of "small businesses," and (b) requiring the additional
distribution of public education and BMPs materials, telephone consultation, and on-site
technical assistance (thereby expanding the educational site visit program. Mostpermittees are
opposed to this requirement.

8. Programs for Industrial/Commercial ¯ Transfers, unilaterally, the responsibility for inspecting GIASWP-subject industrial facilities from
Inspections -Part 4.2.B the regional board to the permittees without compensation. It also proposes to enlarge the

definition of "commercial" to include businesses other than gas stations, auto repair, and
restaurants -- without any justification. Most permittees are opposed to this proposed
requirement.

9. Programs for Development Planning - ¯ Refers to "priority planning" (a carry-over from the current permit), but does not explain ~N~h
Part 4.2oC1 development/redevelopment projects would be subject. (Note: The SUSMP was intended to

provide guidelines for determining priority projects (viz., through the discretionary
approval process), but regional board staff has removed this provision from the permit.
How will, therefore, priority projects be determined here and for what project types?)

¯ Eliminates Maximum Extent Practicable (MEP) qualifiers that exist under the current municipal
NPDES permit. They should not be taken out.

o° 10. Programs for Development Planning - ¯ Establishes "peak flow" criteria to meet the post-development runoff discharge requirement , to
o Part 4.2C.2 be developed 90 days from permit adoption. The principal permittee has indicated that it would
¯ -~ like to extend the completion date to 2 years from permit adoption. Other permittees agree.

EAC Draft Municipal NPDES Permit Comments
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11. Programs for Development Planning - ¯ Eliminates discretionary approval as a criterion for determining SUSMP-project applicability.

Part 4.2.C.5 Except for the principal permittee, most permittees are opposed to this revised requirement.

12. Programs for Development Planning - ¯ Revises the SUSMP requirement for redevelopment projects to include "replacement" of 5,000 f~

Part 4.2C.8 of impervious surface -- instead of only creating or adding it, thereby making this requirement
more stringent than it is now. There is no justification for this.

13. Programs for Development Planning - ¯ Per the State Water Resources Board recommendation to include regional solutions in the

Part 4.2.C.? SUSMP assessment process, add the following provision after "10. Mitigation Funding:"

Regional Storm Water Mitigation Program

A Permittee or Permittee group may apply to the Regional Board for approval of a regional storm
water mitigation program. The Executive Officer in the exercise of his discretion shall approve
such a regional program if he determines that it is likely to result in equal or greater water quality
benefit than project-by-project mitigation, as described above. Permittees and project
proponents that participate in any approved regional storm water mitigation program shall in so
doing satisfy the requirement for the application of the numerical design criteria.

14. Programs for Development Planning - ¯ Pertains to California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) relative to projects, but does nol. provide

Part 4.2.C.ll clarity as to which projects are to be subject and to what extent. Further, this requirement seems
to duplicate the SUSMP - which was initially intended to meet the CEQA requirement by using
discretionary approval to determine priority projects. Restoring discretionary approval to the
SUSMP should correct this problem.

15. Programs for Development Planning - ¯ Requires permittees to update general plans with storm water quality elements 540 days from

Part4.2.C.12 the permit adoption date. The current permit requires incorporating this element only when
general plans are updated. In either case, updating general plans is unnecessary because
development planning and the SUSMP accomplishes the same purpose. The requirement,
therefore, should be eliminated.

16. Programs for Construction Sites-Part ¯ Adds the requirement of providing public education for contractors engaged in 1 acre (soil

4.D.1 disturbing) construction projects. Includes distributing public education materials during
;0 community meetings, workshops, pre-constructions, and inspections. Requirement is
c) unnecessary because information regarding construction projects (requirements and BMPs) is
~, provided over-the-counter and enforced by inspections.

~) 17. Programs for Construction Sites - Part Transfers, unilaterally, the responsibility for insp~-c-~ing GC,&,S~WP-subject construction sites (5 acres
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4.D.2 from the regional board to the permittees without compensation.
18. Public Agency (Part 4.E.5.a) ¯ Proposes to increase the frequency of street sweeping to at least 4 times per month "in areas

generating high volumes of trash and "an average not less the twice per month in areas that
generate moderate volumes of trash on traffic collector streets and residential areas." The
current permit calls for a minimum of sweeping once a month. Street sweeping is essentially a
trash-reducing BMP and, therefore, is unnecessary for Ballona Creek and Los Angeles River
watershed-situated cities. Further, it does not give permittees the option of resorting to more
cost effective trash reducing BMPs.

19. Public Agency (Part 4.E.5.b) ¯ Proposes to increase the frequency of priority catch basin clean-outs (40% full) from once-a
year, just prior to the wet season (October 1 to April 30), to twice a year, from May 1 to
September 30. Requirement would incur a significant added cost while doing little to reduce the
transport of trash to receiving waters during season.

20. Public Agency (Part 4.E.5.c) ¯ Proposes permit proposes to increas~ the frequency of parking lot cleanings from once a month
to twice a month. Thus, the scope of this requirement is enlarged to include every municipal
parking lot, regardless of size, and increases the cleaning and inspection frequency from once a
month to twice a month. The justification for making this requirement more stringent is not clear.

21. Various Program Provisions ¯ Proposes that permittees implement revised programs (construction, development planning,
etc.) within 180 days after permit adoption. This is not enough time becausepermittees need
to budget new costs at least one or two years in advance.

22. Administrative Review (no reference) ¯ The proposed permit lacks the "notice to meet and confer" provision contained in the existing
permit. This provision is intended to, among other things, resolve compliance issues prior to the
regional board taking enforcement action. Most compliance issues -- as recently demonstrated
by the Notices of Violations issued by the regional board to several muhicipalpermittees -- are
the result of misinterpretation or misunderstanding on the part of regiorlal board staff, especially
new staff. The meet and c_)nfer provision is intended to allow the resolution of disagreements
arising out of misinterpretation or misunderstanding before issuin~l NOVs -- in itself an
enforcement action. Since it is likely that the draft permit will contain provisions that are open to
interpretation, it makes sense to retain the meet and confer provision.

23. Various Legal Comments ¯ See legal comments in re: the draft permit prepared by Mr. Rufus Young, Esq., Burke, Williams
and Soresen, directed to Mr. Dennis Dickerson, dated May 14, 2001.
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24. Watershed Management Area Plan ¯ Several pern,ittees note the absence of the Watershed Management Area Plan (WMAP) in the
draft permit. Is this is an accidental omission? Is there a mechanism in the draft permit that it i~
intended to replace the WMAP? There is also a reference to the creation of sub-watersheds?
How this is to be achieved? More discussion on this subject is needed.

25.-Monitoring Program Requirements (I) ° EAC agrees with the principal permittee’s concerns regarding the proposed monitoring and

reporting program.
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RICHARDS, WATSON & GERSHON
ATTORNEYS AT LAW

DAROL~ O PIEPER A~MV GREYSCN THIRTY-EIGHTH FLOOR
STEVEN U DORSEY DEBORAH R HAKMAN 333 SOUTH HOPE STREET
MITCHELLE ABBOTT O CRAIG FOX LOS ANGELES, CALIFORNIA 9OO71-1469 SAN SUtTE 9150

ROCHELLE BROWNE JANET E COLESON (2 I 3 ~ 626-8484 FORTY-FOUR MONTGOMERY STREET

WILLIAM B RUDELL TERENCE R BOGA FACSIMILE {213) 626-O078 SAN

.................. .A c ..... May 16, 2001

"vIA FACSIMILE AND U.S. MAIL

Dr. Xavier Swamikannu
California Regiona! Water Quali~’ Control Board
Los Angeles Region
320 W. 4th Street, Suite 200
Los Angeles, California 90013

Re: April 13. 2001 Draft Waste Discharge Requirements
For Discharge Of Storm Water In Los Angeles Count’
(NPDES No. CAS614001)

Dear Dr. Swamikannu:

We have received and have reviewed the Regional Water Quality, Control Board’s
April 13, 2001 Draft "Waste Discharge Requirements for Municipal Storm Water Discharges Within
the Count)., of Los Angeles" (the "Draft Permit"). We have been asked by the Cities of Agoura Hills,
Carson. Artesia, Beverly Hills, Hidden Hills, Nomalk, La Mirada, Monrovia, Rancho Palos Verdes,
San Marino, San Femando and Westlake Village to submit comments to the Draft Permit on their
behalt: Some of these cities will also be submitting their own separate comments.

We have reviewed and carefully considered the comments filed by the Count of Los
Angeles Department of Public Works on behalf of the Executive Advisory, Committee (the-EAC").
For the most part, we agee with the comments and changes suggested by the EAC.and other cities.
For that reason, we have not attempted to duplicate each of the changes that the EAC has suggested.
Instead, we have attached a list of additional suggested modifications and comments.

We appreciate the time that you and the Regional Board Staff have taken to meet with
us to consider and discuss our concerns regarding the Draft Permit and to try to address the concerns
of the Permittee cities, while trying to balance the legitimate concerns of the environmental groups
that have also been involved in the process. While a number of significant and fundamental policy
issues regarding the scope and cost of the Storm Water Management Program prescribed by the Draft
Permit have not been completely resolved, we want to continue to work with all stakeholders to
accommodate their respective concerns and agree on a permit that makes substantial progress in
reducing pollution in and to Southern California water bodies.
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The cities that we represent are certainly aware of the problems associated with storm
water pollution. Their residents and businesses all share a common desire to preserve and enhance the
water quality, of the ocean and our water bodies. However, individual-cities’ fiscal and administrative
resources for implementing storm water pro~ams are limited. Of all the governmental agencies in
Califomia involved in this effort, the many: small cities that we represent are probably the least suited
to bear the full brunt of the responsibility, for controlling storm water pollution, as the Draft Permit
seems to require. Many of the remaining issues are not simply matters of semantics, but rather
questions of how hundred of millions of dollars will be spent by cities in Los Angeles Countv to solve
urban runoff problems. These are not just questions of "unfunded mandates," but rather hou local
agencies can best direct their efforts and apply their limited financial resources in an effective manner.

We have previously raised a number of questions regarding the legal implications of
the process by which the Draft Permit was developed. We have appreciated the response provided by
Board’s counsel to these concerns and have carefully considered them. However, we continue to
believe that the Draft Permit, and the process which generated it, does not comply with applicable
principles of California administrative law.

Beyond the questions about the specific wording of the Draft Permit. a number of
larger issues need to be addressed. One of the biggest problems which the Board staff and the
representatives of the Permittees have faced in this process has been the lack of any’ established.
clearlv-defined w.xitten policies, guidelines or regulations by the State Board, setting forth the specific
elements that must be included in a municipal stormwater permit issued by the Regional Board. We
have raised this issue before. Although the State Board has adopted very, general regulations for the
issuance of waste discharge requirements in 23 C.C.R. §§2200, et seq., those regulations still do not
directly address the specific components of a municipal stormwater NPDES permit.

Similarly, although the United States Environmental Protection Agency’s regulations
contained in 40 CFR Section 122.26 address the requirements for a permit application, those
regulations do not set forth very, specific requirements for the contents of a municipal stormwater
NPDES permit. (See. for example, 40 CFR Section 122.4!) As a result, the Draft Permit has been
developed without compliance with California’s Administrative Procedure Act. California
Government Code §§11340, et seq. ( the "APA").

While the issuance of individual waste discharge requirements may not be subject to
the provisions of the APA (See, Government Code §11352(b)), the standards, objectives and
guidelines which dictate the content of those requirements have to be formally adopted in accordance
with the APA. (Government Code §11352(b).) California law does not permit either the State Water
Resources Control Board or any of the Regional Water Quality Boards to develop and impose
requirements of general application in such a manner: like any other state agency, the Board is
required to first formally establish its objectives, guidelines and requirements through formal
rulemaking in compliance with the APA. (Government Code {}11340.5(a).)

The principle underlying the APA’s requirements is that state agencies are not allowed
to adopt or enforce unwritten laws, regulations or policies. The APA prohibits state agencies from
issuing, utilizing enforcing or attempting to enforce any guideline, criterion, bulletin, manual,
instruction, order, standard of general application, or other rule which is a "regulation", as defined in
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Government Code } 11342(g), unless the rule has been adopted as a formal regulation. Government
Code }11340.5. Rulemaking is required whenever an administrative agency creates a new rule for
future application, as opposed to applying an existing rule to existing facts. A "regulation" is defined
as "ever?, rule, regulation, order, or standard of general application.., adopted by a state agency to
implement, interpret, or make specific the law enforced or administered by it, or to govern its
procedure, except one which relates only to the internal management of the state agency’."
Government Code } 11342(b). "House rules" of an agency’, promulgated without public notice or an
oppormni~’ to be heard, or filing with the Secretary of State. and publication in the California Code of
Regulations. are prohibited.

Government Code } 11353(b)( 1 ) specifically’ provides that "any policy, plan. or
guidelines, or any’ revisions thef’eof, the State Water Resources Control Board has adopted or that a
court determines is subject to this part, after June 1, 1992. shall be submitted to the office [the Office
of Administrative Law]." Our courts have held. and the Board has agreed, that water quality control
programs are subject to the Administrative Procedure Act. See. State Water Resources Control Board
v. Office of Administrative Law, 12 Cal.App.4th 697 (1993). In that case, the court concluded that the
regulatoD’ matters contained in water quality~ control plans were actually regulations. Those
regulations are neither expressly nor impliedly exempt from the provisions of the Administrative
Procedure Act. On that basis, the Court invalidated a water quality." control plan. (12 Cal.App.4th at
706) In doing so. the court held that "... if it looks like a regulation, reads like a regulation, and acts
like a regulation, it will be treated as a regulation whether or not the agency in question so labelled it."
(12 Cal.App.4th at 703) The various procedural steps followed for issuing waste discharge
requirements contained in 23 C.C.R. }2200, et seq. are not a substitute for this process.

Both the Regional Board as well as the State Board expressly acknowledged that they
are attempting to achieve statewide consistency with respect to municipal stormwater permits. For
that reason, the Draft Permit is nearly identical to the reason permit issued for Venmra County, which,
in ram. is based upon the permit issued to the City of Long Beach. While we can appreciate the desire
for consistency, by definition, in order to achieve that consistency, the Regional Board is effectively
engaging in rulemaking. However, no notice of rulemaking was ever issued, nor was any regulator’
package submitted to the OAL for approval.

The procedural requirements of the APA serve a very important function of ensuring
that the policy, cost and scientific issues raised by a regulatory initiative, such as this, are fully
considered. Before adopting a regulation, an agency is required by Government Code } 11346.2 to
consider and provide a full statement of the reasons for the regulation, which includes a discussion of
the specific purpose of the regulation~ "an identification of each technical, theoretical, and empirical
study, report, or similar document, if any, upon which the agency relies in proposing the adoption,
amendment, or repeal of a regulation...", and "...the alternatives to the regulation considered by the
agency and the agency’s reasons for rejecting those alternatives...", among other things. That section
also allows the Board to

"... adopt regulations different from federal regulations contained in the Code of Federal
Regulations addressing the same issues upon a finding of one or more of the following
justifications:
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(A) The differing state regulations are authorized by law.

(By The cost of differing state regulations is justified by the
benefit to human health, public safeD’, public welfare,
or the environment."

In this case. the Board believes that it is only carry’ing out federal mandates. Under
such circumstances. Government Code § 11346.2i c) requires

" (c) ... However, the agency’ shall comply fully with this chapter with
respect to any’ provisions in the regulation that the agency proposes to
adopt or amend that are different ti-om the corresponding provisions of
the federal regulation. "

(See. also, Government Code § 11346.5(a)(3)(A).)

Most importantly,. Govemment Code § 11346.5(a) requires the agency to make:

"(5) A determination as to whether the regulation imposes a mandate on local agencies or
school districts and. if so. whether the mandate requires state reimbursement pursuant
to Part 7 (commencing with Section 17500) of Division 4.

(6) An estimate, prepared in accordance with instructions adopted by the
Department of Finance, of the cost or savings to any state agency, the
cost to any local agency or school district that is required to be
reimbursed under Part 7 (commencing with Section 17500) of
Division 4. other nondiscretionary cost or savings imposed on local
agencies, and the cost or savings in federal funding to the state. For
purposes of this paragraph, "cost or savings" means additional costs
or savings, both direct and indirect, that a public agency necessarily
incurs in reasonable compliance with regulations."

Govemment Code § 11346.3(a) also requires the agency to "assess the potential for
adverse economic impact on California business enterprises and individuals, avoiding the imposition
of unnecessary or unreasonable regulations or reporting, recordkeeping, or compliance requirements."
See also. Govemment Code § 11346.3(c). and Govemment Code § 11346.9, 11347.3. Govemment
Code § 11346.3(a)(11) requires a determination of the impact of the regulation on housing costs.

The need for the analysis inherent in formal rulemaking under the APA is readily
apparent in this case. This permit will have a significant impact not only on the individual Permittee
cities, but also on their residents, businesses and industries, and the economy and housing market in
Southern California.

The procedures set forth in the APA ensure that the important policy, cost and
scientific issues are fully addressed and a proper administrative record is made. We believe that the
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failure to institute formal rulemaking early in the process will leave open a basis for attacking the
Permit. once adopted, on the ground that the Board failed to comply with the APA.

We are also concerned that, by setting specific design standards, the Regional Board
and the State Board are crossing the line into an area ty~pically handled through building codes which
are supposed to be uniform throughout the state.

There should be no misunderstanding that our cities full)’ support the same objectives
of the Regional Board and the environmental groups to achieve a consensus to preserve, restore and
enhance the man)’ beneficial uses of the ocean and the water bodies of Southern California.. We hope
that you will consider our comments and suggested changes in this spirit.

VeU truly yours,

John J. Hams

121310002,654814.1

Enclosure

cc: Dennis Dickerson (w/end.)
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COMMENTS ON APRIL 13, 2001 DRAFT WASTE DISCHARGE REQUIREMENTS
FOR DISCHARGE OF STORM WATER IN LOS ANGELES COUNTY

(NPDES NO. CAS614001)

John J. Harris
Richards, Watson & Gershon

1. Findin~ No. 1.- The 1996 Permit (Order No. 96-054) did not "rescind" the 1990 Permit
(Order No. 90-079); it was a renewal of an existing NPDES permit. Accordingly. we
suggest that the language be modified the read:

"Order No. 96-054, adopted by this Board on July 15, 1996, and Which replaced Order
No. 90-079...; "

2. Finding No.3.- "Nature of Discharges and Sources of Pollutants"- We suggest the
following modification to the last sentence:

"However, the implementation of the measures set forth in this Permit are intended to and
will contribute to the reduced entry of these pollutants into storm water and their
discharge to receiving waters."

3. Finding No.6.- As discussed in further detail herein, we are concerned about the
RWQCB’s foray into the area of regulating "environmentally sensitive areas", which
have been statutorily and traditionally regulated by the Coastal Commission.

4. Finding No. 13- Permit Coverage- We believe that this finding should be modified, as
follows to conform with Finding No. 14:

"The requirements in this Order cover all areas within the boundaries of the cities (see
Attachment A) over which the Permittees have regulatory jurisdiction, as well as
unincorporated areas in Los Angeles County Flood Control District within the jurisdiction
of the Regional Board."

5. Finding No. 21-     We agree with the EAC that the referenced sections of the Code of
Federal Regulations do not support the finding requiring inspections, monitoring or
controlling pollutant loads from "discharges from industrial and commercial facilities".
The finding should be deleted.

6. Finding No. 31- This finding states "The State Board’s Chief Counsel has issued a
statewide policy memorandum (dated December 26, 2000) which interprets the Order to
provide broad discretion to Regional Boards and identifies potential future areas for
inclusion in SUSMPs and the types of evidence and findings necessary." A legal
memorandum by the State Board’s Chief Counsel, while informative, is not a regulation
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and has no legal effect. We believe the reference should be deleted.

7. Finding No. 31- Retail Gas Outlets; Environmentally Sensitive Areas. The State Board’s
Order WQO No. 2000-11 specifically stated:

" We conclude that because RGOs are already heavily regulated and may be limited in their
ability to construct infiltration facilities or to perform treg, tment, they shouId not be subject
to the BMP design standards at this time, and recommend that the Regional Water Board
undertake further consideration of a threshold relative to size of the RGO, number of
fueling nozzles, or some other relevant factor. This Order should not be construed to
preclude inclusion of RGOs in the SUSMP design standards, with proper justification,
when the permit is reissued."

The Draft Permit does not reflect the State Board’s directive regarding "a threshold relative
to size of the RGO, number of fueling nozzles,..." or other factors.

Similarly, Order 2000-11 stated:

"While it may be appropriate to include more stringent controls for developments in ESAs,
we also note that such developments are already subject to extensive regulation under other
regulatory programs. Moreover, in light of the permit language limiting the SUSMPs to
development categories, ESAs are not an appropriate category within the SUSMPs. The
Regional Water Board may choose to consider the issue further when it reissues the
permit."

The Draft Permit does not reflect any further consideration as to how the proposed controls
of "environmentally sensitive areas" enhance the existing "extensive regulation under other
regulatory programs."

8. Finding No. 41- Page 10o We disagree with the proposed language that: "For water quality
purposes, the Regional Board considers that all new development and significant
redevelopment activity in specified categories, that receive approval or permits from a
municipality, are subject to storm water mitigation requirements." As discussed in the City
of Alhambra’s comments, cities have a very limited ability to prescribe storm water
mitigation requirements for ministerial permits.

9. Part 1, Section 2(c)- Discharge Prohibitions- Page 13- We believe that the discharges
which were conditionally exempt under Part [I, Section II.C.2.(a), (g) and (h) of the existing
Permit for landscape irrigation and lawn watering should be included in Partl, Section 2(c)
of the Draft Permit.

10. Part l- Discharge Prohibitions- Pa~;e 13- The proposed Discharge Prohibitions omit a
important exception set forth in Sectionl(C) of Part 1 at Page 12 of the current Permit for
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"Discharges originating from federal, state or other facilities which the Permit-tee is pre-
empted from regulating.’"

11. Partl- Discharge Prohibitions- Page 13- The Discharge Prohibitions also omit a very
significant and critically important provision of the current permit in Sectionl of Part 1 at
Page 12, which states:

"Compliance with this Order through the timely development and implementation of
programs described herein shall constitute compliance with this prohibition."

This provision should be included in the new Permit.

12. Part 2- Receiving Water Limitations- Pa~e 13- We agree with the County that proposed
sections 1 and 2 are inconsistent with State Board Order WQ 99-05 and should be
eliminated. We also agree with the comments on the limitations submitted by the City of
Alhambra.

13. Pan 2- Receiving Water Limitations- Page 14- The Receiving Water Limitations also omit
an important provision of the current permit in Part II at Page 12, which states:

"Timely development and complete implementation of the storm water management
programs described in this Order shall satisfy the requirements of this section and constitute
compliance with receiving water limitations."

This provision should also be included in the new Permit.

14. Part 3.G. 1 (f)- Legal Authori _ty- Page 18- The reference to discharges from swimming pools
should match the existing permit language to "prohibit the discharge of commercial
swimming pool filter backwash to the MS4." (See, Section 1 .E. 1 .(a)(v)of the current
Permit, at page 18).

15. Part 3.G. 1 (h)- Legal Authority- Page 18- this section should be modified to track the
language of Section 1 .E. 1 (a)(vii), at page 18 of the existing permit, and, in particular, to
refer to untreated runoff.

16. Part 3.G. 1 (n)- Legal Authority- Page 19- We agree with the County’s and other Permittees’
concerns regarding both the feasibility and enforceability of the new inspection
requirements set forth in the Dra~ Permit.

17. Administrative Review- We are particularly concerned by the Board’s failure to include the
Administrative Review provisions from Section 1.G. of the existing Permit at pages 21 and
22. These provisions provided a very important and informal procedure for resolving
differences and misunderstandings regarding permit interpretation and implementation.
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18. Part 3.B.- Industrial/Commercial Inspections, pages 25-29. We agree with the comments
of most of the Permit-tees with respect to questionable legality and practicality of the
proposed inspection program, particularly as it relates to facilities which are already
regulated by the Board itself.

19. Part 4.C. 1-Development Planning- Page 29. The existing Permit clearly provides that it
applies to "all development projects requiring discretionary approval" (See, II.A. 1. at page
33). The broad definitions of"development"and "redevelopment" contained in the Draft
Permit greatly extend the scope of the proposed controls without consideration of either the
municipalities’ primacy in local land use decisions or the limitations on their authoriu.
Nothing in the Draft Permit or the Board’s fact sheet provides any justification for this
extension. Furthermore, scope of the proposed controls on all "development"and
"redevelopment" goes beyond the scope of EPA’s Phase I and Phase II Rules for
Construction and Post-Construction Runoff Control. We believe that development control
should only apply to"Discretionary Projects", as defined in Section 15357 of the Guidelines
for Implementation of the California Environmental Quality, which applies to projects
requiring the exercise of judgment or deliberation by a city in connection with the decision
to approve or disapprove the project, as distinguished from situations where the city merely
must determine whether there has been conformity with applicable statutes, ordinances, or
regulations.

20. Part 4.C.3.-SUSMP- Page 30. Without re-arguing the issues and questions regarding the
original SUSMP as ultimately revised and adopted by the State Board, the fundamenta!
issue remains regarding the Board’s compliance with Water Code § 13360 while dictating
specific design standards in the Draft Permit.

21. Part 4.E.3(c).-Public Construction Activities-Page 41. We agree with the County that
public agencies should be not be required to obtain a general construction permit for
activities not currently regulated by the State Board.

22. Part 4.E.4(d).-Vehicle Maintenance Facilities-Pa~;e 42. We also agree with the County. that
public agencies should be not be required to obtain an industrial permit for activities not
currently regulated by the State Board.

23. Definitions-"Environmentall¥ Sensitive Areas"- Pa~;e 48- The project categories identified
in the current NPDES Permit were based upon a conclusion that these types of projects have
a greater likelihood of contributing contaminated run-offto the Municipal Separate Storm
Sewer System ("MS4"). The State Water Resources Control Board in Order WQO No.
2000-11 excluded the additional category of"environmentally sensitive areas" from the
SUSMP proposed by the RWQCB. The State Board did state that the "Regional Board may
choose to consider the issue further when it reissues the permit." We can appreciate the
Board’s desire to protect wetlands from the impacts of development. However, the
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fundamental question still has not been addressed as to whether these areas, as defined in
Public Resources Code § 30107.5, are adequately regulated and protected under existing
laws and regulations administered by other agencies.
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Direct ~ial: ~714) 662~642
E-mail: rmontevideo(~ rutan.com

April 20, 2001

VIA FACSIMILE AND
FIRST CLASS MAIL

Mr. Dennis Dickerson
Executive Officer ~,
California Regional Water Quality
Control Board ~ -.,,,
Los Angeles Region r,o
320 W. 4th Street, Suite 200
Los Angeles, California 90013-1105

Re: Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board~ - ~ "’’
Draft NPDES Permit No. CAS614001

Dear Mr. Dickerson:

This office is representing a coalition of cities ("Coalition") in connection with the Los
Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board’s Draft Municipal NPDES Permit for Los
Angeles County, NPDES No. CAS614001. The purpose of this letter is to provide the Board
with a list of legal issues that the Coalition has identified with this initial Draft, in order to give
the Board and interested stakeholders an opportunity to fully evaluate these issues prior to the
issa~nce o~" a final permiL

With all parties working to address these legal issues, it is our hope that the Regional
Board will then be in a position to issue a legal, valid and technically supportable municipal
NPDES permit for Los Angeles County. The issues the Coalition would ask that your staff
consider addressing at this time include the following:~

(1)    The Draft Permit imposes requirements which the Regional Board does not have
authority to impose, and/or where the Regional Board has exceeded its authority. For example,

~ Please recognize that we have expedited the forwarding of this list of legal issues to you so that you
would be in a position to review them in time for the April 24, 2001, Workshop. Please, understand
however, that as we did not receive a complete draft of the permit until April 13,2001, the list of issues
identified herein is by no means comprehensive.
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the Draft goes beyond the maximum extent practicable standard under the Clean Water Act and
the regulations thereunder. It further exceeds the inspection, surveillance, and monitoring
obligations that may be imposed on municipalities under the federal regulations, specifically
including, but not limited to, authority to inspect certain specified industrial activities and
construction sites. Specifically, please note that there is no authority to require that
municipalities inspect all industrial and commercial operations within its jurisdiction, or that it
enforce the terms of a State wide General Permit.

(2)    The Draft Permit fails to comply with the requirements of the Clean Water Act as
it is not based on quantitative data, and as the managements programs in the Draft Permit have
not been developed based on such quantitative data, and formulated to identify and thereafter
address the types and sources of pollutants in the affected receiving waters. In short, the Draft
Permit was not deve!oped based on data showing the pollutants of concern, and the sources of
those pollutants.

(3)    The Draft Permit fails to consider economic considerations and no cost/qgenefit
analysis appears to have been performed by Board staff.

(4)    The Draft Permit would result in countless unfunded mandates on municipalities,
in clear violation of the provision of the California Constitution that precludes the State from
shifting financial responsibility to local entities that are ill-equipped to handle the transferred
tasks.

(5)    The SUSMP requirements imposed under the Draft Permit are inconsistent with
State Board Order No. 2000-11, and in addition, are subject to all the same legal arguments
addressed in connection with the Coalition’s petition to the State Board which led to State Board
Order No. 2000-11. For example, in addition to improperly expanding the categories of
development the SUSMP would apply to, the reference to "discretionary" projects has again
been dropped, which, combined with the Regional Board’s revised definition of
"Redevelopment," would result in some of the very same problems created by the last SUSMP, a
SUSMP that was specifically modified by the State Board because of such defects.

(6)    The Draft Permit seeks to impose waste discharge requirements that contravene
the requirements of California Water Code Section 13263 and 13241.

(7)    The Draft Permit improperly attempts to amend the statutory and regulatory
requirements of CEQA, in violation of CEQA and the requirements of the Administrative
Procedures Act.

(8)    The Draft Permit improperly invades the local land use authority of
municipalities, b.y requiring amendments to the Cities’ General Plans. There is nothing in State
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law that allows a regional water quality control board to dictate to a municipality on how to
regulate land uses within its jurisdiction.

(9)    Various findings in the Draft Permit are not supported by the evidence, and many
provisions in the Draft are not supported by findings.

(10) The Draft Permit seeks to impose an order, rule or standard of general application
again, without complying with the requirements of tl~c Administrative Procedures Act.

(11) The Draft Permit fails to comply with the requirement of California Water Code
Section 13370, which requires compliance with the provisions of the Clean Water Act.

(12) The Draft Permit fails to include a finding of consistency with the Area-Wide
Waste Treatment Management Plan, a finding the Clean Water Act expressly requires before the
subject NPDES permit can be issued (33 U.SC. § 1288(e)), and a finding required under State
Law. (Water Code §13225 (h).)

(13) Because the Draft Permit goes beyond the authority provided under the Clean
Water Act and the Porter-Cologne Act, and as the Draft Permit will apply to "new sources" as
defined in the Clean Water Act, the requirements of CEQA must be complied with.

(14) The Draft Permit fails to include a set of Administrative Enforcement Procedures,
including a notice and meet and confer process, to resolve differences in compliance
expectations.

(15) The Draft Permit fails to include appropriate "safe harbor" language particularly
for alleged exceedences of water quality objectives, and rather than acting as a "permit" to allow
for "discharges" of pollutants in accordance with the Clean Water Act and to "control" pollutants
"to the maximum extent practicable," the Dra~ Permit is open-ended generally prohibiting all
discharges from the MS4 that cause or contribute to a violation of water quality standards or
water quality objectives. The very purpose of the issuance of a "permit" is to allow the
discharge of"pollutants," so long as they are controlled to the maximum extent practicable. We
would ask that the Regional Board not lose sight of the fact that the subject "discharges" are not
caused or created by the municipalities, and that as enforcing agencies, municipalities cannot be
expected to be liable for every act or indiscretion of its citizens.

(16) The Draft Permit, particularly including the SUSMP requirements set forth
therein, violate the prohibition under California Water Code Section 13360, prohibiting the
Regional Board from specifying the design, location, type of construction, or particular manner
in which compliance is to be obtained.
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(17) As the State Board has not adopted regulations providing guidance on the
issuance of MS4 NPDES permits, and since the Regional Board is not a State agency with State
wide jurisdiction, the Regional Board has no authority to issue the subject NPDES permit. (See
40 CFR § 123.1(g).)

We look forward to working with you and your staff on a resolution of the above issues
and to the development of a municipal NPDES permit that is consistent with both the C!ean
Water Act and State law. Please do not hesitate to contact tl~e undersigned if you have any
questions or need any additiorial information with respect to these issues.

Sincerely,

RUTAN & TUCKER, LLP

Richard Montevideo
RM:ctm:kmh
cc:    Jorge Leon, Esq.

Craig Wilson, Esq.
Mr. Arthur Baggett
Mr. Ken Farfsing
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May 15, 2001

VIA MESSENGER

Dr. Xavier Swamikannu
Calif. Regional Water Quality Control Board
Los Angeles Region
Storm Water Program
32() W. 4th Street, Suite 200
Los Angeles, CA 90013

Re: Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board April Draft of NPDES
Permit No. CAS614001

Dear Dr. Swamikannu:

As you know this office represents a number of Cities in the County of Los Angeles who
are members of an ad hoc coalition known as the Coalition For Practical Regulation. The
purpose of this letter is to provide Regional Board staff with written legal comments, in addition
to the comments provided at the Workshop of April 24, 2001 ("Workshop"), for its review and
consideration in making appropriate changes to the proposed NPDES Permit.

As mentioned in my letter of April 20, 2001, to Mr. Dickerson, it is our hope that the
Regional Board will consider these comments and strive towards formulating an NPDES Permit
that is consistent with both the Clean Wa~er Act ("CWA" or the "Act") and State law, and that it
x~.itl develop an NPDES Permit that best protects the quality of the waters within the County and
the interests of the community at large.

A.         THE INSPECTION, ENFORCEMENT, MONITORING        AND
REPORTING OBLIGATIONS IMPOSED ON PERMITTEES FOR
INDUSTRIAL/COMMERCIAL FACILITIESARE NOT AUTHORIZED
BY STATE OR FEDERAL LAW.

As discussed at the Workshop, under the Proposed Management Program provisions of
the CWA regulations, Permittees are to develop a program to monitor and control pollutants in
storm water discharges to the MS4 from certain industrial facilin’es specifically described as
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follows: "municipal landfills, hazardous waste treatment, disposal and recovery facilities,
industrial facilities that are subject to Section 313 of title III of the Superfund Amendments and
Reauthorization Act of 1986 (SARA), and industrial facilities that the municipal permit
applicant determines are contributing a substantial pollutant loading to the municipal storm
sewer system." (See 40 CFR § 122.26 (d)(2)(iv)(c).)

Further, under section 122.2 (d)(2)(i) of the CWA regulations, municipalities are required
to demonstrate "Adequate Legal Authority" as necessary to control the "contribution of
pollutants to the municipal storm sewer by storm water discharges associated with industrial
activity and the quality of storm water discharges from sites of industrial activity." The phrase
"storm water discharge associated with industrial activity" is specifically defined under §
122.26(b)(14), to mean "the discharge from any conveyance that is used for collecting and
conveying storm water and that is directly related to manufactunng, processing or raw materials
storage areas at an industrial plant. The regulation goes on to describe specific types of
act:~ities that fall within the term "industrial activities" in 40 CFR § 122.26(b)(14)(i)- (xi). At
the Workshop, Board staff was provided an EPA website page which plainly describes the
"’industrial activities" covered under this Section. A copy of this webpage is also included with
this letter for your review and consideration and is attached as Exhibit "A".

As discussed at the Workshop, the proffered language in Section 122.26(d)(2)(ix)(C)
relied upon by Board staff to support its position that it could require inspections of all
industrial/comtnercial facilities is clearly limited to industrial facilities, and specifically
industrial faculties that "the municipal permit applicant determines are contributing a substantial
pollutant loading to the municipal storm sewer system." Accordingly, contrary to Board staff’s
position at the April 24t~ Workshop, Section 40 CFR 122.26(d)(2)(iv)(C) does not authorize the
Regional Board to impose inspection and enforcement obligations on municipalities for all
industrial and commercial facilities within its jurisdiction.

In short, the terms of the draft Permit goes far beyond the authority provided to the State
under the regulations to impose inspection, enforcement and reporting obligations on
rnunicipalitics. The following is a description of the provisions within the draft Permit that
p lamiy exceed the authority provided under the regulations:

(1)    Page 19, subsection (m) - "Control the contribution, or potential
contribution, of pollutants and discharges of storm water runoff associated with industrial
activities (including construction activities) to its MS4 and control the quality of storm water
runoff from industrial sites (including construction sites)." Here, the CWA regulations clearly
only allow for the control of the contribution of pollutants, not the "potential contribution" of
pollutants, and only with respect to "discharges of storm water associated with industrial
activities. " (122.26(d)(2)(i)(A).)
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!2)    Page 19, subsection (n) -"Carry out all inspection, surveillance
and monitonng procedures necessary to determine compliance and non-compliance with permit
conditions, including the prohibition of illicit discharges to the MS4. Permittees must possess
attthority to enter, sample, inspect, review and copy records, and require regular reports from
industrial facilities discharging polluted or potentiallv polluted storm water runoff into its
MS4 (including construction sites)." The second part of this requirement, requiring authority to
enter a private facility discharging polluted or potentially polluted storm water runoff, to sample
and inspect such facility, to re.view and copy records of the facility, and to require regular reports
from the facility, is o~rly broad and is not authorized by the Clean Water Act or State law. It
should be recognized, moreover, that by definition storm water includes "storm water runoff,
snow melt runoff, and surface runoff and drainage" (40 CFR § 122.26(b)(13)) and the reference
to polluted or potentialll, polluted storm water runoff is ambiguous, unsupported and confusing,
as "runoff," by definition, will include pollutants.

(3)    Page 25, Section B - Programs for Industrial/Comm~,rcial

Inspections. whereby the Permittees are to implement an Industrial/Commercial Program to:
Achieve the control and reduction of pollutants in storm water runoff from all Industrial/
Commercial sites to the maximum extent practicable. The term "Industrial/Commercial Facility"
is broadly defined to include "any facility involved and~,or used in either the production,
manufacture, storage, transportation, distribution, exchange or sale of goods and!or commodities,
and any facility involved and/or used in providing professional and non-professional services."
The term is to include any SIC code facility and includes any federal, state and non-profit
facility. The only analogous language in the CWA regulations to this language requires
Permi~tees to control the contribution of pollutants to the MS4 of storm water discharges
a~sociated with industrial activities.

Clearly, the draft Permit goes far beyond the CWA regulations as it requires a
"reduction" of pollutants in storm water runoff, as opposed to controlling the contribution of
such pollutants, and as it requires such controls and reduction from "all Industrial/Commercial
Sites" within the Permittee’s jurisdiction. The term Industrial/Commercial is also defined in an
overly broad fashion, to include all developed sites, including State, federal and institutional
facilities, excepting only residential developments. This definition is directly contrary to
Finding No. 14 of the draft Permit, where the Board expressly recognizes that "the Permittees
will not be held responsible for such facilities and/or discharges." (See p. 5, Finding No. 14 of
draft Permit.

(4)    Page 25, Section B - Programs for Industrial/Commercial
inspections, and the requirement for Permittees to adopt a program that requires the
implementation of proper pollution prevention and control measures at all Industrial/Commercial
Sites: source identification at all such sites; identifying threats to water quality; site plan review
and BMP implementation for such sites; inspections of such sites; the enforcement of pollution
prevention and control measures at such sites; and the ability to impose sanctions to ensure
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compliance with these provisions against such Industrial/Commercial sites, is not supported
an.,,~here by the C\VA regulations or State law.

Again this provision goes far beyond the requirement that Permittees control
contribution from storm water discharges associated with industrial activities, and beyond any
requirement to prohibit illicit discharges and to adopt a management program to detect and
remove "’illicit discharges" (which, by definition, specifically excludes discharges permitted
pursuant to an NPDES permit). There is nothing in the regulations or State law to support such
language in the draft Permit. Specifically, the inspection and enforcement obligations sought to
be imposed on the municipalities are not supported by State or federal lav~~, and constitute naked
efforts to transfer unfunded mandates (discussed below) to municipalities in violation of the
California Constitution. For example, the State’s General Industrial NPDES permit, on its face,
imposes the obligation to enforce and ensure compliance with its terms squarely on the Regional
Board. (See page 9 of the State Board Order No. 97-03 DWQ.) There is no authority anDvhere
under State or federal law that allows the Regional Board to transfer these obligations to
municipalities, and in fact, such attempts violate the express terms of the California Constitution.

(5)    Page 26, Section 3 - Threat to Water Quality. The draft Permit
specifically requires that Permittees include a program that will address, at a minimum. "all
industrial groups regulated under Phase I of the Federal Storm Water Program." In addition,
restaurants and other commercial facilities "contributing or potentially contributO~g to the
impairment of receiving waters" and motor vehicle repair shops, (none of which are covered
within the definition of "storm water discharges associated with industrial activity"), are all
facilities that the draft Permit would require to "control the contribution of pollutants" to the
MS4. However, the CWA regulations only impose on the municipalities the obligation to carry
out inspection, surveillance and monitoring as necessary to determine compliance and non-
compliance with the MS4 permit requirements, i.e., as necessary to detect and remove illicit
discharges and improper disposals into the MS4, and to inspect industrial facilities that the
municipalio’ determines are "contributing a substantial pollutant loading to the municipal storm
sewer system."

(6)    Page 27, Section 4 - BMP Implementation. A requirement that
each Permittee implement or require the implementation of the BMPs approved in Resolution
No. 98-08, at each "Industrial/Commercial Site" within its jurisdiction. In effect, the Permittees
are being required to specifically regulate and impose BMPs on all such Industrial/Commercial
Sites within their jurisdiction. In addition, the Permittees are being required under the draft
Permit to implement, or require implementation of, additional controls for Industrial/Commercial
Sites that contribute to impaired water bodies, or that are adjacent to an Environmentally
Sensitive Area. Again, there is nothing within State or federal law that authorizes any of these
requirements, and such provisions go far beyond the language of the CWA and the regulations
thereunder. In effect, the draft Permit appears to require municipalities to enter upon private
property and intrude upon private businesses in order for the Cities to then physically construct
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controls and/or BMPs at such private business. Yet, how or where the Regional Board has the
authority to impose such an obligation on municipalities, and!’or how or where the municipalities
have any authority to enter upon a private business and implement BMPs an~or other controls at
individual facilities, is unknown.

(7)    Page 27, Section 5 - Inspection of Industrial!Commercial Sites.
An inspection obligation on the Permittees to inspect restaurants, automotive service facilities,
other commercial facilities and Phase I facilities, once every 24 months, including all
commercial facilities that contribute or potentiall!~ contribute to the impairment of receiving
waters. Again, the CWA regulations only require that municipalities control the contribution of
pollutants in storm water to the MS4 from certain specifically defined industrial activities, and to
prohibit illicit discharges. There is nothing in the Act that authorizes the Regional Board to
require mumcipalities to conduct on-site inspections of any commercial facility, without first
having probable cause, or reasonable suspicion under exigent circumstances, of an illicit
discharge, and there is nothing that would require the inspection, surveillance and monitoring of
any facility, industrial, commercial or residential, because of a mere "potential to contribute"
pollutants to the MS4. Further, any requirement involving the "control" of pollutants in storm
\rater to or from the MS4, as opposed to the prohibition of pollutants, must involve application
of the "maximum extent practicable" standard.

(8)    Pa~e 28. Section 7 -"Reporting of Non-Compliant Sites"
t lndustrial.,’Commerciat). Each Permittee is to provide oral notification of non-compliant sites to
the Regional Board xvithin 3 days of non-compliance with existing storm water regulations, upon
discovery of such, or within 24 hours where there is an adverse impact or nuisance. The oral
notification is to be followed up by a written report within 5 days of the incident of non-
compliance. Unfortunately, again, the reporting requirement applies to all Industrial/
Commercial facilities, including state and federal facilities, and State NPDES permitted facilities
are already regulated under the State’s General Industrial Permit (where the permit expressly
requires that the Regional Board conduct compliance inspections, and take enforcement
actions). (See page 9 to State Board Order 97-03-DWQ.) This section of the dratt Permit also
improperly attempts to include any Industrial/Commercial Facility that creates an adverse impact
or nuisance to the quality of receiving waters, even though conditions of nuisance or pollution
are to be enforced by the Regional Board, pursuant to Water Code Section 13304. Again, there
is nothing within the regulations or State law that would support imposing such broad obligations
on municipalities.
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B. THE DEVELOPMENT PLANNING ("SUSMP") REQUIREMENTS IN
THE DRAFT PERMIT ARE IN CONFLICT WITH STATE BOARD
ORDER    WQ-2000-11,    AND    VIOLATE OTHER LEGAL
REQUIREMENTS.

1. The .75 inch standard is inappropriate.

As discussed at the Workshop, the regulato~ authority for imposing a SUSMP is set
forth in 40 CFR Section 122.26td)(2)(iv)(A). There, the regulations require that the Proposed
Management Program include a description of structural and source control measures to reduce
pollutants from runoff in commercial and residential areas that are discharged "from" the
municipal SUSMP system, to be implemented during the life of the Permit, and to be
accompanied with an "estimate of the expected reduction of pollutant loads" and a proposed
schedule for implementing such controls. The proposed SUSMP imposes a .75 inch standard,
but does not contain any findings identifying the "expected reduction of pollutant loads," or the
sources or types of such pollutant loads. The .75 inch standard further does not appear to have
been developed based on "quantitative data," "source identification," and "source
characterization" (40 CFR 122.26(d)(1), and an analysis of the reduction of pollutant loads
expected from the SUSMP ~as not been performed. The CWA regulations have thus not been
complied ’xith.

Further, Water Code Section 13263(a) requires a consideration of the "conditions existing
in the disposal area or receiving waters" where the discharge is made or proposed. As discussed
~urther below, the proposed SUSMP requirements impose a "one size fits all" requirement and
do not give fair consideration to the "conditions existing" in the respective development areas,
and to the specific types of development in question.

2. The SUSMP provisions do not take into account the considerations
required by Water Code Sections 13263 and 13241, and other
important considerations.

The .75 standard appears to be a one-size fits all standard, and one that fails to consider
the objectives required to be considered in issuing a set of Waste Discharge Requirements as
required under Water Code Sections 13263 and 13241, specifically "economic considerations"
and "the need for developing housing within the Region." As discussed above, even though
"economic considerations" are required to be considered in the adoption of the Permit and in
the adoption of the subject SUSMP, there are no findings and no indication that such "economic
considerations" have been accounted for.
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Second, at a minimum, the Regional Board is to consider the impacts of the SUSMP
requirements on "housing within the region," and on the ability of municipalities to increase the
amount of available low and moderate income housing within their respective jurisdictions. The
proposed SUSMP does not address the housing needs within the region, and there are no findings
that even suggest that the region’s housing needs were considered.

In addition, under Water Code Section 13263(a), the requirement of any set of Waste
Discharge Requirements to achieve water quality objectives must be "reasonably required for
that purpose." and under Section 13241, only water quality conditions that "could reasonably be
achieved through the coordinated control of all factors which affect water quality in the area,"
may be imposed. (Water Code §13263(a); 13241(c).) Here, the .75 inch standard, along with
the’overbreadth of the categories to which it is to be applied, and with the overbroad definition of
¯ "Redevelopment," the lack of "regional solutions," the insistence that all "non-discretionary"
projects be included, and the inclusion of "environmentally sensitive areas," are all terms of the
SUSMP which are not "reasonably required," nor will they result in water quality conditions
that "could reasonably be achieved."

Finally, with the proposed SUSMP language, Board staff has failed to consider the
impact on ground water quality, vector control issues, and the financial constraints that are
already inhibiting the ability of cities and the County to provide essential health and safety
services to their citizens.

3. The Regional Board may not regulate environmentally sensitive areas.

The SUSMP was developed contrary to the admonitions and directives provided by the
State Board pursuant to Order WQ-2000-11. Specifically, under Order WQ-2000-11 (a copy of
x~hich is enclosed and attached as Exhibit "B"), the State Board invalidated the prior SUSMP
imposed by the Regional Board, in par~ because of the Regional Board’s insistence on including
a category defined as development within "environmentally sensitive areas" ("ESAs"). The State
Board reasoned that ESA’s were already "subject to extensive regulation under other regulatory
programs." (See Order WQ-2000-11, p.25.)

The application of the SUSMP requirements to ESAs is, therefore, inappropriate as such
areas are already heavily regulated, as the Regional Board only has jurisdiction over "receiving
waters" within such areas, and as the Regional Board has no jurisdiction over the
"environmentally sensitive areas" themselves. Nothing in the Porter-Cologne Act, other State
law, or the Clean Water Act, provides any such authority to the Regional Board. ESAs are
defined in the draft Permit to include areas containing critical habitat, endangered species or
other areas defined as "environmentally sensitive." In this case, the Regional Board’s authority
starts and stops with "receiving waters" and any impact pollutants of concern may have on an
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"’environmentally sensitive area" at any given site, is outside the jurisdiction and authority of the
Regional Board.

The California Environmental Quality Act, the Federal Endangered Species Act, the
California Endangered Species Act, and numerous other State and federal laws already impose
significant restrictions, limitations and prohibitions on development in "environmentally
sensitive areas." These laws have been adopted for the very purpose of protecting the species,
habitat or wildlife that have caused the area to be "environmentally sensitive" in the first
instance. The Regional Boar~l has no such authority, and is moreover preempted from regulating
the field. In addition, a SUSMP that effectively requires "pollutants of concern" to remain
onsite, on an environmentally sensitive area. is intuitively not protective of the environment or
sensitive to the species and/or habitat of concern.

Finding No. 6 of the draft Permit further illustrates how far field the Regional Board has
gone in its attempt to regulate outside of its authority. Finding No. 6 provides, in pertinent part,
that:

"[D]evelopment and urbanization especially threaten environmentally sensitive
areas. Such areas have a much lower capacity to withstand pollutant shocks than
might be acceptable in the general circumstance. In essence, development that is
ordinarily insignificant in its impact on the environment may in a particular
sensitive enxironment become significant." (See draft Permit p. 4, Finding
~’o. 6.)

Thus, Finding No. 6 illustrates the clear desire of the Regional Board to itself regulate
"’development and urbanization" within an environmentally sensitive areas, as opposed to
regulating pollutants of concern in receiving waters from a particular type or source of pollutant.
As the State Board has determined that ESAs are already heavily regulated, and as Finding
No. 6 evidences the Regional Board’s desire to restrict "development and urbanization" so as to
protect environmentally sensitive areas, as opposed to receiving waters, ESAs are outside the
authority and expertise of the Regional Board and cannot legally be regulated by this Permit.

4. The term "Redevelopment" is overly broad, as is the general
application of the SUSMP provisions.

The proposed SUSMP provisions are again overly broad with the new definition of
"redevelopment," as the definition is contrary to the definition provided by the State Board in
Order WQ-2000-11. Unfortunately, the Regional Board has chosen to attempt to broaden the
definition of "redevelopment," in spite of some two days of hearing before the State Board
challenging the previous SUSMP issued by the Regional Board, as a result of a SUSMP which
contained this very same deficiency of having an over broad definition of "redevelopment."

22"~/065121-0068
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Further, once again the over breadth of the definition is compounded by the Regional
Board’s broadening of the application of the SUSMP to "nondiscretionary projects." For
example, with the expanded definition of "redevelopment" to include the "replacement" of
5,000 square feet of impervious surfaces, along with the inclusion of nondiscretionary projects,
the replacing a roof on a commercial or even a large residential structure, such as an apartment
complex, would trigger compliance with the SUSMP’s .75 inch requirement. Similarly,
replacing or repaying a parking lot of 5,000 square feet or more would result in the need for a
complete redesign of the development. The result of the expanded definition of "redevelopment"
is that if any required replacement is to be done, if will be done piecemeal, and will be done in a
costly and inefficient manner.

In addition, with the overbroad definitions of"New Development" and "Redevelopment"
as presently written, the SUSMP is ambiguous as the term "Redevelopment" is completely
subsumed in the definition of "New Development." The concern is that given the definition of
the term "’New Development," i.e., "’land disturbing activities; structural development, including
construction or installation of a building or structure, creation of impervious surfaces; and land
subdivision," all "Redevelopment" would constitute "New Development." Accordingly, the
definitions of both "New Development" and "Redevelopment" (as discussed above) should be
revised, with the term "New Development" being redefined to limit its terms to the "creation or
addition of S,000 square feet or more of impervious surfaces." Such a change is necessary to
avoid the circumstance ,,,,’here the "Redevelopment" of a particular area actually results in the
reduction of impervious surface, and!or results in less than the addition of 5,000 square feet of
impervious surface, but yet the SUSMP provisions are interpreted as applying because of the
breadth of the definition of"Nevv Development."

5. The SUSMP once again improperly attempts to cover
"nondiscretionary projects."

There is nothing within the draft Permit or the findings thereto, to support the application
of the SUSMP to "nondiscretionary" projects. Again, one of the primary arguments made and
upheld by the State Board in connection with the prior challenge to the Regional Board’s
SUSMP, was that it inappropriately applied to "non-discretionary" projects. In Finding No. 41
oi" the draft Permit, the Permit appears to be designed to modify the regulations to CEQA, and
the entire land use decision-making process throughout the region, so that % ministerial project
may be made discretionary by adopting local ordinance provisions that create decision-making
discretion." (See Finding No. 41.) The implication of the inclusion of "non discretionary"
projects within the SUSMP is that any development and redevelopment project within the
specified categories, would require the application of a SUSMP, leading to absurd and
unintended consequences, as discussed herein.
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Further, there are no findings, and no evidence to support any findings, for the need to
appl,v the SUSMP requirements to "non-discretionary" projects. Before such an expansive and
overly broad application of this SUSMP is mandated on the Permittees, at a minimum, findings
supporting the needs for such an expansion, and evidence supporting such findings, must be
sited. Without such findings, the inclusion of all "non discretionary" projects within the
development categories of the SUSMP, is arbitrary and capricious and is not supported by the
evidence in the record and is not otherwise shown to be "necessary" to protect the water quality
of the region. (Water Code §13263(a).)

6. The "Waiver Fund" under the SUSMP is unspecific and unworkable.

The draft Permit provisions again ignore the State Board’s admonition concerning the
"’Waiver Fund." In Order WQ-2000-11, the State Board stated that:

"Before mandating funding, preliminary questions should be answered,
including who will manage the fund, what types of projects it will be used
for, what entities can legally operate such funds, and how permittees will
determine the amount of the assessments. It would be appropriate for the
County to consider developing a program with the appropriate flood
control agency, or as a model for the separate cities to develop. There
may be suitable agencies to administer such funds, but the development of
programs may take some time. The Regional Board should consider
adopting such a program when it reissues the permit, after consultation
with the appropriate local agencies." (Order WQ-2000-11, p. 27.)

Here. the preliminary questions raised by the State Board have not been addressed, e.g.,
what entities can legally operate the Fund, what type of projects will it be used for, how are the
Permittees to determine the amount of the assessment, who will operate the fund, etc. The
development of such a waiver fund program does takes time, and there has not been sufficient
time to properly determine these parameters and implement the concept. Furthermore, in spite of
the State Boards admonition, there has been no "consultation with the appropriate local
agencies" in the development of this Fund. Consultation with the affected and implementing
agencies is critical to the successful design, administration and implementation of the fund. In
short, the State Board envisioned a process whereby the Regional Board would first consult with
local agencies to develop the fund, and would then secondly, work with and provide local
agencies the time and resources to develop the fund. This basic, common-sense approach, to
develop the waiver fund program, as required by the State Board, has been ignored.

Finally, it appears that the Regional Board is again demanding that where there is
economic impracticability, that the equivalent amount of the funds that created the economic
impracticability for an onsite SUSMP, be expended through the contribution of these funds to the
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waiver fund. This obviously creates an unworkable situation. The State Board Order should be
follo~ved, and a Waiver Fund should only be developed "after consultation with the appropriate
local agencies" and complete consideration of the above-referenced issues.

7. "Regional Solutions" have not been adequately considered.

In spite of the various admonishments from the State Board to develop "regional
solutions" for purposes of implementing the SUSMP program, and in spite of the requirements
under State and federal law to consider regional solutions in protecting the quality of the region’s
waters, the draft Permit again fails to adequately allow for regional solutions.

In Order WQ-2000-11, the State Board recommend that:

"The Cities and the County, along with other interested agencies, work to develop
regional solutions so that individual dischargers are not forced to create numerous
small scale projects. While the SUSMP are an appropriate means of requiting
mitigation of storm water discharges, we also encourage innovative regional
approaches." (Order WQ-2000-11, p.21.)

With the proposed Permit, it is essential that regional solutions be developed, not only to
insure cost effective measures of resolving our water quality problems, but also to insure
technically effective programs and to avoid "numerous small scale projects." The Coalition for
Practical Regulation has proposed a specific plan to develop regional solutions and we would
strongly encourage the Regional Board to consider this plan in developing the subject NPDES
Permit.

C. THE DRAFT PERMIT FAILS TO PROPERLY CONSIDER
"ECONOMIC" CONSIDERATIONS AND HAS NOT BEEN DEVELOPED
BASED ON A "COST/BENEFIT" ANALYSIS.

When issuing any NPDES Permit for alleged point source discharges, economic
considerations are required to be taken into account under both State and federal Law. (See 33
USC §§ 1288, 1313, 1315(b), and 64 Federal Register 68722, 68732; Water Code §§ 13000,
13165. 13241, 13225, 13267 and related provisions thereto.) In particular, under Section 13263
of the Porter-Cologne Act, Waste Discharge Requirements ("WDRs") require a consideration of,
among other matters, "the provisions of Section 13241." (Water Code § 3263 (a)) Section
13241(d) specifically requires that the Regional Board, in establishing water quality objectives,
consider, among other matters, "economic considerations." As referenced above, Federal law
also requires the consideration of "economic" considerations. (64 Federal Register 68722,
68732.)
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The importance of "economic considerations" was, moreover, specifically recognized by
the State Board in Order WQ-2000-11, where the Board found that the maximum extent practical
("MEP") standard requires Permittees to choose cost-effective, best management practices
t"BMPs"), and to reject applicable BMPs where the BMPs would not be technically feasible or
"the cost would be prohibitive." (State Board Order 2000-11, p. 20.) Although the State Board
did not agree that a formal "cost/benefit analysis" was required, it clearly recognized a need to
consider costs in adopting BMPs, and here as well, at a minimum, the Porter-Cologne Act
requires the Regional Board to consider "economic considerations," in imposing WDRs.

In addition, a cost/benefit analysis is plainly required under Water Code
Section 13225(c), since the Regional Board is seeking to require local agencies to investigate and
report on "technical factors involved" in water quality control. In this instance, Section
13225(c), requiring that "the burden, including costs, of such reports shall bear a reasonable
relationship to the need for the report and the benefits to be obtained therefrom." (See Water
(-’ode § 13225(c); atso see Water Code § 13165.) The draft Permit is replete with language
requiring local municipalities to conduct numerous investigations and inspections, and to provide
countless reports to either the Executive Officer or the Regional Board itself. Pursuant to the
express requirements of the Porter-Cologne Act, a cost/benefit analysis must be conducted prior
to the imposition of such mandates.

Moreover, Finding Nos. 16 and 45 of the draft Permit refer to the importance of a cost-
effective storm water control program and cost effective measures. Yet there are no findings
supporting tie actual terms of the draft Permit itself that impose the countless inspection,
monitoring and reporting obligations on the Permittees, and there are no findings or evidence
that the numerous programs under the draft Permit are "cost-effective" programs andJor
measures. Without a supportable finding that the proposed measures are "cost-effective," such
measures cannot legally be imposed.

We respectively request that the Board consider "economic considerations" in issuing
the subject Permit, and that it perform the requisite "cost/benefit analysis" required by State law.

D. THE DI~4,FT PERMIT SEEKS TO IMPOSE NUMEROUS, UNFUNDED
MANDATES UPON MUNICIPALITIES IN VIOLATION OF THE
CALIFORNIA CONSTITUTION.

Article XIII B, Section 6 of the California Constitution prohibits the State Legislature or
any State agency from shifting the financial responsibility of carrying out governmental
functions to local governmental entities. In particular, Article XIII B, Section 6 provides in
relevant part that:
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"Whenever the Legislature or any state agency mandates a new
program or higher level of service on any local government, the
state shall provide a subvention of funds to reimburse such local
governments for the cost of such program or increased level of
service .... "

This reimbursement requirement was intended to provide permanent protection for
taxpayers from excessive taxation and to provide discipline in tax spending at both state and
local levels. (CounO, ofFresmo v. State (1991) 53 Cal.3d 42, 46.) It was moreover enacted as a
part of Proposition 4 in 1979, to preclude the state from shifiing financial responsibility to local
entities that were ill equipped to handle the task. (Id. at 47.)

Here, the draft Permit plainly attempts to shift the responsibility of the State and Regional
Board on to the Permittees, by attempting to force the municipalities to, among other matters,
regulate construction and industrial sites that ave already otherwise regulated by the State Board.
Irrefutable evidence of this attempt to shift an unfunded mandate on to the municipalities is
provide by two correspondence from US EPA, one dated December 19, 2000 and a second is
dated April 30, 2001. In such correspondence, US EPA explains that as a result of meetings with
Regional Board’s staff and the NRDC, that:

"NRDC also recognizes, however, that the root of the problem is
the lack of adequate staffing at the Regional Board to implement
the program. At the October 5 meeting, we [US EPA] suggested
that the upcoming MS4 permit re-issuance for Los Angeles County
require that the MS4 permittees provide more assistance to the
Regional Board in this regard." (See December 19, 2000 letter
from Alexis Strauss, US EPA, p. 1)

To emphasize the point that US EPA would like to help impose a State mandate on
municipalities because the State does not have "adequate staffing," Ms. Strauss goes on to state,
in a follow up communication, that:

"The State currently collects about $3 million in fees annually
from storm water dischargers, and these fees are used entirely to
fund storm water pro~am activities, including inspections,
enforcement, permitting and other activities. However, the storm
water fees cover only about 30% of the costs of the current
program, with the rest of the funding coming from other sources.
As such, the fees are not adequate to fully fund the State’s program
and its various activities including inspection." (April 30, 2001
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letter from Alexis Strauss of US EPA to Congressman Stephen
Horn.)

/See April 30, 2001 letter from US EPA, Region 9, Alexis Strauss to Congressman Horn.)

The evidence could not be stronger and US EPA has emphatically made the point that
because the fees charged by the State are "not adequate to fully fund the State’s program," the
Regional Board is attempting to shift a State mandate to municipalities, without providing
funding, i.e. the State is attempting to impose an unfunded mandate. The Regional Board’s
attempt under the draft Permit to "shift financial responsibility to local agencies that are ill
equipped to handle the task," and to put primary responsibility on the Cities to enforce a Oeneral
Statewide Permit issued by the State Board, is a direct violation of Article XIII B, Section 6 of
the California Constitution, thereby making the draft Permit invalid, without adequate funding to
the Permittees. (Couno, ofFrest, o v. Stare, supra, 53 Cal. 3d at 42, 47.) Other violations of this
Constitutional prohibition exists with the shifting of other unfunded mandates to the
municipalities, e.g. the SUSMP program.

E. THE DIL~FT PEILMIT FAILS TO INCLUDE APPROPRIATE SAFE
HARBOR LANGUAGE AND AN ADMINISTRATIVE REVIE\V
PROCESS, AND WOULD RESULT IN POTENTIALLY OPEN-ENDED
LIABILITY TO MUNICIPALITIES.

The intent and goal of the draft Permit should be to, in effect, issue a "permit" that allows
for the discharge of pollutants from the Municipalities’ MS4, but requires the municipalities
control such discharges "to the maximum extent practicable." Such is the standard specifically
set forth in the Clean Water Act, and the standard widely recognized by both the State and
regional boards throughout the State, as being the appropriate standard for issuing MS4 NPDES
Permits. Accordingly, where "pollutants" from an MS4 are being controlled to the maximum
extent practicable, in accordance with "best management practices," the Permittees should be
tbund to be in compliance with the permit, and thus CWA and the Porter-Cologne Act. Still,
further, where a Permittee complies with the objective terms of the Permit, irrespective of
whether or not a nuisance has been created by a private party’s discharge to the MS4, and~or
irrespective of whether there has been a water quality exceedance, so long as the terms of the
Permit have been complied with, the Permittees should be deemed to be in compliance of the
Clean Water Act and State law.

Accordingly, appropriate "safe harbor" language confirming that compliance with the
terms of the Permit will constitute compliance with the provisions of the Clean Water Act and
State law, is appropriate and should be expressly included within the draft Permit so as to
provide the protections envisioned by State and federal law, and so as to avoid the potential for
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spurious lawsuits against Permittees based on a strained reading of either the Permit, the Clean
Water Act, or State law.

In addition, the Regional Board should include a specific Administrative Review Process
as exists in the present Permit, as such a process goes hand in hand with an appropriate Safe
Harbor. An Administrative Review Process provides important due process protections for the
Permittees, and an opportunity for both Permit-tees and the Regional Board to present their
respective positions prior to the commencement of a more formal and expensive dispute
resolution process. Further, an Administrative Review Process provides an opportunity for the
Board itself to address minor violations that may other~vise go unchecked through a more formal
process, short of subjecting both parties to an expensive and timely dispute resolution process. It
further alloy, s the Regional Board to use a scalpel as opposed to a sledge hammer, in addressing
\~ hat are perceived as minor violations.

in addition, the Administrative Review Process should include a "meet and confer"
process to allow the parties an opportunity to resolve their differences through discussion of
communications, followed up by a mediation and’or an arbitration process. Further
communication and dialogue through the meet and confer process, followed by a
mediation,/arbitration process, would be in the best interest of all parties involved.

F. THE DRAFT PERMIT IMPROPERLY SEEKS TO TRANSFER THE
BURDEN OF PROOF ON TO THE PERMITTEES, IN ENFORCEMENT
ACTIONS, IN VIOLATION OF THE CLEAN WATER ACT, STATE LAW
AND BASIC PRINCIPLES OF DUE PROCESS OF LAW.

Buried in the definition section of the draft Permit, at the end of the definition of the term
"’Pollutants," is the following:

"In an enforcement action, the burden shall be on the person who is the
subject of such action to establish the elimination of the discharge to the
maximum extent practicable through compliance with the best
management practices available."

The apparent intent of this language is to invert the burden of proof and to require the
Permittees to effectively prove that their actions were not in violation of the Permit, and thus the
Clean Water Act and the Porter-Cologne Act. In effect the apparent intent is to include a
provision that the Permittees are deemed "guilty" of a violation, until they prove themselves
"’innocent." Obviously, this attempt to flip flop the burden of proof is a violation of the most
basic principle of our American system of justice.
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G. LIABILITY FROM PRIVATE ILLICIT DISCHARGES CANNOT BE
TRANSFERRED TO THE MUNICIPALITIES, AND MUNICIPALITIES
HAVE NO AUTHORITY TO MANDATE CONTRACTUAL PROVISIONS
IN PRIVATE PARTY AGREEMENTS.

Under Section 9(c) on page 33 of the draft Permit entitled "Maintenance Agreement and
Yransfer." the Board attempts to impose obligations on Perrnittees to verify "[w]ritten conditions
in the sales or lease agreements, which requires the recipient to assume responsibility for
maintenance and conduct a maintenance inspection at least once a year .... " The language seeks
to have Permittees impose conditions in private sale and!or lease agreements, and effectively, to
legislate language into sales and lease agreements requiring the assumption of responsibility for
the maintenance of the SUSMP structures. Yet, there is no authority under State or federal law
which would enable the Regional Board to impose this kind of requirement on municipalities,
and nor is there any authority that would allow the municipality to impose such terms and
conditions in a private agreement.

H. THE DRAFT PERMIT CAN ONLY BE ADOPTED AFTER THE
REQUIREMENTS OF THE ADMINISTRATIVE PROCEDURES ACT
HAVE BEEN COMPLIED WITH.

As discussed below, only State agencies with "statewide jurisdiction over a class of
activities or discharges," and who have filed appropriate applications with the U.S. EPA, are
authorized to administer N-PDES programs. The lack of State direction in the instant case to
individual regions throughout the State, has resulted in the present problem of different regional
boards following different and inconsistent procedure and standards for developing NPDES
permits. The lack of statewide jurisdiction of the Regional Board, in and of itself, invalidates the
issuance of the subject permit. However, and in addition, in developing any "regulation," order"
or "standard of general application," the State Board, and any Regional Board acting pursuant to
State Board delegation, is required to comply with the express rule making requirements of the
Administrative Procedures Act, Government Code Section 11340, et seq. ("APA").

Although California law does not require administrative agencies to comply with the
APA in simply issuing permits, including the issuance of waste discharge requirements, because
the draft Permit in question is, in effect, a set of regulations, and is an order and sets forth
standards of general application, the APA plainly applies and must be complied with. (Gov.
Code § 11342(g).) This conclusion is further supported by comments by Board Staff that the
permit requirements have and/or will be applied to various other agencies as well, thereby
confirming that the Regional Board believes it will be issuing an order of general application,
i.e., a regulation.
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Government Code section 11342(g) defines the terfh "regulation" broadly to include
"every rule, regulation, order, or standard of general application or the amendment, supplement
or revision of any rule, regulation, order or standard adopted by any state agency to implement,
interpret or make specific law enforced or administered by it .... " (Gov. Code § 1!342(g).)
California courts have found that "any regulation promulgated contrary to the provisions of
Chapter 3.5 of the Administrative Procedures Act is invalid." (See, e. g., Goleta Valley
CommuniO’ Hospital v. Department of Health Services (1983) 149 Cal.App.3d 1124, 1129.)
Accordingly, where an agency does not promulgate a regulation in substantial compliance with
the APA, the regulation is without legal affect. (Grier v. Kizer (1990) 219 Cal.App.3d 422,431.)
In short, the APA expressly prohibits public agencies from issuing, utilizing and enforcing any
order, rule or standard of general application, unless the same has been adopted as a formal
regulation. {See Up,ion of American Physicians and Dentists v. Kizer (1990) 223 Cal.App.3d
490, 496.)

The Permit when adopted, will plainly be a set of regulations, an order and a standard of
general application that has no legal affect unless and until the requirements of the APA have be
met.

I. THE DRA, FT PERMIT INCLUDES LANGUAGE THAT GOES BEYOND
THE AUTHORITY OF TIlE REGIONAL BOARD TO REGULATE THE
DISCHARGE OF POLLUTANTS TO RECEIVING WATERS UNDER AN
MS4.

As discussed at the Workshop and above, Part 2, subsections 1 and 2 of the draft Permit,
contains "receiving water limitation" language prohibiting discharges from the MS4 that "cause
or contribute to the violation of water quality standards or water quality objectives" and provide
that discharges from the MS4 of storm water shall not "cause or contribute to a condition of
pollution." Yet, the very purpose of issuing a NPDES Permit, and a set of a Waste Discharge
Requirements, is to specifically allow the discharge of storm water, which again, by definition
includes "storm water runoff, snow melt runoff, and surface runoff and drainage." (40 CFR
§122.26(b)(13).) The Waste Discharge Requirements under State law similarly specifically
envision allowing or permitting the discharge of "waste" to, among other areas, receiving waters.
In fact, the very purpose of the Los Angeles storm drain system developed years ago throughout
the County, was to convey storm water runoff to receiving waters as quickly as possible so far to
avoid flooding problems. Even the express Waste Discharge Requirement standards under the
Porter-Cologne Act are limited to those requirements that are "reasonably required," and in
connection with water quality conditions, that "could reasonably be achieved through the
coordinated control of all factors which affect water quality in the area." Having an "open
ended" standard ignores the specific standards set forth in the Porter-Cologne Act when issuing
Waste Discharge Requirements in the first instance.
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The subject "Permit," just like any other "permit," should be designed to specifically
allow discharges from the MS4 to receiving waters, so long as the identified conditions in the
permit are complied ~vith and are consistent with the Clean Water Act and State law. There is
nothino_ in State or l’ederal law that would allow the imposition of an open-ended standard, or
more i~nportantly, an unspecified and unknown standard to be developed in the future, thereby
creating a Catch 22 where the violation occurs before the standard is even known to the alleged
violator, in this instance, the Permittee. The draft language in the Permit would effectively
establish the standard after t.he discharge has occurred. The end result would be to effectively
establish an open ended "standard" that is inconsistent with, and in violation of, the express
standards already established in the Porter-Cologne Act and the Clean Water Act. Such
language is not only in conflict with the Clean Water and the Porter-Cologne Acts, it obviously
violates basic substantive rights to due process of law.

At the Workshop (and in Finding No. 36 of the draft Permit), the Regional Board staff
relied upon State Board Order WQ-99-05 to support the receiving water limitations language in
the current draft. As discussed at the Workshop, however, a review of Order WQ-99-05 shows
that the receiving water language in Subsections (1) and (2) does not appear anywhere in Order
WQ-99-05. Accordingly, the Regional Board’s reliance upon Order WQ-99-05 is misplaced, as
the language in the draft Permit far exceeds Order WQ-99-05.

In addition, given that Order WQ-99-05 is an order issued by the State Board to a!l
Regional Boards within the State, and thus is an order or standard of "general application," the
State Board was required to have complied with the requirements of the Administrative
Procedures Act, Government Code Section 11340, et seq. (the "APA") before issuing such an
Order. Without compliance with the APA, the underlying basis for the language on receiving
water limitations, is misplaced.

J. THE DRAFT PERMIT IMPROPERLY ATTEMPTS TO AMEND
STATUTORY AND REGULATORY REQUIREMENTS UNDER CEQA
AND STATE GENERAL PLAN REQUIREMENTS, IN VIOLATION OF
THE STATE LAW AND THE ADMINISTRATIVE PROCEDURES ACT.

Under Section 11, on page 34, of the draft Permit, the Regional Board attempts to require
Permittees to "modify planning procedures for preparing and reviewing CEQA documents to
consider potential storm water impact and provide for appropriate mitigation, with immediate
effect." These provisions go on to provide that "the CEQA guidelines shall require consideration
of tl’,e following, ..." Thus, it is apparent from the plain language in the draft Permit itself, that
the Regional Board, is attempting to modify the "CEQA guidelines," which are regulations under
Title 15 of the California Code of Regulations. Not only does the Regional Board not have any
authority to modify the regulations to CEQA, if it were to do so, it would have to do so through
compliance with the requirements of the Administrative Procedures Act.
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Similarly, under Section 12, entitled "General Plan Update," on page 35 of the draft
Permit, the Regional Board seeks to require each Permittee to "update appropriate elements of its
General Plans to include watershed and storm water quality and quantity management
considerations no later than [540 days from permit adoption date] appropriate etements include,
but are not limited to, water quality protection, development goals and policies, open space goals
and policies, preservation and integration with natural features and water conservation policies."

The requirements of a Cities General Plan are based on the elements identified by the
State Legislature in the California Government Code and regulations thereto, and any attempt by
the Regional Board to require additional "elements" in the Cities’ General Plans is clearly
beyond the authority of a Regional Water Quality Control Board and would certainly violate the
requirements of the Administrative Procedures Act.

K. THE REGIONAL BOARD HAS NO AUTHORITY TO ISSUE THE NPDES
PEI~\IIT IN QUESTION.

In accordance with California Water Code Section 13160, the State Water Resources
Control Board ("State Board") is the designated agency to exercise the powers delegated to the
State of Califomia under the Clean Water Act, specifically including the right and obligation to
administer the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System ("NPDES") Program, in
accordance with that Memorandum of Understanding entered into by and between the United
States Environmental Protection Agency ("EPA") and the State Board dated September 22, 1989.
Federal regulations allow NPDES authority within a state to be shared between two or more state
agencies, but only if each agency has statewide jurisdiction over a class of activities or
discharges. Further, when more that one agency is responsible for issuing NPDES Permits
within the state, under the CWA, each agency is required to make a submission meeting the
requirements of the federal regulations. (40 CFR § 123.1(g)(1).)

Unlike the State issued General NPDES Industrial and Construction Permits, the subject
NPDES Permit is being developed and proposed by the Los Angeles Regional Water Quality
Control Board. By definition, the Regional Water Quality Control Board is a regional agency
with regional jurisdiction, and thus does not have "state-wide jurisdiction over a class of
activities or discharges," as required by the federal regulations. Further, nor has the State Board
provided regulatory direction to the various regional boards in the State, on the procedural and
substantive process to be followed in issuing a National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
Permit. Without such specific regulatory direction by the State Board, and given the mandate of
Federal Law that each NPDES issuing agency is to be a State agency with state-wide
jurisdiction over a class of activities or discharges, the Los Angeles Regional Board has no
authority to issue the subject Permit.
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Finally, the only mechanism for which the State Board may be in a position to delegate
the terms of an order, regulation or rule of general application to a class of activities or
discharges, i.e., to have a regional agency issue an NPDES Permit on its behalf, is to do so in
accordance xvith the requirements of the Administrative Procedures Act, Gov. Code § 11340 et
seq. Presently, however, as this process has not been followed, the Los Angeles Regional Water
Quality Control Board has no jurisdiction and no authority to issue the subject Permit.

k. THE REGIONAL BOARD HAS FAILED TO CONSIDER THE TYPES
AND SOURCES OF POLLUTANTS IN DEVELOPING THE DRAFT
PERMIT, AS REQUIRED BY STATE AND FEDEIL~L LA\V.

Under the Porter-Cologne Act, specifically Water Code Section 13263(a), Waste
Discharge Requirements are to be issued "with relation to the conditions existing in the disposal
area or receiving waters upon, or into which, the discharge is made or proposed." (See Water
Code § 13263(a).) In addition, under the CWA, Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System
("MS4") NPDES Permits are to be issued based on information concerning "source
identification," "discharge characterization," and "characterization data." (See 40 CFR §§
122.26(d)(1 )tiii), (iv), and (d)(2)(ii) and (iii).) In fact, one of the primary purposes of the permit
process is to develop quantitative data on the types and sources of the pollutants in the effected
receiving waters, and to thereafter develop particular management programs based on the
"’quantitative data" developed. (40 CFR § 122.26(d)(2)(iv).)

With the subject draft Permit, the Regional Board has gone beyond its authority under the
CWA and State law, as the Board has failed to customize and particularize the terms of the draft
Permit to account for the "conditions existing in the disposal area or receiving waters," or for
such "source identification," "discharge characterization," and "characterization data," as
required by ~he Act. (Water Code §13263(a); 40 CFR § 122.26(d)(1)(ii)).

In proposing a Permit that is not based on "quantitative data," nor on information on the
particular types and sources of pollutants in the subject receiving waters, the Regional Board is
acting contrary to the policies and procedures set forth in the Act itself, and in the Porter-
Cologne Act. For example, Part 2 of the draft Permit entitled "Receiving Water Limitations,"
subsections 1 and 2, contains very broad and ambiguous language imposing a prohibition on all
discharges from the MS4 "that cause or contribute to the violation of water quality standards or
water quality objectives." Yet, the purpose of the CWA in requiring the identification of the
sources and pollutants of concern through the development of "quantitative data," is to have
these sources of pollutants and pollutants identified in the development process, and to then issue
a Permit that considers these pollutants and imposes "controls to reduce the discharge of
pollutants to the maximum extent practicable" from the MS4. (42 U.S.C. § 1342(p)(3)(B).)
Other language throughout the draft Permit further highlights the problems created by a draft
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Permit that was not developed based on the pollutants of concern and the sources of those
pollutants, or on the "conditions existing in the disposal area or receiving waters."

THE DRAFT PERMIT IMPROPERLY SEEKS TO REGULATE THE
APPLICATION OF PESTICIDES, HERBACIDES AND FERTILIZERS, IN
AN AREA ALREADY HEAVILY REGULATED.

Under Section 4 on page 42, entitled "Landscape and Recreational Facilities
Management," the draft Permit attempts to impose protocol and prohibitions on Permittees"
application of pesticides, herbicides and fertilizers. Again, the Regional Board has attempted to
regulate an area already heavily regulated under State and federal law (for example see
Section 14151, et seq. of the California Food and Agriculture Code).

Beyond the fact that the Regional Board has no such authority and that it is attempting to
regulate within an area already heavily regulated, the Regiona! Board’s actions in this regard
would be preempted by State and federal legislation, and would be outside the authority of an
appointed, unelected regional body, that is not charged with any authority to regulate the field.
Further, there are nofindings anywhere within the draft Permit itself that would support such an
unauthorized underground r,:gulation.

Final ly, the California Environmental Protection Agency, under existing State legislation,
already regulates the storage and application of pesticides throughout the State. Before the
Regional Board, or any other unelected body of the State, attempts to impose regulations that in
any way differ from existing requirements on the application of pesticides, herbicides and
fertilizers, the appropriate authorized agencies within the State should be conferred with. In
effect, the right hand of the State should only act after knowing of the actions already taken by
the left hand of the State.

N. BECAUSE THE DRAFT PERMIT GOES BEYOND THE AUTHORITY
PROVIDED UNDER THE CLEAN WATER ACT AND THE PORTER-
COLOGNE ACT AND WOULD APPLY TO "NEW SOURCES" AS
DEFINED IN THE CLEAN WATER ACT, THE REQUIREMENTS OF
CEQA MUST BE COMPLIED WITH.

Water Code Section 13389 exempts the State and Regional boards from compliance with
the requirements from CEQA and the adoption of "waste discharge requirements," except
requirements for "new sources" as defined in the Clean Water Act. In the instant case, the draft
Permit seeks to impose permanent requirements on "new sources" as defined in the Clean Water
Act, and thus the requirements of CEQA must be complied with.
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Under the Clean Water Act, "new sources" are d~fined to mean "any source, the
construction of which is commenced after the publication of proposed regulations prescribing a
standard of performance under this section which will be applicable to such source, if such
standard is thereafter promulgated in accordance with this section." (33 U.S.C. § 1316(a)(2).)
Further the term "source" is defined to mean "an3, building, structure, facility, or installation
from which there is or may be the discharge of pollutants." (33 U.S.C. § 1316(a)(3).)

Here, to the extent the Regional Board is requiring municipalities to enforce provisions of
this Permit and/or to enforce directly or indirectly any State industrial NPDES permit involving a
t’acility constructed after the applicable regulations have been adopted for the standard governing
discharges from such facility, the requirements of CEQA apply, and must be complied with.

O. THE DRAFT PERMIT WOULD VIOLATE THE PROHIBITION SET
FORTH UNDER CALIFORNIA WATER CODE SECTION 13360.

California Water Code Section 13360(a) provides in pertinent part that:

"No waste discharge requirement or other order of a Regional Board or the
state board or decree of a court issued under this division shall specify the
design, location, type of construction, or particular manner in which
compliance may be had with that requirement, order, or decree, and the
person so ordered shall be permitted to comply with the order in any
lawful manner."

In short, Section 13360 allows a State or regional board to identify the "disease and
command that it be cured," but prohibits the State or Regional Board from "dictating the cure."
(See Tahoe Sierra Preservation Counctl v. State Water Resources Control Board (1989) 210
Cal.App.3d 1421, 1438.) The .75 inch numerical SUSMP standard is clearly a "design"
standard and a particular manner in which "compliance may be had," and represents "dictating
the cure." As such, it violates the requirements of Water Code Section 13360(a).

In addition, the draft Permit violates Water Code Section 13360(a) in each instance where
the Regional Board seeks to impose a "particular manner" in which compliance may be had. In
particular, specific requirements that are imposed on the municipalities to amend CEQA or to
add additional elements to the General Plan, or to adopt and implement a particular Business
Assistance Program, or to impose particular language in private sale or lease agreements, all
constitute a "particular manner" in which compliance may be had. The imposition of such
"’particular manners" of compliance violates the express prohibition under Water Code Section
13360(a).
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P. NUMEROUS FINDINGS WITH THE DRAFT PERMIT ARE NOT
SUPPORTED BY THE EVIDENCE, AND/OR THE FINDINGS DO NOT
SUPPORT THE TERMS OF THE PERMIT.

Finding No. 6 in the draft Permit appears to have been drafted to support the inclusion of
environmentally sensitive areas into the SUSMP provisions of the draft Permit. As discussed
above, there is no authority under State or federal law to allow the Regional Board to per se
regulate environmentally sensitive areas, and the State Board has determined that
environmentally sensitive areas are already heavily regulated. Finding No. 6 is not supported by
the evidence, and itself does not support the ability of the Regional Board to regulate
environmentally sensitive areas; nor does it support the need for the Regional Board to regulate
"’receiving waters" differently in environmentally sensitive areas than in other areas.

In Finding No. 7, the Regional Board asserts that "’[p]ercentage impervious cover is a
reliable indicator and predictor of potential water quality degradation expected from new
development." Yet, there is no indication that the Board has considered the need for the
proposed de\elopment, such as the need for additional housing in the region, particularly low or
moderate income housing, or other development as may be necessary to serve the needs of the
community. In short, the implication of Finding No. 7 is that no development creating
additional impervious surfaces should be permitted, as such will result in a potential for water
quality degradation.

Further, it does not appear that there has been any balancing of the potential need for the
purposed project on the community in comparison to the potential adverse impact, if any, on the
water quality from the development. Finding No. 7, thus violates the review process under the
California Environmental Quality Act, as the Regional Board has failed to consider all potential
environmental impacts created by the adoption of the draft Permit, and such findings, and has
determined without environmental review, that the addition of any impervious surface is
overridden by the potential detrimental impact on water quality.

Also, in Finding No. 41, the draft Permit provides that "[a] ministerial project may be
made discretionary by adopting local ordinance provisions that create decision-making
discretion." Finding No. 41 seems to imply that not only do municipalities have the authority to
make all ministerial projects, discretionary, that it would make some regulatory or legal sense to
do so. In short, the draft Permit suggests that every building permit, grading permit, plumbing
permit, electrical permit and occupancy permit, should be issued directly by the City Council, the
Board of Supervisors and/or the Flood Control District Boards. With one felt swoop, for the sole
purpose of addressing an unidentified problem with the existing SUSMP program, the Regional
Board will have changed the entire planning, building and development process throughout the
County of Los Angeles. Finding No. 41 is not supported by the evidence and would have
disastrous consequences on planning and development throughout the County.
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In Finding No. 14, the Regional Board recognizes "that the Permittees will not be held
responsible" for federal, State, regional and other loca! facilities within its jurisdiction and/or for
discharges from such facilities. Unfortunately, there are no provisions anywhere in the draft
Permit itself which exempt the Permittees from such responsibility, and, to the contrary, the
definition of Industrial/Commercial Facility is defined to include federal, State and municipal
facilities. Accordingly, not only are the provisions of the draft Permit dealing with
Industrial/Commercial Facilities not supported by the findings, they are expressly controverted
by Finding No. 14.

Finding Nos. 16 and 45 indicate that the Permit is intended to develop, among other
things, a "cost-effective storm water control program" and "cost-effective" measures to
minimize the discharge of pollutants to receiving waters. Yet, the terms of the draft Permit itself
are not based on these findings, as the terms of the drat’t Permit do not provide the flexibility for
"cost-effective" control measures and programs, such as regional solutions. Further, there are no
findings anywhere in the draft Permit to show that its terms are "cost effective" or that
"’economic considerations" were considered in its development. To the extent that there is
evidence that exists to support Finding Nos. 16 and 45, i.e. to support the determinations of the
Regional Board that its programs and measures are "cost effective," this information should be
disclosed to the public and :he public should be given an opportunity to review the same. To
date, no such evidence has been provided.

Finding No. 16 also provides that it is the intent of the Permit to "minimize the discharge
of pollutants in stoma water from the permitted areas in the County of Los Angeles, to the waters
of the United States." This finding plainly contravenes the clear standard set forth under the
Clean Water Act, whereby the Permit is required to be designed to control the discharge of
pollutants from MS4 "to the maximum extent practicable."

Finding No. 21 states that EPA regulations "require that Permittees implement a program
to monitor and control pollutants in discharges to the municipal system from industrial and
commercial facilities that contribute a substantial pollutant load to the MS4." As discussed
above, this is not an accurate representation of the regulations, as the referenced regulations only
apply to the control of pollutants and discharges of storm water runoff associated with industrial
activities, as specifically defined in the regulations themselves (40 CFR § 122.26(b)(14) which do
not include "commercial" facilities), and to industrial facilities that the municipality determines
are "contributing a substantial pollutant loading to the municipal storm sewer system." (See 40
CFR 122.26 (d)(2)(iv)(c).) The requirement that the Permit-tees implement a program to monitor
and control pollutants and discharges from all "industrial/commercial facilities" is not supported
by the regulations and is directly contrary to the CWA regulations cited in Finding No. 21.

Finding No. 29 provides that the Regional Board on October 13, 1998 "approved
recommended best management practices for industrial/commercial facilities (Resolution



RUTAN
&TUCKER 

Dr. Xavier Swamikannu
May 15,2001
Page 25

No. 98-08)." A review of Resolution No. 98-08, however, shows that it only applies to a few
select "commercial" facilities, and further, only imposes best management practices on certain
specified industrial facilities an&’or activities. The definition of "Industrial/Commercial
Facility" under the draft Permit is far broader than the facilities described in Resolution No. 98-
0~. and the draft Permit plainly exceeds the terms of Resolution No. 98-08.

Finding No. 31 implies that a December 26, 2000 memorandum from the State Board’s
Chief Counsel constitutes "a state-wide policy" memorandum, and is cited to support the
proposition that the SUSMP requirements are to include "ministerial projects, projects in an
environmentally sensitive areas, and retail gasoline outlets." The December 26, 2000 directive
from the State Board’s Chief Counsel, if it is to be followed, can only be followed after the
requirements of the Administrative Procedures Act ("APA") have been complied with, which
they have not.

Finding No. 37 references California Water Code Section 13263(a) and the provisions of
said section which require the Regional Board to "take into consideration the beneficial uses to
be protected and the water quality objectives reasonably required for that purpose." Yet,
Finding No. 37, fails to cite the complete language within Water Code Section 13263(a), and
specifically fails to include the need for the objectives identified in Water Code Section 13241 to
be considered, including the need to consider "economic considerations," and "the need for
developing housing within the region," along with "water quality conditions that could
reasonably be achieved through the coordinated control of all factors which effect water quality
in the area." In addition, under Section 13263(a), the waste discharge requirements are to take
into consideration "the water quality objectives reasonably required for that purpose .... " and are
to be considered in "relation to the conditions existing in the disposal area or receiving waters
upon, or into which the discharge is made or proposed." (Water Code §13263(a).) Finding 37
thus, omits critical language from the standard for the issuance of waste discharge requirements,
and the Permit fails to follow the standards set forth in Section 13263. The findings within the
draft Permit do not support the Regional Board’s consideration of these factors and other
important factors, and the terms of the draft Permit do not comply with the requirements of
Water Code Section 13263.

In Finding No. 43, the Regional Board contends that the Permit is "to protect the
beneficial uses of receiving waters in Los Angeles County," and that to meet this objective, the
Order requires implementation of BMPs intended to reduce pollutants in storm water and urban
runoff such that ultimately their discharge will neither cause violations of water quality
objectives nor create conditions of nuisance in receiving waters." This standard, however, is
contrary to the standards set forth under the Porter-Cologne Act, as discussed above, and the
standards set forth in the Clean Water Act, which require the control of discharges of pollutants
from MS4s "’to the maximum extent practicable." (42 USC § 1342(p)(3)(B).)
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Finding No. 43 is not supported by State or federal law, and moreover, as discussed
above in connection with the receiving water limitation language in the draft Permit, would
result in a scenario where the standards under the Permit are not established until after an alleged
violation occurs, thereby denying the Permittee its right to substantive due process of law, and
thereby denying the municipalities a "meaningful" Permit that allows for the discharge of waste
and the discharge of pollutants from its MS4, as envisioned by both the Porter-Cologne and the
Clean Water Acts.

In short, the findings set forth throughout the draft Permit are not supported by the
evidence in the record, and the findings themselves do not support the proposed terms of the
draft Permit. Further, there are a number of provisions throughout the Permit, which are not
supported by either supportable or unsupportable findings.

Q. THE DRAFT PERMIT FAILS TO INCLUDE A FINDING OF
CONSISTENTLY WITH THE AREA-WIDE WASTE TREATMENT
MANAGEMENT PLAN.

The Southern California Association of Governments ("SCAG") is a joint powers
authority, created pursuant to California Government Code Section 6500, et seq., and is an
agency that represents 184 cities in Southern California, in the counties of Los Angeles, Orange,
San Bernardino, Riverside, Ventura and Imperial. SCAG’s region encompasses some 38,000 sq.
miles and a population of over 15,000,000 residents. SCAG has been designated as an Area-
Wide Waste Treatment Management Planning Agency, pursuant to 33 USC Section 1288(a)(2),
i.e., Section 208 of the Clean Water Act. SCAG is therefore an agency responsible for
continuing an area-wide waste treatment management planning process. Thus, under
Section 208 of the Clean Water Act, particularly subsection (e), before an NPDES Permit can be
issued, the issuing agency must make a finding of consistency with the area-wide waste
treatment management plan. (42 U.S.C. § 1288(e).) In the instant case, the draft Permit fails to
include a finding of consistency with the Area-Wide Waste Treatment Management Plan, and as
such, Sectio~ 208 of the Clean Water Act has not been complied with.
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We hope the above comments are helpful to you in your review of the draft Permit, and
encourage you to consider these comments in incorporating appropriate changes into a final
Permit. so that the Permit ultimately adopted by the Regional Board is consistent with
requirements of State and federal law, and results in a legally supportable and effective Storm
Water Program for the region.

Sincerely,

RUTAN & TUCKER

Richard Montevideo
RM:kmh
Enclosures
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Storm
Storm Water Discharges Associated with

Industrial Activity
40 C.F.R. 122.26(b)(14)

The term "Storm Water Discharges Associated with Industrial Activity", defmed
in federal regulations 40 CFR 122.26(b)(14)(i)-(xi), determined which industrial
facilities are potentially subject to Phase I of the storm water program. If you are
subject to the program you need to apply for a permit. The definition uses either
SIC (Standard Industrial C]assificationl~[tli~) codes or narrative descriptions to
characterize the activities. You are responsible for identifying your facility’s SIC

Act code. The definition’s 11 categories ((i) - (xi)) are listed below. You should
review these 11 categories and decide if your type of facility is described by any
of them (either by SIC code or by narrative descriptions). Please note that
categories iii, viii, and xi have special conditions, or exceptions (described
below) which may make a facility NOT subject to the program, and therefore not

Register required to apply, even though the facility’s activity matches one of the SIC
codes.

category (i)

Facilities su~ect to storm water effluent limitations guideline, new source
per~rmance standards, or toxic pollutant effluent standards under 40 CFR
subchapter N (except ~cilities with toxic pollutant effluent standards which are
exempted under category (xi)). These types of ~cilities include the following:

40 CFR Subchapter N

405 Dairy products processing
406 Grain mills
407 Canned & preserved fruits & veg. processing *
408 Canned & preserved seafood processing
409 Beet, crystalline & liquid cane sugar refining
410 Textile mills
411 Cement manufacturing
412 Feedlots (use CAFO Geheral Permit)
414 Organic Chemicals plastics and synthetic fibers
415 Inorganic chemical manufacturing *
417 Soap and detergent manufacturing
418 Fertilizer manufacturing
419 Petroleum refining
420 Iron and steel manufacturing
421 Nonferrous metal manufacturing
422 Phosphate manufacturing *
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424 Ferroalioy manufacturing *
425 Leather tanning and finishing
426 Glass manufacturing "
427 Asbestos manufacturing
428 Rubber manufacturing
429 Timber products processing
430 Pulp, paper, and paperboard *
431 Builder’s paper and board mills
432 Meat products
433 Metal finishing
434 Coal Mining ¯
436 Mineral mining & processing *
439 Pharmaceutical manufacturing *
440 Ore mining & dressing *
443 Paving and roofing materials.
446 Paint formulating
447 Ink formulating
455 Pesticide Chemicals "
458 Carbon Black manufacturing
461 Battery manufacturing
463 Plastics molding and forming
464 Metal molding and casting
465 Coil coating
466 Porcelain enameling
467 Aluminum forming
468 Copper forming *
469 Electrical & electronic component
471 Nonferrous metal forming & powders

¯ some facilities in group do not have limits or
standards, see 40 CFR subchapter N to verify.

category (ii)

SIC Code

24 lumber and wood products (except 2434 wood
kitchen cabinets, see (xi))

26 paper & allied products (except 265 paperboard
containers, 267 converted paper, see (xi))

28 chemicals & allied products (except 283 drugs,
see (xi))

29 petroleum & coal products
311 leather tanning & finishing
32 stone, clay & glass production (except

323 products of purchased glass, see (xi))
33 primary metal industry
3441 fabricated structural metal
373 ship and boat building and repair

category (iii) Mineral Industry

Facilities classified as SIC codes 10-14 including active or inactive mining
operations (except for areas of coal mining operations no longer meeting the
deflation of a reclamation area under 40 CFR 434.11(1) because the
performance bond issued to the facility by the approp~e SMCRA autho~ty has
been released, or areas of non-coal mining operations w~ch have been released
~om applicable State or Federal reclamation requiremen~ after Decmnber 17,
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1990), and oil and gas exploration, production, processing, or treatment
operations, or transmission facilities that discharge storm water contaminated by
contact with or that has come into contact with, any overburden, raw material,
intermediate products, finished products, byproducts or waste products located
on the site of such operations (inactive mining operations are mining sites that
are not being actively mined, but which have an identifiable owner/operator;
inactive mining sites do not include sites where mining claims are being
maintained prior to disturbances associated with the extraction, benefication, or
processing of mined materials, nor sites where minimal activities are undertaken
for the sole purpose of maintaining a mining claim).

SIC Code
I0 metal mining (metallic mineral/ores)
12 coal mining
13 oil and gas extraction
14 non-metallic minerals except fuels

Oil and gas operations that discharge contaminated storm water at any time
between November 16, 1987 and October 1, 1992, and that are currently not
authorized by an NPDES permit, must apply for a permit. Operators of oil and
gas exploration, production, processing, or treatment operations or transmission
facilities, that are not required to submit a permit application as of October 1,
1992 in accordance with 40 CFR 122.26(c)(1)(iii), but that after October 1, 1992
have a discharge of a reportable quantity of oil or a hazardous substance (in a
storm water discharge) for which notification is required pursuant to either 40
CFR 110.6, 117.21, or 302.6, must apply for a permit.

category (iv) Hazardous Waste

Hazardous waste treatment, storage, or disposal facilities including those that are
operating under interim status or a permit under Subtitle C of RCRA.

category (v) Landfills

Landfills, .land application sites, and open dumps that receive or have received
any industrial waste (waste that is received from any of the facilities described
under categories (i) - (xi)) including those that are subject to regulations under
Subtitle D of RCRA.

category (vi)

Facilities involved in the recycling of materials, including metal scrap yards,
battery reclaimers, salvage yards, and automobile junkyards, including but
limited to those classified as SIC 5015 (used motor vehicle parts) and 5093
(scrap and waste materials).

category (vii) Steam Electric Plants

Steam electric power generating facilities, including coal handling sites.
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categor).’ (viii) Transportation

Transportation facilities classified by the SIC codes listed below which have
vehicle maintenance shops, equipment cleaning operations, or airport
deicing operations. Only those portions of the facility that are either involved in
vehicle maintenance (including vehicle rehabilitation, mechanical repairs,
painting, fueling, and lubrication), equipment cleaning operations, airport deicing
operations, or which are otherwise identified under categories (I)-(vii) or (ix)-(xi)
are associated with industrial activity, and need permit coverage.

SIC Code
40 railroad transportation
41 local and interurban passenger transit
42 trucking & warehousing (except 4221-25,

see (xi))
43 US postal service
44 water transportation
45 transportation by air
5171 petroleum bulk stations and terminals

category (ix) Treatment Works

Treatment works treating domestic sewage or any other sewage sludge or
wastewater treatment device or system, used in the storage, treatment, recycling,
and reclamation of municipal or domestic sewage, including land dedicated to
the disposal of sewage sludge that are located within the confines of the facility,
with a design flow of 1.0 mgd or more, or required to have an approved
pretreatment program under 40 CFR 403. Not included are farm lands, domestic
gardens or lands used for sludge management where sludge is beneficially reused
and which are not physically located in the confines of the facility, or areas that
are in compliance with section 405 of the Clean Water Act.

category (x) Construction

Construction activity including clearing, grading and excavation activities
except: operations that result in the disturbance of less than 5 acres of total land
area which are not part of a larger common plan of development or sale.

The construction "operator" must apply for permit coverage under the General
Storm Water Permit for Construction Activities. The "operator" is the party or
parties that either individually or taken together meet the following two criteria:
1) they have operational control over the site specification; 2) they have the day-
to-day operational control of those activities at the site necessary to ensure
compliance. For a typical commercial construction site, the owner and general
contractor must both apply. For a typical residential development, the developer
and all builders must apply. Each builder must apply even if they individually
disturb less than 5 acres if the overall development is 5 or more acres. Only one
Pollution Prevention Plan is required per site even though there may be multiple
parties.

http://www.epa.gov/region04/water/wpeb/cwaespgs/strmwtrdawia.htm 4/21/2001
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Storm Water Discharges Asso,"ate with Industrial Acuv~ty 4U t.,.i-.~, l, ,’.~o!,o)~,, 4j , -= ....,~

category (xi) Light industry

Facilities classified by the following SIC codes:

SIC Code
20 food and kindred product
21 tobacco products
22 textile mill products
23 apparel and other textile p{oduct
2434 wood kitchen cabinets
25 furniture and fixtures
265 paperboard containers and boxes
267 miscellaneous converted paper products
27 printing and publishing
283 drugs
285 paints and allied products
30 rubber and miscellaneous plastic
31 leather and products (except 311)
323 products of purchased glass
34 fabricated metal products (except 3441)
35 industrial machinery and equipment
36 electronic and other electric equipment
37 transportation equipment (except 373)
38 instruments and related products
39 miscellaneous manufacturing
4221 farm product storage
4222 refrigerated storage
4225 general warehouse and storage

(and which are not otherwise included in categories (ii) - (x)) with storm water
discharges from all areas (except access roads and rail lines) where material
handling, equipment, or activities, raw materials, intermediate products, final
products, waste materials, by-products, or industrial machinery are exposed to
storm water. Material handling activities include the storage, loading and
unloading, ~ansponation, or conveyance of any raw material, intermediate
produce, finished product, by-product, or waste product.

Note:

Standard Industrial Classification (SIC) codes are in the process of being
replaced by the newer North American Industry Classification System (’NAICS).
Until EPA modifies regulations referring to the newer NAICS system, the older
SIC codes will continue to be utilitized.

Standard Industrial Classification codes

North American Industry_ Classification Systeml]tlli~
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901 P S~’~ ¯ Sacramento, California 9~l~ ¯ (9]6)
i kox Madmg Address: P.O. Box 100 ¯ Salem, Califo~ia 95812~1~ G~y Da~

F~ (916)653~28 ¯ ln~et Add~ss: h~://~.s~b.~.gov                                  ~or
Environm~tal

Prot~cltOn

October 12, 2000 0~T 1 ~ ~

CERTIFIED MAIL

Richard Montevideo, Esq. Stephen P. Deitsch, Esq.
Rutan & Tucker Best, Best & K.neger
611 Anton Boulevard, 14± Floor 3750 University Avenue, Suite 400
Costa Mesa, CA 92626-1950 P.O. Box 1028

Riverside, CA 92502-1028
Lyman C. Welch, Esq.
Mayer, Brown &Platt
190 S. La Salle Street
Chicago, IL 60603-3�41

Dear Mr. Montevideo, Mr. Deitsch, and Mr. Welch:

PETITION OF PETITIONS OF THE CITIES OF BELLFLOWER, ET A.L., CITY OF
ARCADIA, AND WESTERN STATES PETROLEUM ASSOCIATION (REVIEW OF
JANUARY 26, 2000 ACT/ON OF THE REGIONAL BOARD, AND ACTIONS AND
FAILURES TO ACT BY BOTH THE REGIONAL BOARD AND ITS EXECUTIVE OFFICER
PURSUANT TO ORDER NO. 96-054, PERMIT FOR MUNICIPAL STORM WATER AND
URBAN RUN-OFF DISCHARGES WITHIN LOS ANGELES COUNTY [2’,,rpDES NO.
CAS614001 ]), LOS ANGELES REGION: ADOPTED ORDER
SWRCB/OCC FILES A-1280, A-1280(a) and A-12g0(b)

Enclosed is a copy of Order WQ 2000-11 which was adopted by the State Water Resources
Control Board at its regular business meeting on October 5, 2000.

Sincerely,

Craig M. Wilson
Chief Counsel

Enclosure

cc: Mr. Dennis Dickerson Gregory R. McClintock, Esq.
Executive Officer Mayer, Brown & Plat~
Los Angeles Regional Water Quality 350 S. Grand Avenue, Suite 2500

Control Board Los Angeles. CA 90071-1503

320 West 4th Street, Suite 200
Los Angeles, CA 90013

Interested Persons Mailing List

California Environmental Protection Agency

~ Rec,ycled Paper
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_ STATE OF CALIFORNIA
STATE WATER RESOURCES CONTROL BOARD

ORDER: WQ 2000 - 11

In the Matter of the Petitions of
THE CITIES OF BELLFLOWER, ET AL., THE CITY OF ARCADIA, AND

VCESTERN STATES PETROLEUM ASSOCIATION
Review of January 26, 2000 Action of the Regional Board

and
Actions and Failures to Act

by both the
California Regional Water Quality Control Board,

Los Angeles Region and Its Executive Officer
Pursuant to Order No. 96-054,

Permit for Municipal Storm Water and Urban Run-Off Discharges Within
Los Angeles County

[NPDES NO. CAS614001]

SWRCB/OCC FILES A-1280, A-1280(a) and A-1280(b)

BY THE BOARD:

On July 15, 1996, the Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board (Regional

Water Board) issued a revised national pollutant discharge elimination system (NPDES) permit

in Order No. 96-054 (permit) to the 85 incorporated cities and the county within Los Angeles

County (the County). ~ The permit covers storm water discharges from municipal separate storm

sewer systems throughout the County.:

; This was the second storm water permit adopted for Los Angeles County and its cities. The first permit was the
subject of an earlier Order. (In the Matter of Natural Resources Defense Council, Inc., Order WQ 91-04). In this
permit, the County is designated as the Principal Permittee, and each city is designated as a permittee. The County
is required to submit various documents on behalf of all of the permittees.
: The Regional Water Board has since issued a separate permit for one city, Long Beach. The relevant provisions of
the Long Beach permit are similar to those in Order No. 96-054.
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The permit contains provisions for the regulation of storm water discharges from

development planning and construction."~ Pursuant to these provisions, the County was required

to submit Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plans (SUSMPs).’~ The SUSMPs are plans

that designate best management practices (BMPs) that must be used in specified categories of

development projects. The County submitted SUSMPs, but the Regional Water Board approved

the SUSMPs only after making revisions. The Executive Officer issued the revised SUSMPs on

March 8, 2000.5

On February 25, 2000, the State Water Resources Control Board (State Water Board or

Board) received a petition for review of the actions and failures to act regarding the SUSMPs

from a number of cities, the Building Industry Association of Southern California and the

Building Industry Legal Defense Foundation (jointly referred to as Cities). A second petition

was received from the City of Arcadia. And a third petition was received from the Western

States Petroleum Association (WSPA). On April 7, 2000, the petitioners filed amendments to

their petitions, concerning the March 8, 2000 issuance of the SUSMPs. The Cities’ amendment

also revised the list of cities included in the petition. The Cities’ petition now includes 32 cities.

The petitions are legally and factually related, and have therefore been consolidated for purposes

of review.6 The petitioners also requested a stay of the SUSM~Ps. This request was denied by

letter, dated May 11, 2000.

3 Pern~t, Pan 2.111. These provisions focus more on post-construction impacts of development than on discharges

from construction activities.
4 Pern~t, Part 2.111.A.l.c.
5 These are referred to hereto as the Final SUSMPs. The Final SUSMPs also apply to Long Beach, even though ~t

subject to a separate perrmt.
6 Cal. Code of Regs., tit. 23, section 2054.
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On June 7 and 8, 2000, the Board held a hearing in Torrance. Several entities, including

the petitioners, the Regional Water Board, and several environmental groups7, were designated

parties. The evidence fi’om that hearing has been included in the record before the Board. The

record for comments on the petition was kept open until the end of the hearing. The parties were

allowed to submit post-hearing briefs.8

I. BACKGROUND

In prior Orders9 this Board has explained the need for the municipal storm water programs

and the emphasis on BMPs in lieu of numeric effluent limitations. The emphasis for preventing

pollution from storm water discharges is still on the development and implementation of

effective BMPs, but with the expectation that the level of effort will increase over time. In its

Interim Permitting Approach~°, the United States Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA)

stated that first-round permits should include BMPs, and expanded or better-tailored BMPs in

subsequent permits where necessary to attain water quality standards. Dischargers, consultants,

and academic institutions in California and nationwide have conducted numerous studies on the

effectiveness of BMPs and appropriate design standards. While many questions are still

~ The environmental groups are Natural Resources Defense Council, Inc., Santa Momca BayKeeper, and Heal the
Bay.
8 There are several documents that were not timely received and, therefore, are not made a part of the record before

the Board. The hearing notice specified that all evidence from panics must be received by May 31, 2000. The
Regional Water Board subrmtted documents on June 6, 2000. The hearing nonce specified that policy statements
were due by the close of the hearing. Several comment letters were received June 12, 13, and 19, 2000. None of
these subrrurtals are a part of the record. The post-heanng briefs were subject to a 10-page 1kmit. The environmental
groups subrmtted objections to the post-hearing brief subrmtted by the Cities. First, the environmental groups
challenge the length of the brief. All briefs were subject to a 10-page limit. The Cities subrmtted a 10-page brief,
w~th a 22-page attachment showing extensive proposed revisionsto the SUSMPs. This subrratml violates the page
larut, and only the brief is considered pan of the record. Second. the environmental groups cintra that an e-mail
message referred to by the petitioners is subject to anorney-cllent privilege and should not have been used m this
hearing. This e-mail message, from the Regional Water Board’s counsel to one of its engineers, was placed m the
Regional Water Board’s admimsu’ative record and subrmtted to the State Water Board. Any privilege that may have
attached to the message has been waived and no longer exists. Finally, the post-hearing brief from the City of
Arcadia was received late and will not be considered. Documents submit’ted late for interim deadlines (such as the
deadline for subrmrting responses to the petitions), have been included in the record.
9 See, especially Orders WQ 91-03 (In the Matter of Citmens for a Better Enxaronment et al.) and WQ 91-04.
~0 Intenm Perrmrtmg Approach for Water Quality-Based Effluent Lirmtations m Storm Water Perrmts. (61 Federal

Register 57425.)
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outstanding, more is expected of mtmicipal dischargers, and many are implementing more

effective programs.

While storm water management plans are improving, our knowledge of the impacts is

also growing. Urban runoff has been determined to be a significant contributor of impairment to

waters throughout the state. In Los Angeles specifically, beach closures are sometimes

associated with urban runoff. In adopting the SUSMPs, the Regional Water Board took note of

the urgent need for preventing further pollution from urban runoff and storm water discharges.

It is important to emphasize the role of the SUSMPs within the totality of regulating

storm water discharges, and the purpose of these particular control measures. The requirement to

prepare SUSMPS was part of the development controls in the permit. In addition to

development controls, the permit requires education, public outreach, programs to restrict illicit

connections and discharges, and controls on public facilities. In the context of the entire effort

required by the permit, the development controls can be seen as preventing the existing situation

from becoming worse.

The Final SUSMPs include a list of mandatory BMPs for nine categories of development.

There are provisions that are applicable to all categories and lists of BMPs for individual

categories. Requirements applicable to all categories include provisions to limit erosion from

new development and redevelopment, requirements to conserve natural areas, protection of

slopes and channels, and storm drain stenciling. Examples of BMPs specific to categories of

discharge include design of loading docks for commercial projects and design of fueling areas

for retail gasoline outlets. In most respects, the Final SUSMPs ~ere similar to those proposed by

the County. The significant departures were the inclusion of a numeric design standard for

structural or treatment control BMPs, and the inclusion of certain types of projects that were not

4
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covered in the County’s proposal. The design standard creates objective and measurable criteria

for the amount of runoff that must be treated or infiltrated by BMaas.

The record indicates that the purpose of the development controls, including the

SUSMPs, is not simply to prevent pollution associated with construction runoff. As the

petitioners point out, construction discharges are already subject to this Board’s Statewide

Construction Permit. The development controls in the SUSMPs, on the other hand, focus on

post-construction runoff. They are aimed at limiting not just the pollutants in runoff from the

new development, but also the volume of runoff that enters the municipal storm sewer system.

By limiting runoff from new development, the SUSMPs prevent increased impacts from urban

runoff generally. There is adequate technical information in the record to show that by

controlling the volume of runoff from new development, BMPs can be effective in reducing the

discharge of pollutants in storm water runoff.

The Procedure for Adopting the SUSMPs

The permit requires a program for controls on Development Planning and Construction.

It involved a number of submissions by the County in consultation with the Cities. The first step

was submission of a checklist for determining pnonty projects and exempt projects. The

checklist was due on January 30, 1998. A list of recommended BMPs for development projects

was also due on that date. The SUSMPs were due within six months of approval of the BMP

list, and were to incorporate BMPs for certain categories of development. Following approval of

the SUSMPs, the cities and County were to implement development programs for pnonty

projects, consistent with the BMP list and the SUSMPs.

The BMP list was not approved until April 22, 1999. Thereafter, the County submitted

proposed SUSMPs on July 22, 1999. The Regional Water Board held a public workshop on
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August 10, 1999. Following the workshop, the County, submit’ted revisions to the SUSIV[Ps on

August 12, 1999. On August 16, 1999, the Regional water Board gave notice that it would

discuss the SUSMPs in a public meeting on September 16, 1999. There was significant

discussion at that meeting regarding :he intent of the Executive Officer to approve the SUSMPs,

but with revisions including a numeric design standard. At the conclusion of the meeting, the

Regional Water Board members asked the Executive Officer to revise the SUSMPs and bring

them back to another meeting. On December 7, 1999, the Executive Officer circulated revised

SUSMPs for public review. This document incorporated a numeric design standard and made

other revisions to the permit’tees’ proposal. The Regional Water Board held a hearing on the

SUSMPs on January 26, 2000. At that meeting, the Regional Water Board endorsed the

SUSMPs revised by the Executive Officer, but directed him to make further changes. The

Executive Officer issued the Final SUSMPs on March 8, 2000.

The Contents of the Final SUSMPs

The permit provides that the SUSMPs must incorporate the appropriate elements of the BMP

list and, at a minimum, apply to seven development categories: 100-plus home subdivisions;

10-plus home subdivisions; 100,000-plus square foot commercial developments; automotive

repair shops; retail gasoline outlets; restaurants; and hillside single-family dwellings.

The S USMPs proposed by the County applied to these seven categories. Various BMPs

applied to the different categories, and the SUSMPs contained narrative mitigation requirements

for source control and treatment. The July proposals stated:

"The development must be designed so as to mitigate (infiltrate and~or treat) the
site runoff generated from impervious directly connected areas that may
contribute pollutants of concern to the storm water conveyance system."
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There were no numeric design criteria for mitigation. According to various participants, earlier

County drafts had included design standards to mitigate flows from 0.6-inch storm events. But

any numeric criteria had been removed from the version that was submitted.

In its revised SUSMPs, submitted on August 12, the County explained in its cover letter

that the mitigation language did not mean that all runoffmust be mitigated. Rather, the County’s

intent was to omit a numerical standard from the SUSMPs. The revised SUSMPs no longer

referred to mitigation at all. Instead, the following language replaced the mitigation requirement:

"The development must be designed so as to minimize, to the maximum extent
practicable (MEP), the introduction of pollutants of concern that may result in
significant impacts, generated from site runoff of directly connected impervious
areas (DCIA), to the storm water conveyance system as approved by the building
official."

The Final SUSMPs, as approved by the Executive Officer and the Regional Water Board,

included several revisions from the County’s submittal. The revision that is of greatest concern

to the petitioners is the addition of Design Standards for Structural or Treatment Control

BMPs. ~ The design standards require that developments subject to the SUSMPs shall be

designed to mitigate storm water runoff (by treatment or infiltration) from one of the following:

"I. The 85th percentile 24=hour runoff event determined as the maximized capture
storm water volume for the area .... or

2. The volume ofarmual runoff based on unit basin storage water quality
volume, to achieve 80 percent or more volume treatment..., or

3. The volume of runoff produced from a 0.75 inch storm event, prior to its
discharge to a storm water conveyance system, or

4. The volume of runoff produced from a historical-record based reference 24-
hour rainfall criterion for "treatment" (0.75 inch average for the Los Angeles
County area) that achieves approximately the Same reduction in pollutant
loads achieved by the 85th percentile 24-hour runoff event."

The Final SUSMPs also include the narrative language quoted from the County’s August 22, 1999 proposal.

7
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The Final SUSMPs also applied to two additional categories of development: parking lots over

5,000 square feet or with 25 or more spaces and exposed to storm water, and to developments in

environmentally-sensitive areas. Other revisions included application to all projects in the

categories instead of discretionary projects only and the definition-of re.development.

II. CONTENTIONS AND FINDINGS12

Contention: The petitioners contend that the Regional Water Board erred in not

complying with the Administrative Review Process within the permit, and acted arbitrarily and

capriciously and in violation of the Clean Water Act and state law.

Finding: The permit required the County, in consultation with the cities subject to the

permit, to submit SUSMPs. The permit includes some general minimum requirements for the

SUSM:Ps.13 The Executive Officer is granted authority to approve the SUSMPsJ4

The permit also contains an administrative review process.~5 The permit states that the

administrative review process "formalizes the procedure for review and acceptance of reports

and documents" and "provides a method to resolve any differences in compliance expectations

between the Regional Board and Permittees, prior to initiating enforcement action.’’t6 Following

this introductory statement, the permit includes two procedures. The first is for review and

approval or disapproval of reports and documents. The second is the dispute resolution section

that must be followed prior to enforcement action.

~ This Order does not address all of the issues raised by the pemioners. The Board funds that the issues that are not
addressed are insubstantial and not appropriate for State Water Board review. (See People v. Barry (1987) 194
Cal.App.3d 158, [239 Cal.Rpu’. 349], Cal. Code Regs., tit. 3, § 052.)
~ Perrmt, Part 2, III.A.l.c.
~4 Perrmt, Part 2, III.A.2.

~5 Perrmt, Part 2, I.G.

8
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The process for review of documents that are subject to the Executive Officer’s approval

is that the Executive Officer will notify the permittees of the results of the review and approval

or disapproval within 120 days. If the Executive Officer does not do so, the permittees must

notify the Regional Water Board of their intent to implement the documents without approval.

The Executive Officer then has 10 days to respond, or the permittees may implement the

program and the Executive Officer may not make modifications.

The dispute resolution procedure is to be used when the Executive Officer determines

that a permittee’s storm water program is insufficient to meet the permit’s provisions. The

Executive Officer must send a "Notice of Intent to Meet and Confer" with the permit-tee. A meet

and confer period then ensues, resulting in a written "Storm Water Program Compliance

Amendment (SW’PCA)." The permittee is provided time to comply with the SWPCA. The

Executive Officer is not allowed to take enforcement action against a permirtee until the

Executive Officer notifies the permittee in writing that the administrative review process has

been exhausted and that a violation exists warranting enforcement.

The petitioners contend that the Executive Officer failed to notify the permittees that their

SUSMPs were inadequate within 120 days of its submittal. The petitioners also argue that, by

revising the SUSMPs without pursuing the dispute resolution process, the Regional Water Board

"violated" the terms of the permit.

The provision for review of documents, which clearly includes the SUSMPs, requires that

the Executive Officer notify the permittees of the results of the review and approval or

disapproval within 120 days. The County submitted the revised SUSMPs on August 12, 1999.

Within 120 days, the Regional Water Board held a workshop where staff expressed their

concerns with the SUSMPs. Also within 120 days the Regional Water Board itself held a public

9
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meeting where there was extensive discussion and concern by board members that the SUSMPs

did not include a numeric standard. And, prior to any notification by the perrnittees that they

would proceed with implementing their SUSMPs, the Regional Water Board held a hearing

January 26, 2000, where it directed the Executive Officer to issue the SUSMPs with revisions.

The Executive Officer did so on March 8, 2000.

It is clear from the record that the Executive Officer, and the Regional Water Board itself,

did inform the permittees that the SUSMPs were inadequate. There was no requirement for a

specific form for expressing disapproval of documents. The extensive discussion and meetings

on the need for revisions to the SUSMPs, and the Executive Officer’s approval of revised

SUSMPs, plainly refutes the allegation that the Regional Water Board never notified the

permittees of its disapproval of the County’s proposed SUSMPs.

The permittees also claim that the Regional Water Board "violated" the permit by failing

to institute the meet and confer process.~7 The dispute resolution process, which includes meet

and confer, did not apply to the decision to disapprove the proposed SUSMPs. That process is

only required when the Regional Water Board ultimately takes an enforcement action against a

permittee. It is separate from the process for review and approval or disapproval of documents,

and does not even appear to relate to possible enforcement actions for submission of inadequate

documents. This is illustrated by the fact that the provision regarding documents refers to

submittals from both the Principal Permittee and the individual permittees, while the dispute

resolution provision refers only to the permittees. This distinction is relevant because the County

is charged with submitting the documents, while the individual permittees are responsible for

compliance. A fair reading of the entire section on the administrative review process is that the

~7 We note that perrmts are issued to perrnitlees to allow discharges to waters of the state. It is only perrmnees, and

not Regional Water Boards, who can be charged with violating pernuts.
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review and approval or disapproval of documents applies to submission of documents by the

County on behalf of the cities, while the dispute resolution process applies to enforcement

actions against any permittees for failing to implement adequate programs.

Contention: The petitioners contend that the Regional Water Board was not authorized

to revise the SUSMPs to add more stringent requirements.

Finding: The petitioners contend that the mitigation standards in the SUSMPs are more

Stringent than the requirement in the permit to reduce pollutants in storm water runoffto the

maximum extent practicable (MEP)~8. The issue of what level of protection constitutes MEP

will be discussed Infra, in the discussion of the reasonableness of the numeric standards. But the

petitioners also make certain procedural claims on this point. They argue that in approving the

BlV[P list, the Regional Water Board determined that those BMPs constituted MEP and that the

Board could not add additional BMPs in the SUSMPs. They also contend the Re~onal Water

Board itself had no authority to "usurp" the Executive Officer’s role in reviewing the SUSMPs. ~9

Finally, the petitioners contend that the Regional Water Board was not authorized to mandate a

program for the permittees without amending the permit.

The permit requires the County to submit a list of BMPs for approval. The Regional

Water Board approved this list. Following approval of the list, the County was required to

submit the SUSMPs, which must "incorporate the appropriate elements of the recommended

BMPs list."2° The petitioners contend that by approving the list, the Regional Water Board

determined that those BMPs constituted MEP, and that under the terms of the permit the

Regional Water Board could not require additional BMPs.

~8 The technology-based standard for controls under municipal storm water perrmts is MEP. For a fuller discussion

of this standard, see Order WQ 91-03.~9 It is undisputed that, at its January 26, 20(J0 rneetmg, the Board directed the Executive Officer ~o make additional

revisions to the SUSMPs.
,0 Perrm~ Pan 2, III.A.l.c.

1]
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In addressing this contention, we face what appears to be a fundamental

misunderstanding of the numeric design standards on the part of the petitioners. The design

standards are objective criteria that developers must achieve in designing their BMPs. The design

standardsare not separate BMPs. The standards tell what magnitude of storm event the BMPs

must be designed to treat or infiltrate. They do not specify the BMPs that must be employed.

The SUSMPs as submitted by the County specify BMPs for various categories of

development. Many of these BMPs are designed to minimize the pollutants in storm water

runoff, by reducing flow through infiltration or by treatment. Examples of BMPs proposed by

the County include infiltration basins and trenches, oil/water separators, and media filtration.

The County’s proposed SUSM~s also included language requiring minimizing the introduction

of pollutants to the storm water conveyance system. That language remains unchanged in the

Final SUSMPs. The only significant difference between the two versions of the SUSMPs was

that the Regional Water Board established numeric criteria for designing the BMPs.

In adopting the Final SUSMPs, the Regional Water Board based its decision on the MEP

standard.2~ The Regional Water Board did not significantly revise the BMP list or specify

further the actions that developers must take to comply with the SUSMPs. Thus, we find that the

Regional Water Board did not inappropriately revise its determination of what constituted MEP.

The Regional Water Board is the political body responsible for water quality control in

the Los Angeles region.22 While the Regional Water Board may delegate specified powers and

duties to its Executive Officer,~3 it can at any time act on its own behalf. The fact that the Board

authorized its Executive Officer to approve the SUSMPs in the permit did not mean that the

Board thereby denied itself the opportunity to provide direction to the Executive Officer in his

~* Resolution R-00-02..~2 Water Code sections 13200 and 13225.
53 Water Code section 13223.
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approval. Such an interpretation of its delegation authority would result in an improper failure of

the Board to assume responsibility for water quality in the region.

We also find that the Regional Water Board was authorized to revise the SUSMPs to

achieve compliance with the permit’s requirements. The SUSMPs are a part of implementation

of the permit. Because the perrnit regulates storm water discharges throughout the entire

Los Angeles region and it is implemented by 85 cities and the County, it is obvious that the

permit could not spell out every detail of the program for the five-year term of the pea’mit.

Instead, the implementation is through the submission, review and approval, and implementation

of various programs, including the SUSMPs.24 Where it receives a submission that it finds is not

consistent with the requirements of the permit, it is reasonable for the Regional Water Board to

be able to require revisions. The Regional Water Board is not required to amend the permit each

time it approves a submittal or approves a submittal with revisions. On the other hand, if the

Regional Water Board’s action in requiring revisions is inconsistent with the terms of the permit,

then the Board should not act without first amending the permit. While the Regional Water

Board could have required the County to make the revisions rather than making them itself, we

see no harm in the Regional Water Board’s approach.

As will be discussed below, in most respects the Final SUSMPs are consistent with the

permit. But there are some portions of the SUSMPs that are not consistent, and in those cases

the SUSMPs provisions are further revised in this Order.

Contention: The petitioners make various procedural claims, including that they were

denied due process, and that the Regional Water Board violated the Administrative Procedure

.~4 A fuller discussion of the use of storm water management plans to incorporate a developing program is found in

Order No. WQ 91-03.
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Act, the Califorma Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), and the California Constitution, Article

X3II B, section 6 (regarding state mandates).

Finding: The petitioners point out that at the January 26, 2000 Regional Water Board

hearing, there was some confusion over late changes to the SUSMPs and they contend they were

not provided adequate opportumty to comment. There was significant discussion of the

SUSMPs over several months. We do not agree with the petitioners that a program of this

magnitude must necessarily take years to d~~ut we are concerned that at the ---~-..~

i-----January 26, 2000 hearing, int.erested persons and permittees were not given adequate time to

review late revisions or to comment on them. Given the intense interest in this issue, the ~

Regional Water Board should have diverged from its strict rule limiting individual speakers to

three minutes and conducted a more formal process. Such a process should provide adequate

time for comment, including continuances where appropriate.25 But to the extent the Regional

Water Board’s process caused any harm, this Board cured those harms. We held a two-day

hearing in Los Angeles County, where all parties were allowed significant time to present their

positions and testimony. In addition, we allowed the introduction of new evidence that had not

been presented to the Regional Water Board. At this point, all parties have been afforded a full

opportunity to review the Final SUSMPs, to present their positions and evidence, and to engage

in cross-examination. The petitioners’ due process rights have been protected.

The Board has already addressed the contentions regarding compliance with other laws in

prior decisions. The Administrative Procedure Act exempts the adoption of permits from its

requirements.26 While the SUSMPs are not a permit, they are implementing documents for a

For future adjud~catlve proceedings that are highly controversial or involve complex factual or legal issues, we
, encourage regional water boards to follow ~e procedures for formal hearings set forth m Cal. Code of Regs., tit. 23,

section 6~8 et seq.26 Government Code section 11352; See, Order No. 95-4 (In the Matter of the City and County of San Francisco).
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permit, and are therefore subject to the exemption. Moreover, they are relevant only to this

permit, and are not a general rule of application. The constitutional provisions regarding state

mandates also do not apply to NPDES permits.27 As will be explained below, the SUSMPs as

revised herein, are consistent with MEP and therefore are federally mandated. The provisions of

CEQA requiring adoption of environmental documents also do not apply to NPDES permits.28

Again, as an implementing document for the permit, there is no requirement for a separate

CEQA analysis.29

Contention: The petitioners contend that the SUSMPs do not properly apply the

maximum extent practicable standard.

Finding: The permit, consistent with Clean Water Act section 402(p)(3)(B)(iii), requires

controls to reduce the discharge of pollutants to the maximum extent practicable, or MEP.3° In

approving the Final SUSMPs, the Regional Water Board acknowledged that one of the primary

objectives of the municipal storm water program is the requirement to reduce the discharge of

pollutants from storm water conveyance systems to the MEP.31 While all parties appear to agree

that the standard for the SUSMPs is MEP, they disagree about what level of effort is necessary to

comply with that standard.

The petitioners approach this issue from two angles. First. they contend that the SUSMPs

will not provide water quality benefits that reflect MEP. Second. they contend that there could

be adverse impacts on groundwater quality that have not been adequately evaluated.

:7See, Order No. WQ 90-3 (In the Matter of San Diego Urufied Port District).
28Water Code section 13389.
20We do note w~th interest the environmental groups’ comment that if the perrmrtees believed it was necessary to
comply w~th the APA and CEQA prior to adoption of the SUSMPs, then the:,-themselves would have violated those
acts in their subrmssions of the proposed SUSMPs.
~0 Permit, Finding 13.
3~ Final SUSMPs, at page 2; Resolution No. R-OO-02, at page 3.
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Storm Water Desil~n Standards as MEP

In adopting the Final SUS1V[Ps, the Regional Water Board found that many rivers and

streams in Los Angeles County. are impaired for pollutants found in storm water and urban

runoff, and that storm water runoff carries pollutants fi’om nearly all types of developed

properties.32 Pollutant loading from the aggregate of development in the basin results in

impairments from sediments, metals, complex organic compounds, oil and grease, nutrients, and

pesticides.33 The Final SUSMPs reflect two goals: to reduce the amounts of these pollutants in

runoff and to reduce the ability of runoff to act as a conveyance system to deliver more

pollutants to receiving waters. The Final SUSiV[Ps, which include lists of BM~s and design

standards requiring treatment or infiltration, address these two goals.

Clean Water Act section 402(.p)(3)(B)(iii), which sets forth the requirements for

establishing MEP in municipal storm water permits, provides that such permits "shall require

controls to reduce the discharge of pollutants to the maximum extent practicable, including

management practices, control techniques and system, design and engineering methods, and such

other provisions as the Administrator or the State determines appropriate for the control of such

pollutants." The United States Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA), in a guidance

document, explains that BMPs should be used in first-round storm water permits, and "expanded

or better-tailored BMPs in subsequent permits, where necessary, to provide for the attainment of

water quality standards.’’34 The Clean Water Act, as interpreted by U.S. EPA, does require that,

in a second-round permit,35 expanded BMPs may be appropriate. In light of the number of water

~: Resolution No. R-00-02.
33 ~/d.

3~ Interim Permitting Approach for Water Quality-Based Effluent Limitations in Storm Water Perrmts, 61 Federal
Register 57425 (1996).
s~ The original permit was issued in 1990. The 1996 perrmt is a second-round permit.
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bodies impaired by runoffin Los Angeles County, it was appropriate to expand the scope of

BMPs during the permit term.

The regulations implementing section 402(p) specifically require mumcipalities to have

controls to reduce the discharge of pollutants from their storm sewer systems that "receive

discharges from areas of new development and significant redevelopment," including post-

construction discharges.36 Clearly, it was appropriate for the Regional Water Board to require

BMPs for new development and significant redevelopment. The permittees, who submitted their

own version of SUSM~s with listed BMPs for categories of development, appear to have no real

quarrel with this general mandate.

This Board has already endorsed requirements to limit the flow of the "first flush" of

storm water, which may contain more significant pollutants.37 The permittees’ own version of

the SUSMPs required mitigation of storm water runoffby treatment or infiltration, thus

conceding the propriety of these two approaches to lessening the impact of storm water

discharges. The crux of the disagreement is that the Regional Water Board added numeric

design standards to establish the amount of runoff that must be treated or infiltrated, and required

the mandatory application of these standards to categories of development.

The addition of measurable standards for designing the BMPs provides additional

guidance to developers and establishes a clear target for the development of the BMPs. The U.S.

EPA guidance manual suggests the use of design criteria and performance standards for post-

construction BMPs.38 The numeric criteria the Regional Water Board adopted essentially

36,~0 CFR section 122.26(d)(2)(iv)(A)(2).3~ In the Matter of National Steel and Shipbuilding Company, et al., Order WQ 98-07, at slip optmon 7.38Guidance Manual for the Preparation of Part 2 of the NPDES Perrmt Applicauons for Discharges from Municipal
Separate Strom Sewer Systems, at page 64 (November 1992).
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requires that 85 percent of the runoff from the development be infiltrated or treated.39 In

adopting these standards, the Regional Water Board based its decision on a research review of

standards in other states and a statistical analysis of the rainfall in the area. The standard was set

to gain the maximum benefit in mitigation while imposing the least burden on developers.~° In

light ~,f the evidence of the use of this or more stringent standards in other states, the expert

test, ~:. ;upponing this standard, the endorsement by U.S. EPA in its comments, and the cost-

effectiveness of its implementation (discussed below), the Regional Water Board acted

appropriately in determining that the standards reflect MEP.4~

We also find that the Regional Water Board appropriately applied these standards to

seven of the categories listed in the SUSMPs: single-family hillside residences, 100,000 square

foot commercial developments, automotive repair shops, restamants, home subdivisions with 10

to 99 housing units, home subdivisions with 100 or more housing units, and parking lots with

5,000 square feet or more or with 25 or more parking spaces and potentially exposed to storm

water runoff.42 These categories, except for parking lots, were already targeted for special

treatment in the permit. The evidence shows that each listed category can be a significant source

of pollutants and/or runoff following development. It is appropriate that the design standards

apply so that BMPs for these categories of development result in the infiltration or treatment of a

sigmficant about of the runoff.

~9 Four different methods of calculation are perrmrted, so the percentage of capture may vary slightly.
40 At the hearing in this mallet, Regional Water Board staffexpiained that the standard was set at the bottom of the

"knee" of the curve where the benefits of the rmtigation reqmrements decrease and the cost increases. Other stales
have set the standard higher along this curve, requiring 90 to 95 percent rrut~gation.
4~ This conclusion in no way departs from our acceptance of BMPs in lieu of nurneric effluent lirmtations m storm

water perrmts. (See, e.g., Order WQ 91-03 and Order WQ 91-04.) The numeric standard is a design standard for
BMPs. It does not quantify or limit the pollutants m the effluent. It also does not specify which of the listed BMPs
must be employed.
42 As discussed below, this Board is revising the SUSMPs to delete the apphcation of the design standards to retail

gasoline outlets and to locations within or directly adjacent to or discharging directly to environmentally-sensitive
areas.
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Potential Impacts on Ground Water

The petitioners contend that infiltration of runoff may lead to ground water pollution, and

that the Regional Water Board did not properly consider such potential impacts. The mitigation

standards provide for a waiver where there is a risk of ground water contamination because a

known unconfined aquifer lies beneath the land surface or an existing or potential underground

source of drinking water is less than ten feet from the soil surface.43 The Final SUSMPs also

include a discussion on how to use infiltration so that the risk of contamination of groundwater is

reduced, and where infiltration is not appropriate.’~

The Regional Water l~oard did consider the potential impacts to groundwater from

infiltration, and included appropriate limitations and guidance on its use as a BMP. These

provisions will ensure adequate protection of groundwater from any adverse impacts due to

infiltration.

Contention: The petitioners contend the Regional Water Board failed to show that the

SUSMPs as adopted are cost-effective and that the benefits to be obtained outweigh the costs.

Finding: The petitioners refer to the Preamble to the Phase II storm water regulations4~

as the basis for their economic argument. The quoted language, however, does not wholly

support the petitioners’ contention. The Preamble states that President Clinton’s Clean Water

Initiative clarifies "that the maximum extent practicable standard should be applied in a site-

specific, flexible manner, taking into account cost considerations as well as water quality

effects.’’a6 It is clear that cost should be considered in determining MEP; this does not mean that

Final SUSMP, page 14.
Id., at page 15.
64 Federal Register 68722 and following. -These regulations do not apply to the perrmt, but the general language

on MEP is relevant to EPA’s interpretation of the standard.
64 Federal Register 68722, 68732 (December 8, 1999).
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¯ the Regional Water Board must demonstrate that the water quality benefits outweigh the

economic costs.

While the standard of MEP is not defined in the storm water regulations or the Clean

Water Act, the term has been defined in other federal rules. Probably the most comparable law

that uses the term is the Superfi,md legislation, or CERCLA, at section 121(b). The legislative

history of CERCLA indicates that the relevant factors, to determine whether MEP is met in

choosing solutions and treatment technologies, include technical feasibility, cost, and state and

public acceptance.47 Another cxarnple of a definition of MEP is found in a regulation adopted by

the Department of Transportation for onshore oil pipelines. MEP is defined as to "the limits of

available technology and the practical and technical limits on a pipeline operator ....

These definitions focus mostly on technical feasibility, but cost is also a relevant factor.

There must be a serious attempt to comply, and practical solutions may not be lightly rejected.

If, from the list ofBMPs, a permittee chooses only a few of the least expensive methods, it is

likely that MEP has not been met. On the other hand, if a permit’tee employs all applicable

BMPs except those where it can show that they are not technically feasible in the locality, or

whose cost would exceed any benefit to be derived, it would have met the standard. MEP

requires permittees to choose effective BMPs, and to reject applicable BMPs only where other

effective BMPs will serve the same purpose, the BMPs would not be technically feasible, or the

cost would be prohibitive. Thus while cost is a factor, the Regional Water Board is not required

to perform a cost-benefit analysis.

In reviewing the record, it is apparent that the Regional Water Board did evaluate the cost

of the SUSMPs. While the petitioners claim there is no evidence in the record to show the

132 Cong. Rec. H 9561 (Oct. 8, 1986).
49 CFR section 194.5.
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SUSMPs are necessary, and cost effective, the opposite is true. The record is replete with

documentation of costs of pilot mitigation projects, studies from similar programs in other states,

and research studies. The Regional Water Board complied with the requirement to consider cost.

The Regional Water Board found that the cost to include BlVfPs that will meet the

mitigation criteria will be one to two percent of the total development cost. This amount appears

reasonable, especially in light of the amount of impervious surface already in Los Angeles

County and the impacts on impaired water bodies. In considering the cost of compliance, it is

also important to consider the costs of impairment. The beach closures in the Los Angeles

region, well documented in the evidence, have reached critical proportions. These beach

closures clearly have a financial impact on the area, and should be positively affected by the

SUSMPs.

We do note that there could be further cost savings for developers if the permittees

develop a regional solution for the problem. We recommend that the cities and the County,

along with other interested agencies, work to develop regional solutions so that individual

dischargers are not forced to create numerous small-scale projects. While the SUSMPs are an

appropriate means of requiring mitigation of storm water discharges, we also encourage

innovative regional approaches.49

Contention: The petitioners have raised contentions regarding details of the SUSMPs,

including the amount of time allowed for inclusion of SUSMPs in local ordinances, and their

application to both "discretionary" and "non-discretionary" projects. In addition, dunng the

heanng certain ambiguities in the wording of the Final SUSMPs became apparent, including the

provisions regarding redevelopment and environmentally-sensitive areas. In this portion of the

49 We note that the SUSMPs as wrmen do not in any way preclude the development of regional solutions approved

by the Regional Water Board as a means to comply w~th the BMP and desi.~n standard reqmrements.
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Order we address these issues and also the application of the design standards to retail gasoline

outlets (RGOs) and the waiver funding requirements.

Finding: The testimony at the hearing in this matter revealed that there are specific

provisions of the SUSMPs that create confusion as to the types of development projects subject

to the mitigation design standards. The petitioners also contend that application of the standards

to specific types of development either is unreasonable or is inconsistent with the terms of the

permit. The specific requirements are discussed below.

Retail Gasoline Outlets

Petitioner WSPA contends that RGOs should be excluded from the SUSIV[Ps. Its petition

raised the same general contentions as the other petitioners, but at the hearing WSPA presented

evidence specific to RGOs. In particular, WSPA raised questions about the propriety of applying

the design standards for BMPs to RGOs. In considering this issue, we conclude that construction

of RGOs is already heavily regulated and that owners may be limited in their ability to construct

infiltration facilities. Moreover, in light of the small size of many RGOs and the proximity to

underground tanks, treatment may not always be feasible, or safe. The mandatory BMPs that are

included in the SUSMPs may be adequate to achieve MEP at RGOs, but the Regional Water

Board should add additional mandatory. BMPs, such as use of dry cleanup methods (e.g.

sweeping) for removal of litter and debris, use of rags and absorbents for leaks and spills,

restricting the practice of washing down hard surfaces unless the wash water is collected and

disposed of properly, annual training of employees on proper spill cleanup and waste disposal

methods, and the inclusion of BMPs to address trash receptacle areas and air/water supply
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¯
areas.~° We conclude that because RGOs are already heavily regulated and may be limited in

their ability to construct infiltration facilities or to perform treatment, they should not be subject

to the BMP design standards at this time, and recommend that the Regional Water Board

undertake further consideration of a threshold relative to size of_the RGO, number of fueling

nozzles, or some other relevant factor. This Order should not be consU-ued to preclude inclusion

of RGOs in the SUSMP design standards, with proper justification, when the permit is reissued.

Redevelopment Pro[ects

The SUSMPs were written to apply to new development and to some types of

redevelopment in nine categories of projects. The definition of "redevelopment" reflected the

intent of the Regional Water Board to define the scope of redevelopment projects subject to the

requirements. That definition~, however, was somewhat confusing, and it was apparent from

testimony at the hearing that the parties had different understandings of the scope of

redevelopment subject to the SUSMPs. In their post-hearing briefs, the various parties appeared

to agree on the actual intent of the Regional Water Board in including redevelopment in the

SUSMPs. This intent was to include redevelopment that adds or creates at least 5,000 square

feet of impervious surface to the original development and, where the addition constitutes less

than 50 percent of the original development, to limit the application of the BMP design standards

to the addition.

50 These BMPs are from a list of BMPs in a publication of the California Storm water Quality Task Force. (Best

Management Practice Guide - Retail Gasoline Outlets. March 1997.’) This publication includes BMPs m addition to
those listed in the SUSMPs. All BMPs recommended in this publication should be mandated.
5~ The SUSMPs state: "Redevelopment" means, on an already developed s~te. the creation or addition of at least
5,000 square feet of impervious surfaces or the creation or addition of fifty percent or more of tmoervious surfaces
or the making of improvements to fifty percent or more of the existing structure. Redevelopment includes, but is not
lirmted to: the expansion of a building footprint or addition or replacement of a structure; structural development
including an increase in gross floor area and/or exterior construction or remodeling; replacement of impervious
surface that ts not part of a routine maintenance activity; and land disturbing activities related w~th structural or
u’npervtous surfaces.
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While some parties requested further requirements for development, it appears that the

Regional Water Board’s original intent was relatively simple to apply and results in a fair and

appropriate application of the SUSMPs’ requirements to redevelopment. Therefore, we will

revise the definition in the SUSIvfPs accordingly.

Environmentally-Sensitive Areas

The permit required that the SUSMPs address at least seven development categories.~2

The final SUSMPs added two more categories: parking lots of 5,000 square feet or more or with

25 or more parking spaces and potentially exposed to storm water runoff; and location within or

directly adjacent to an environmentally-sensitive area (ESA). The petitioners contend that the

addition of ESAs was inappropriate because the permit refers only to "development categories’’53

and ESA is a location category.

Whether or not the Regional Water Board went beyond the permit’s terms in including

this category, we find a fundamental problem with the language of the SUSMPs regarding FSAs.

All of the other categories are relatively simple to apply because they describe the types of

development that fall within the category. For instance, the threshold for a commercial

development is 100,000 square feet. If the development is smaller, it is not subject to the

SUSMPs. But for developments within ESAs, the SUSMPs contain no threshold. This absence

led to speculation by the petitioners that something as small as a new patio on a home in an ESA

would make the SUSMPs applicable. The Regional Water Board, at the hearing and in its post-

hearing brief, conceded that there should be some threshold. While the Regional Water Board

s2 The categories listed in the permit are: single-family l~ill residences, 100,000 square-foot commercial

developments, automotive repair shops, retail gasoline out|ets, restaurants, home subdivisions w~th 10 to 99 housing
umts, and home subdivisions with 100 or more housing umts. Permit, Part 2. III.A. I .c.
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did recommend a specific threshold, we believe that it is inappropriate for this Board to add a

threshold that has not been fully discussed by all interested persons.

While it may be appropriate to include more stringent controls for developments in ESAs,

we also note that such developments are already subject to extensive regulation under other

regulatory programs. Moreover, in light of the permit language limiting the SUSMPs to

development categories, ESAs are not an appropriate category within the SUSMPs. The

Regional Water Board may choose to consider the issue further when it reissues the permit.

Discretionary and Non-Discretionarv~ or Ministerial~ Projects

The petitioners contend that the SUSMPs should apply only to projects that are

considered "discretionary" within the meaning of California Environmental Quality Act

(CEQA).5~ They argue that the inclusion of non-discretionary, or ministerial, projects is

inconsistent with the terms of the permit.

The permit provisions on development projects do refer to "discretionary" projects in

several places. The permittees are directed to develop a checklist for determining priority and

exempt projects.55 Priority projects are defined as development and redevelopment projects

requiring discretionary approval, which may have a potential significant effect on storm water

quality.56 The permittees are also required to develop a BMP list.57 In developing the SUSMPs,

the permittees are required to incorporate appropriate elements of the BMP list.58 Next, the

permittees must develop a program on planning control measures for priority projects (which are

limited to projects requiring discretionary approval), consistent with the list of BMPs and the

Public Resources Code section 21000 et seq.
Permit, Pan 2, III.A. 1.a.

Permit, Pan 2, III.A. 1 .b.
Perrmt, Part 2, III.A. 1.c.
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SUSM]:)s.59 The permit further states that, in order to assure compliance with these

requirements, the permit-tees must develop guidelines on preparing CEQA documents that link

mitigation conditions to "local discretionary project approvals.’’6°

Taken as a whole, the provisions of the permit appear to link the development

requirements for SUSMPs to developments that receive discretionary approval by local

governments, as defined in CEQA. The SUSMPs are an implementation tool for the permit and

must be consistent with the permit. While the limitation of the SUSMPs to discretionary projects

may not be sufficiently broad for an effective storm water control program, the Regional Water

Board acted inappropriately in expanding the SUSMPs to include non-discretionary projects.

The Regional Water Board may consider expanding the development controls beyond CEQA

discretionary projects when it reissues the permit. But at this time, the SUSMPs must be revised

so that they are limited to development projects requiring discretionary approval within the

meamng of CEQA.61

Waiver Funding Requirement

Where a waiver is granted from the design standard requirements, the Final SUSMPs

provide that the permit’tee must require the project proponent to transfer the cost savings to a

storm water mitigation fund. The fund is to be operated by a public agency or a non-profit

entity, to promote regional or alternative solutions for storm water pollution in the same storm

watershed. The petitioners contend that the funding requirement will create an additional

administrative burden.

~9Perrrut, Pan 2, IIl.a.2.
6~Perrrut, Part 2, III.a.3.b.
6~ We note that the Final SUSMPs already include a definition of"discretionary project" consistent wath the
defmation in the CEQA guidelines. Final SUSMPs at page 4 of 25; Title 14, California Code of Regulations, section
15357. Apparently this definition was inadvertently retained after the Regional Water Board decided to expand the
SUSMPs beyond discretionary projects.
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¯ The concept of a mitigation fund or "bank" is a positive idea for obtaining regional

solutions to storm water runoff. As a long-term strategy, municipal storm water dischargers

should work to establish regional mitigation facilities, which may be more cost-effective and

more technically effective than mitigation structures at individual developments. But at this

point there are not sufficient resources in place to require all permittees to establish such funds or

to find appropriate non-profit organizations. Before mandating funding, preliminary questions

should be answered, including who will manage the fund, what types of projects it will be used

for, what entities can legally operate such funds, and how permittees will determine the amount

of the assessments. It would be appropriate for the County to consider developing a program

with the appropriate flood control agency, or as a model for the separate cities to develop. There

may be suitable agencies to administer such funds, but the development of programs may take

some time. The Regional Water Board should consider adopting such a program when it

reissues the permit, after consultation with the appropriate local agencies.

III. CONCLUSIONS

Based on the discussion above, the Board concludes that:

1. The Regional Water Board complied with the procedural requirements of

the permit, including the Administrative Review Process, in approving the

Final SUSMPs.

2. The Regional Water Board was authorized to revise the SUSMPs by

including more stringent requirements than the permittees had proposed.

3. The Regional Water Board complied with did not violate the Administrative

Procedure Act, CEQA, or the Constitutional provisions on state mandates.

The petitioners’ due process rights have been protected

4. The Regional Water Board considered the costs of the SUSMPs, and acted

reasonably in requiring these controls in li~t of the expected benefits to

water quality.
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¯
5. The Final SUSM~Ps reflect a reasonable interpretation of development

controls that achieve reduction of pollutants in storm water discharges to the

maximum extent practicable.

The SUSIV~Ps include adequate protections of ~oundwater quality from any

impacts from infiltration. _

7. The SUSMPs will be revised to clarify the intent of the Regional Water

Board and to make them consistent with the permit. Specifically, retail

gasoline outlets should not be subject to the BMP design standards because

they are already heavily regulated and may be limited in their ability to

construct infiltration facilities or to perform treatment. Redevelopment

projects should be subject to the SUSMPs only if they result in creation or

addition of 5,000 square feet of impervious surfaces. Environmentally-

sensitive areas should not be listed as a category in the SUSMPs. The

SUSMPs should only apply to discretionary projects. The requirement for

funding by project proponents who receive waivers should be deleted. The

SUSMPs will be amended as shown in the attachment to this Order.

8. In light of the revisions of the SUSMPs made by this Order, and to allow the

permit-tees adequate time to adopt implementing ordinances, the deadline for

adopting ordinances will be revised to January 15, 2001, and the effective

date of the Final SUSMPs will be revised to February 15, 2001.

///

///

///

///

///

///

///

///

///

///

///
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IV. ORDER

IT IS HEREBY ORDERED that the Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plans for Los

Angeles County and Cities in Los Angeles County is revised consistent with the amendments

attached hereto. In all other respects the petitions are dismissed.

CERTIFICATION

The undersigned, Administrative Assistant to the Board, does hereby certify that the foregoing is
a full, tree, and correct copy of an order duly and regularly adopted at a meeting of the State
Water Resources Control Board held on October 5, 2000.

AYE: Arthur G. Baggett, Jr.
Mary Jane Forster
John W. Brown

NO: None

ABSENT: Peter S. Silva

ABSTAIN: None

strative As the Board
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AMENDMENTS TO SUSMPS

[These amendments are to the Final SUSMP, as published March 8, 2000]

Page 3 of 25
First full paragraph:

All discretionary, development and redevelopment projects that fall into one of s,e,,~ the
t~ ÷ -~ ’ " bjefollowing categories are..... ............-....- ~ ~ .........: .....

to these SUSMPs. These categories are:
¯ Single-family Hillside Residences
¯ 100,000 Square Foot Commercial Developments
¯ Automotive Repair Shops
¯ Retail Gasoline Outlets
¯ Restaurants
¯ Home Subdivisions with 10 to 99 housing units
¯ Home Subdivisions with 100 or more housing units
¯ Parking lots 5,000 square feet or more or with 25 or more parking spaces and

potentially exposed to slorm water runoff

Second full paragraph:

¯The P.eglona!

Fourth full paragraph:

Permirtees shall amend codes, if necessary, not later than September ~ ~,~nn Januarv 15, 2001
to give legal effect to the SUSMP requirements. The SUSMP requirements for projects
identified herein shall take effect not later than ~ February 15, 2001.

Page 4 of 25

Delete definition of "Environmentally Sensitive Area"

Revise Definition of "Redevelopment":
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"Redevelopment" means, on an already developed site, the creation or addition of at least 5,000
square feet of impervious surfaces ~--,~-~

~. Redevelopment includes, but is not hm~ted to: the expansion of a building footprint or
addition or replacement of a structure; structural development including an increase in gross
floor area and/or exterior construction or remodeling; replacement of impervious surface that is
not part of a routing maintenance activity; and land disturbing activities related with structural or
impervious surfaces. Where redevelopment results in an increase of less than fifty percent
of the impervious surfaces of a previously existing development, and the existing
development was not subject to these SUSMPs, the Design Standards apply only to the
addition, and not to the entire development.

Page 10 of 25

Add to "Limited Exclusion": Retail Gasoline Outlets

Page 15 of 25

Delete the first full paragraph (storm water mitigation funding)
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May 15, 2001

CiW o.f Mr. Xavier Swammikannu ZOO/
Chief, LA/Long Beach Storm Water Unit

Ax’c~dl ~[ California Regional Water Quality Control Board, 22
Los Angeles Region

Public Works 320 W. 4th Street, Suite 200

Services Los Angeles CA 90013-1105

Department SUBJECT: Draft Municipal Storm Water Permit for Los Angeles County

Dear Mr. Swammikannu:

Thank you for the opportunity to offer comments on the April 13. 2001
draft Area-Wide Municipal Storm Water Permit for Los Angeles County.
We support the comments which have been offered by the County of Los
Angeles Department of Public Works and the Coalition for Practical
Regulation. Rather that repeating those comments here, we will augment
them from our particular perspective. We begin with some general
comments in this letter and continue with specific comments in the
attachment.

General Comment

We object to what appear to be regulations being imposed through a
permit rather than through the regulatory process. The magnitude of the
industrial and commercial inspection and enforcement program, for
example, is huge and is comparable to the Federal Pretreatment Program.
However, the Federal Pretreatment Program was imposed through
regulations that guaranteed a full due process of review and comment
during adoption and nationwide consistency during implementation.

Moreover, under the Pretreatment Program, the EPA and the States spent
millions of dollars providing technical guidance and training that gradually
brought the cities and sanitation agencies up to a high level of proficiency
we now take for granted. In comparison, the Regional Board is offering
very little in the way of implementation guidance, training, cooperation,
and funding for cities and is demanding almost instant compliance. In
reality, the majority of the programs mandated by the draft permit should
be adopted as regulations and/or through the basin planning process and
the State should provide the necessary technical guidance.

"ost Office Bo~ 00021

Arca&a, CA 910Ob - o021

{020 ~ 256 - 0~4

(620) 359 - 7028 Fax
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Nla\ 1_~. 20()1

Proposed Program for Industrial and Commercial Inspections

Under legal pressure from the Natural Resources Defense Council
/NRDC), the Regional Board is attempting to shift to the cities the financial
and resource burden of inspecting and enforcing storm water permit
requirements at State-permitted industrial facilities. This would seem
reasonable if this responsibility did not belong to the State under current
regulations and were not the State already collecting $250 to $10,000 per
permitted facility per year for the program. The State has, according to
the NRDC, failed to carry out its duties. The solution is not to make the
cities responsible, especially when this new mandate is imposed without
going through the regulatory adoption process and without funding.

Alexis Strauss, Director of the Water Division for Region IX, EPA, in San
Francisco, has written a letter that is intended to bolster the Regional
Board Staff’s position. When an EPA official takes this position, it makes it
very difficult for the cities to argue that it is not what the federal regulations
envisioned, even though we know this to be true. The federal intent is
being manipulated for a purpose which is grossly unfair.

Area-wide joint municipal storm water discharge permits (as opposed to
individual NPDES storm water permits) are supposed to result in control of
all the smaller and miscellaneous sources of urban runoff and storm water
pollution which are not effectively controllable on an individual basis at the
State level. The cities and the County of Los Angeles have been working
for the past five years to develop and implement an effective program to
perform site inspections and enforce local ordinances for the smaller
sources. We strongly object to the draft permit which is making the
municipalities responsible for inspection and enforcement of industrial
facilities that have been issued NPDES permits by the Regional Board.

These facilities are the larger industrial, commercial, and construction
sites that have been issued individual or group discharge permits
(combined federal/state permits). The enforcement of these permits is
supposed to take place by the agency that issued them - in this case the
Regional Board. We agree that the cities should work cooperatively with
the Regional Board because we have an interest in ensuring that these
facilities are not causing harm to the local environment. However, we
believe the Regional Board’s first concern should be setting a good
example of regulating these industries, not forcing the responsibility on
local government with the intention of taking enforcement action against
us if we fail to achieve what the Regional Board could not.

The Regional Board and EPA Region IX justify this by saying that they are
only making it a requirement for us to enforce our local storm water
ordinances at these facilities and that we should be doing that anyway.
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This sounds convincing, but it is not. First, the local governments have
been forced by the Regional Board to adopt certain specific storm water
requirements in their local ordinances to which we objected. Second, in
some cases, these requirements are more stringent than the ones
imposed in permits issued by the State to large industrial facilities.
Therefore, the cities will be in an untenable position of having to take
action against facilities that are totally in compliance with permits issued
by the Regional Board.

A case in point is the Santa Anita Race Track Facility in the City of
Arcadia. The Regional Board issued an individual NPDES permit to that
facility last year that requires treatment of only the first one-tenth of an
inch of storm water runoff. But, at the end of last year, the Regional Board
adopted an Order that forced the City to revise its local ordinance to say
that the first three-quarters of an inch of runoff must be treated. Granted,
the current SUSMP applies only to new development and therefore does
not apply to the Race Track at this time. However. it is extremely likely
that the Race Track will in the future have major new construction that falls
under the definition of Redevelopment. so the SUMP could apply.

The Race Track is being used here only for illustrative purposes. The
point is that the Regional Board only required one-tenth of an inch when it
was judged appropriate. But, the SUSMP and the NPDES permit take
away the cities’ right to use similar judgment and force us to use three-
quarters of an inch. It appears that what is good for the goose (ability to
use sound technical judgment) is not good for the gander. There are
numerous other examples where the draft permit is overly prescriptive.

Additional Comments

Please refer to the attachment for additional comments. We look forward
to working with you to continue to implement this important program.
Please call me at (626) 256-6552 if you have any questions.

Sincerely,

L~~A~nn~e E H~amilton
Assistant Engineer

Attachment
cc: Gary Lewis, General Services Manager

Pat Malloy, Public Works Services Director
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ADDITIONAL COMMENTS ON THE 4-13-2001 DRAFT MUNICIPAL PERMIT

The Board’s draft of the next permit contains numerous changes both in content and format from the
previous permit. These include:

¯ The previous permit contained phrasing to the effect that if a city has implemented the permit,
that city would be in compliance with the Clean Water Act. This has now been removed. Cities
could find themselves in violation of the CWA, even if they have implemented every program
and BMP required in the Municipal Permit.

¯ The receiving water limitations now include prohibition against discharges that contribute to
violation of water quality standards, including the California Toxic Rule, which sets numerical
standards. It is our understanding that the State of California guidance manual states that the
California Toxics Rule does not apply to storm water. It is also our understanding that the federal
and state intent until now has been to rely on a Maximum Extent Practicable (MEP) approach. It
appears that the Regional Board is now trying to undo the MEP approach and to substitute a
water quality standards approach without addressing issues such as mixing zones, point of
application, wasteload allocations, compliance schedules, and so on. What is the justification for
that?

¯ TMDLs are now to be incorporated into the Permit. This could result in future TMDLs being
automatically adopted according to schedule, rather than going through a formal Board hearing
as was the case for the recent trash TMDL. TMDLs should be adopted through the regulator}’
process or Basin Planning process and should not be included bv reference in permits. One
reason is that the applicability of the TMDL may be inconsistent with the applicability of the
permit and compliance schedules and other specific requirements may be justifiably different.
Since a permit only lasts five years, it is not unreasonable to wait until the permit is renewed to
incorporate new regulations. Permit-tees should not be constantly subjected to a moving target.
This is already wreaking havoc with our ability to implement an orderly and effective program

¯ The responsibilities of the permit have become increasingly blurred. The Board retains some
enforcement authority, The Board also is requiring that programs be run in a specific manner
(micro-management), the County is assigned various responsibilities and negotiation authority,
but if there are exceedances, it is the cities that bear the ultimate burden for correction.

Specific comments are:
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FINDINGS

Item 10: Storm Water This item states that the proposed Storm Water Management Plan
Management Plan is acceptable

submitted by the County was acceptable. If this is the case, then
there appears to be no reason for the changes in structure and
requirements in the proposed permit.

The Model Programs (or SWMP, or SQMP) in the previous permit
were generally in continuous development, up until the approval
of the SUSMP program in late 2000. Why are thev now being
changed again?

Item39: Enforcement Authority The draft permit requires the permittees to perform some
enforcement actions for the State Permit, but specifically states in
this finding that the enforcement authority for NPDES permits
belongs to the Regional Board.

Typographical Error - This section should read "...in the Los Angeles
Region for the two statewide..."

Part I - Discharge Prohibitions

Section2 The procedure for permittees to petition for exemption of a
discharge has been removed with no explanation, and the
authority for adding or removing items from the list given to only
the Executive Officer.

Part 2 - Receiving Water Limitations

Section 2.3.a The procedure does not make sense. The Permittees are not
responsible for water quality monitoring, so how will thev know
when they are exceeding water quality standards?

Section 2.A This section exempts the Countv (the Principal Permittee) from

ensuring the compliance of any of the co-permittees, but does not
do the reverse (exempt the co-permittees from ensuring the
compliance of the County).

Section2.A.1 This section states that the Principal Permittee will negotiate
NPDES requirements with the Board. The permit should not be
written to give the impression that the Co-permittees are giving up
their right to negotiate the permit with the board directly, if the
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[ EAC or County hold a contrary position.

Section B.2 and B.6 The coordination and facilitation elements of these two items are
effectivelv duplicates. They should be combined, or one removed.

Part 3 - SQMP Implementation, Monitoring and Reporting

Section 3.C This section requires the WMC to do several things, with no real
guidelines (i.e. prioritize pollution control efforts, develop-update-
monitor adequate implementation, etc.). It seems as if the Board
wants to set up the WMC as a middle oversight body rather than
as an information exchange body.

Another difficulty is that several "’prioritization" items are
assigned to the WMC, but there is no requirement that an
individual permittee comply with anything from the WMC. Either
the WMC should be given enforcement authority over the
permittees, or the "prioritization" should be left up to the
individual permittees, since they are ultimately responsible, not the
WMC.

Section 3.0 There are no requirements for any actions bv the EAC, although
there are actions referred to in other sections.    These
responsibilities should be consolidated here.

Section3.E.1 This appears to in essence be a duplicate of Part 3, B.5. It also
implies that there would be elements of the SQMP that are NOT
consistent with the terms of this permit. This should be reworded
or removed as unnecessarv.

Section 3.F There should be a consistent method referenced for modification of

the SQMP. In various areas this is noted as both the responsibiliD’
of the permittees and the principal permittee. As the SQMP is a
"county wide" document and part of the permit itself, isn’t it true
that any change should involve all the permittees? If the change is
only to an individual permittees program, then the permit should
state that, and not use the SQMP terminolo~,.

Section 3.G This section covers the legal authoriW of the Permit-tees. Is this
area intended for the permit-tees to constantly be revising their
ordinances? Is there a way to write a general ordinance, and just
change the implementation policy every time the SQMP is
changed?
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Section 3.G.l.m and 3.G.l.n This requires that the Citv control discharges from sites under the
GIASP and GCSP. This seems to result in either a) a duplicate
enforcement process, or b) the City being the enforcing body for
the State requirements. Neither is acceptable, since in the first case
this is basically unnecessary duplication, and in the second not the
City’s responsibility to enforce the state permit.

Section 3.G.l.p The permit requires an ordinance "effective immediately upon the
adoption of this Order." Is it even legally possible to write an
ordinance adopting permit requirements that have not vet been
finalized?

Section3.H This section requires copies of "...any proposed changes to the
SQMP and its components...". Per Part 3 Section F, changes to the
SQMP must be either approved bv the Board or done at the request
of the Board. Why include additional copies of something they
alreadv have?

Section3.1 The budget reporting system should be revised based on the

difficulties encountered so far. There should be a consistent wax, of
determining which budget line items to report, and the submittal
date should be based on the City’s fiscal year.

Section 3.K ] This item should be included in Part 3 Section F.3

Part 4 - Special Provisions

Part 4.A- Public Information The permit does not state who will be responsible for the new
Section A.l.c signage, the ciW that the "designated access point" is in, or the

owner of the channel?

Part 4.B- Industrial Commercial As this program has been changed in focus from education toInspections
inspection and enforcement, it should be moved to the ICID

Section 4.B program for ease of reference.

Part 4.B- Industrial Commercial This sentence is unclear. Permittee shall require use of what byInspections ~
businesses. It appears to mean require use of the program itself,

Section 4.~.~ but that is not possible.

Part4.~- Industrial Commercial ] On it’s face, this requirement appears to include every industrial orInspections
Icommercial business in the City,. This is contradictory to the
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Section 4.B.2 existing permit, which required visits based on the type of business
and the potential for exposure. Under the older program, there
was always the opportunity and requirement to add businesses
that were found to be potential polluters.

Part 4.B-Industrial Commercial This item should be clarified to indicate who is required to do theInspections
inspections. Is this intended for the County Health Department to

Section4.B.3.c take over storm water inspections at restaurants? If so, who is
considered responsible if exceedances occur?

Part 4.B- Industrial Commercial This table can be significantly simplified bv just stating that anyInspections . .’
business shall be inspected every 24 months, not less than twice

Section 4.B.5.b during the permit (since all inspection requirements are identical).

Part 4.B- Industrial Commercial How is the permittee to determine if the board has made an
Inspections

inspection or not? This is indeed an irrelevant section, since even if
Section4.B.5.d the Board HAS inspected the site, tl~Lat will not eliminate the

potential liability if something were to occur and the City had NOT
inspected it, therefore it would be in the Cities best interest to
inspect it anyway.

Part4.B-IndustrialCommercialsectionlnSpections4.B.6.aIPlease(financial’specifycriminal’whatetc’)sancti°ns would satisfy this requirement

Part 4.B- Industrial Commercial This notification requirement is burdensome and confusing. If
Inspections

there is a violation of a City ordinance, the City is the enforcing
Section 4.B.7oa agency. Such a broad definition of "non-compliance" would result

in a very large number of "violations" being referred to the board,
which would normally be handled by the City in an educational
manner (educational materials, follow up letter, one or two
informal follow up inspections). These are normally single
incidents, either accidental or by someone who hadn’t been
adequately educated at the time, and are typically not repeated
once the situation is explained to them. What the Board would do
with this information is unclear, since a violation of a City
ordinance may not be a violation of a Board order that they could
enforce, and such incidents are reported in the Annual Report.

Additionally, if there is a violation of a State requirement, the State
is the enforcing agency (see Item 39) and has not delegated that
responsibility, formally to the Cities. Although the City may be
able to review information that a business submits to the State (an
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SWPPP for example) to ensure that it also meets City standards,
the City does not have the authority to determine whether or not a
given SWPPP is in compliance with State requirements. The City
cannot perform the State’s job function in this manner.

And, as was discussed at length during the previous permit, the
Cities do not have the authoritv to require a given business to
obtain a State permit, since it is solely the States responsibility to
determine whether or not an NPDES permit is necessary for a
given site. A Citv can require that a business provide proof that
thev are complying with state requirements (such as an NOI), but
do thev nov,, keep duplicate records listing all the businesses that
have been determined NOT to require a permit? (i.e. Category 11
dischargers with no exposure)

Part 4.C- Development Planning SUSMPs have been developed for each of the other types of
section4.C.3.c projects (listed in section C.3.b), but no equivalent standard for

projects in Environmentallv Sensitive Areas (ESA) has been
developed. Since projects in these areas could take any number of
forms, it is unlikely that a "standard" plan could be effectively
developed.

Also, as of this draft of the permit, a list of these "ESA"s has not
been provided for review.

Part 4.C- Development Planning It is unclear what authority the City has to regulate property

Section4.C.9 transfers between two private parties. Is the City now to keep
track of each property transfer and maintain records on who is
responsible for maintenance of a site?

Part 4.C - Development Planning I This section is completely unclear as to its intent and specifics.
ISection 4.C.10

Part 4.C- Development Planning Most cities are on a set schedule to update general plans (5 years or
Sec~ion4.C.12 so), as such the 540 dav deadline should be changed to the next

scheduled general plan revision.

Part 4.C- Development Planning I This should be assigned to the Principal Permittee, since it is
Section 4.c.~4I intended to be a countywide consistent document.

Part 4.D- Development ] This should be clarified further. Is it intended that City personnelConstructionI attend all such meetings or workshops, or merely to provide
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Section 4.D.l.a ] information for voluntarv distribution during such meetings?

Part 4.D -" Development Several of the items listed in the "minimum BMPs" are not actuallv
Construction ~

BMPs. If a minimum list is envisioned, it should be spelled out
Section 4.D.l.c here.

Part 4.D- Development The first sentence is unclear. Each Permit-tee shall require what?
Construction

Section 4.D.2 The statement that a Local SWPPP can replace a State SWPPP
should be removed, as it is not relevant to the Local SWPPP
requirements.

Part 4.D- Development Permittee inspectors additional actions must be limited to localConstruction
o~’dinances and codes, since they do not have the authority to

Section 4.D.3 enforce state laws in this case.

The phrase "...if non-compliance continues..." is vague, a set
method and rational for referring sites to the Board should be
determined to avoid confusion.

Part 4.D- Development Without additional rationale, the requirement of an "electronic
Construction

system" is not justified. Smaller cities mav not have a number of
Section 4.D.4.b grading permits that would justify the expense of installing a new

tracking system. Does the Board intend to eventually require
electronic submittal of all grading permits? If so, a standardized
format should be developed now for ease of future integration.

Part 4.E- Public Agency Activities Details for the sections on Parking Facilities Management, Public

Section4.E.l Industrial Activities, and Dry Weather Diversions have been
omitted from this draft.

Part 4.E-Public Agency Activities Does the Board intend for the CMOM provisions to take the place

Section 4.E.2 of the Sewer section of the Public Agency program? If so, this
should be specified.

Part 4.E- Public Agency Activities Prepare site-specific SWPPPs for which municipal constructions

Section 4.E.3.b.2 sites? Does this mean any sites, regardless of size? That seems
unduly burdensome.

Part 4.E-Public Agency Activities A blanket requirement to reduce use, storage and handling is not

section 4.E.4.f useful, some guidelines (i.e. reduction from what amounts?) must
be provided.
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Part 4.E- Public Agency Activities [ There is a numbering inconsistencv in this section, and duplication
Section,~.E.S] of at least one item.

Part 4.E- Public Agency Act/vities No definition of "high" and "moderate" volumes of trash was

Section 4.E.S.a provided.

In addition, the TMDL also does not contain definitions of "high"
and "moderate" volumes of trash. Section IV.A of the L.A. River
Trash TMDL states that if the Cities rely on the Default Baseline

Waste Load Allocation, "The final Default Baseline Waste Load
Allocation, as described in compressed volume and/or d~/ weight, will be
specified in the stormwater permit." This definition also appears to
have been omitted.

Part 4.E- Public Agency Activities A section should be inserted stating that the Permittees shall not be

Section4.E.7 held responsible under the permit for discharges in excess of
numerical limits that occur as a result of such emergency
situations. For instance, a sewer break and overflow resulting from
an earthquake would likelv exceed bacteria discharge limits. If
BMPs (such as containment) are delayed because of the emergency,
the Permittees should not be held liable for the discharge that
occurred between the earthquake and the implementation of the
BMP.

Part 4.F- ICID Program The permittee should be given the option to adopt the ICID section
Section4.F.~.a of the SQMP as written, to avoid the additional paperwork of

creating an unnecessary document.

Part4.F-ICIDProgram The tracking system should be developed bv the Principal
Section 4.F.~.b Permittee, since the goal is to have a consistent and countywide

system controlled by the Principal Permittee.

Part4.F-ICID Program ] What is the rational for specifying that the Permittees specifically

Section,~.F.2.b] consider the 1994 North_ridge quake and the "civil unrest"?
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BALDWIN
P,A.R’K

May 14, 2001

Mr. Dennis Dickerson .
Executive Officer
California Regional Water Quality Board
Los Angeles Region ~ ~_ ~ ~,~
320 West 4th Street ’"
Los Angeles, California 90013 ....

Subject: EAC Comments In Re: First Municipal NPDES Permit Draft

Dear Mr. Dickerson:

Submitted herewith for your consideration are comments prepared by the
City of Baldwin Park ("City") in response to the draft Los Angeles County
Municipal NPDES permit (hereinafter "draft permit"), dated April 13, 2001.

It should be noted that the draft permit is a substantial improvement over
the current permit. It is less problematic in several key areas. There is,
however, room for additional improvement. The written comments
prepared by the City are intended to accomplish this by identifying areas
of concern -- including: (1) program requirements that appear to be
unnecessarily labor intensive and costly; (2) new provisions that would
make permit compliance unjustifiably more stringent while increasing
permittee exposure to administrative enforcement actions and third party
litigation; and (3) permit language that seems unclear and contradictory in
a few places.

It is also suggested that regional board staff consider a different approach
for presenting, evaluating, and responding to comments in re: municipal
NPDES issues. In the past, permittee comments that were contrary to
regional board staff views were usually rejected without compelling reason.
Often ignored were the permittees legitimate concerns for the cost and
effectiveness of proposed requirements. This has resulted in the adoption
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Dennis Dickerson, Executive Officer
California Regional Water Quality Control Board 5/14/01

of unpopular and very controversial permit requirements. Permittees were
thus faced with the narrow options of either accepting unreasonable
requirements or challenging them administratively and legally.

In the interest of avoiding a similar fate with next municipal NPDES permit,
the following is proposed:

1. Regional Board staff should make a conscientious effort to discuss and
resolve concerns raised by permittees rather than just issuing a written
rejection with a brief explanation as to why. Instead, a forum is
recommended to promote dialog aimed towards achieving mutual
agreement. Although workshops are fine for communicating
requirements and identifying general issues, they are not effective in
identifying specific areas of concern or resolving disagreement. Smaller
work groups are needed because they can provide better attention to
issues. A work group could be comprised of permittee representatives
and regional staff for each program area (e.g., development planning,
development construction, illicit discharge and connection detection and
elimination, etc.). The work groups should concentrate on working-out
essential compliance concerns. Once this is done, developing
language-related details would be relatively simple. Also, an objective
third party should be involved to facilitate discussion and resolve
disagreement.

2. Criteria for determining the reasonability of new permit requirements or
existing ones should be developed. Such criteria should include
objective readings of (a) 40 CFR 122.26 (storm water regulations under
the Clean Water Act); (b) Phase II storm water rules, which are
scheduled to take effect in 2003; and (c) Porter-Cologne Act (state
water code) -- to justify requirements not specified in the Clean Water
Act, in terms of beneficial use protection, using scientific data rather
than subject judgment.

3. A general workshop on Phase II storm water rules promulgated by the
USEPA and scheduled for implementation in 2003, should be held to
educate regional board staff, permittees, and other interested parties
on these new municipal NPDES permit requirements. To that end,
regional board staff is encouraged to join with permittees in inviting a
representative from USEPA Region 9 conduct the workshop.

2
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Dennis Dickerson, Executive Officer
California Regional Water Quality Control Board 5/14/01

4. Delay adoption of the new permit until Phase II rules have been fully
identified, evaluated, and incorporated into the next permit.

In closing, the City appreciates the time and effort that regional board staff
has invested in preparing the draft permit and looks forward to participating
with it in developing a new permit that will truly in improving water quality in
the most cost effective manner possible. In the meantime, should you
have any questions, please call me.

Sincerely,

Shafique Naiyer,
Director of Public Works

SN:an

cc: Mr. David Nahai, Chairman
Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board

Mr. Art Bagget, Chairman
State Water Resources Control Board

Baldwin Park City Council

Dayle Keller, Chief Executive Officer
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CITY OF

16600 Civic Center Drive
Bellflower, California 90706-5494

(562) 804-1424 ¯ FAX: (562) 925-8660
http://www.bellflower.org

May 16, 2001

Xavier Swamikannu
Chief, LA/Long Beach Storm Water Unit
Regional Water Quality Control Board, Los Angeles Region
320 W. 4th Street, Suite 200
Los Angeles, CA. 90013

RE: NPDES Draft Permit

Dear Mr. Swamikannu:

The City of Bellflower appreciates this opportunity to express its concerns regarding the
NPDES draft permit proposed by the Regional Board. We further appreciate Board
staffs efforts to explain the proposed permit and receive comments at the Regional
Board’s workshop of April 24. This letter will probably not offer any new issues that
have not been previously addressed. However, because of their accumulated severe
impact upon municipalities, we believe those concerns are worth repeating.

First, the proposed permit expands NPDES programs with no recognition of added
financial costs to local agencies, specifically in the inspection and enforcement program
and in compliance methods for TMDL’s. It is admirable to seek the goals sought by the
permit. It is good governance to evaluate alternatives to develop a critical path to those
goals. It is foolish and incompetent to decide an alternative based on no analysis. The
proposed permit prescribes the goals sought and reflects no discussion of competent
analysis of alternatives. Perhaps that is because the Regional Board is not participating
in the solution and its cost.

The proposed permit provides several opportunities of traps by which the co-permittees
may receive punitive action. Terms such as "minimize" and "maximize" are open-
ended. The current draft removes co-permittees "safe harbor" provisions, which allows
a good faith effort. Such punitive measures include $25,000 per day fines, third party
litigation and criminal prosecution. All are possible if unrealistic goals such as 0 TMDL’s
are not achieved.

Page 1 of 2
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Response regarding Draft NPDES Permit
May 16, 2001
Page 2 of 2

The Regional Board has inserted provisions to overturn the battles won by the Coalition
for Practical Regulation (CPR) during the SUSMP petition. This effort by the Regional
Board does not perpetuate an atmosphere of cooperation and trust. Additionally, the
Regional Board appears to be attempting to impose an order, rule or standard of
general application without complying with the requirements of the Administrative
procedures Act, as the Regional Board attempted during the SUSMP issue.

Fourth, we feel strongly that the Regional Board is displacing its duties and
responsibilities upon the backs of local agencies. The Regional Board contends that its
authority to institute the proposed is provided in Federal and State law. It is clear that
the Regional Board has received the authority and responsibility to conduct
enforcement of some of the programs in the permit. Yet it proposes to expand the
scope of that enforcement and then transfer it to local agencies. The Board’s rationale
is that it does not have the resources to enforce. With what information does it
conclude that local agencies do? The same laws that, arguably, empower the Regional
Board do not provide local agencies with the same authority. Further, we challenge
whether the Board can actually delegate its authority.

We consider the proposals as unfunded mandates, thereby illegal. The Regional Board
argues that its authority and d;rection is found in the Porter-Cologne Act. The Regional
Board is an extension of a State agency deriving its authority from State legislation. We
believe the State Constitution applies.

Finally, we are very disheartened that the Regional Board’s proposed language
discourages regional and sub-regional solutions. As stated above, local agencies also
have limited funds and strive to find the most effective alternative to reach their goals.
Often cities join together to achieve resolution to their problems. The regional water
quality problem can be addressed with regional solutions. Don’t discourage solutions!

We urge the Regional Board to stop acting as if it is trying to extricate itself from a
political situation and focus on achieving real and effective solutions. We hope you will
earnestly consider these comments and those of our peers.

Sincerely,~ .~..~

M~’cl~ael ~. Egan
City Administrator

Document # 53705
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CiTY OF BELL GARDENS
PUBLIC WORKS DEPARTMENT

8327 GARFIELD AVE BELL GARDENS, CA 90201-6122
(562) 806-7770         FAX ~562) 806-7789

May 16, 2001                                          ,.~.,

Mr. Dennis Dickerson co
Executive Director "O
Regional Water Quality Control .~.
Board - Los Angeles ~

320 W. Fourth Street, Suite 200 ~
Los Angeles, CA 90013-1105

Subject: Review Comments on Draft Los Angeles County Storm Water and Urban
Runoff Permit

Dear Mr. Dickerson:

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the April 13, 2001, Draft Municipal Storm
Water Permit. This permit will have a significant impact on the daily lives of the
residents and businesses of Los Angeles County. A large percentage of the economy
of Los Angeles County is tied to tourism at the beaches along the coast and at the
inland lakes and streams. It is in everyone’s best interest to protect these resources.

The Regional Board must recognize the limited resources available at the municipal
level to support these programs. The Clean Water Act (CWA) establishes a Maximum
Extent Practical (MEP) standard for Storm Water Permits. This permit, in several areas,
attempts to apply numeric standards to Municipal Programs. The application of numeric
standards will make compliance with the permit impossible for the municipalities and
subject them to numerous citizen lawsuits.

While we recognize the importance of the CWA and the intent of this draft permit, we
must also address the cities’ ability to comply with the requirements without exposure to
unnecessary liability. The following comments reflect the cities’ desire to comply with
the CWA and the Regional Water Quality Control Board’s (Board) permit. Where
suggestions are made they are intended to provide the Board with alternative wording
that we believe will comply with the MEP intent of the CWA. The Board will receive
many comments from lawyers and others familiar with the statutory requirements of the
CWA. My comments will focus on the affect of the draft permit on the cities of Los
Angeles County.
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1. Part 2. Receiving Water Limitation sections 1 and 2. Section 1 is so broad that the
cities and the County will face liability for "cause(ing) or contribute(ing) to the
violation of water quality standards or water quality objectives". Section 2 will pose
the threat of liability for "cause(ing) or contribute(ing) to a condition of nuisance.
These two provisions must be revised to allow the cities and the County to operate
the Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System (MS4) without fear of litigation from
NRDC or other environmental groups for minimal impacts on water quality. Each
and every resident of Los Angeles County depends on the MS4 to protect our
homes and businesses from the real threat of flooding. The system has been built
up over the years to efficiently carry storm runoff to the ocean. To convert this
system to a full treatment system will take years. The Board cannot leave the cities
and County open to litigation if you expect the improvements to be accomplished.

2. Part 3G(n). Legal Authority for inspections, surveillance and monitoring of Industrial,
Commercial and Construction sites. This paragraph is overly broad. Cities and the
County have the authority to investigate violations of law. Normally this occurs when
the Police Department or the District Attorney is notified of a violation. These
agencies are trained to conduct investigation and have the legal support to obtain
the needed warrants to capture private records. These techniques are generally
reserved for cases of some significance. Unfortunately, police agencies and
prosecutors have not been convinced that discharges to the MS4 are important
enough when they compare it to their workload involving thieves and murderers.
Thus, it is not sufficient to ask cities and the County to certify to their legal authority,
because the authority is granted by the State Judicial system. The greater question
that should be asked is "has the crime been elevated to the degree needed to cause
enforcement by local authorities." In extreme cases it is likely that the effort will be
made, but for most incidents it is unlikely that any action will be taken to investigate
or enforce minor illegal discharges.

This section will be used to convict cities and the County of violating the Storm
Water permit due to lack of detailed investigations and prosecutions. This will not be
difficult to prove. We do not believe that the Board should be creating regulations
that will subject the cities and the County to broad liability.

3. Part 3G(p). Adopt and implement an agency-specific storm water and urban runoff
ordinance. The requirement of this paragraph that the ordinance be "effective
immediately upon the adoption of this Order." This requirement is not practical.
Cities and the County have a procedure to adopt ordinances. These procedures are
derived from State Law that governs City and County authority. We must conduct
public hearings before an Ordinance imposing restrictions on property rights can be
adopted to allow the public to provide input to the process. Then unless there is a
significant public health and safety concern involved, the ordinance wilt take effect

thirty (30) days after the second reading Of the ordinance. Thus, the requirement
that the cities and the County adopt a new ordinance and have it effective upon the
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approval of this order is impossible. I would suggest that a 180 day schedule be
specified like the Board imposed for the SUSMP provisions.

4. Part 4A(2)(b). Business Assistance Program. While the principal involved with the
Business Assistance Program is good, as currently written the program is flawed.
The first problem is in the definition of a small business. Any business that has 99
employees is not a small business. To pay these employees even at minimum
wage, the business must have significant revenue. I believe that the number of
employees must be reduced to "less than 25 employees" or the business must be
tied to actual revenue, say less than $1,000,000 in gross revenue. By setting the
size of a small business at one of these levels, the Cities and the County will not be
assisting businesses that can afford to obtain assistance on its own. The cities and
the County have already offered to assist businesses that may not have a clear
understanding as a result of the Educational Site Visit program. In most cases the
offers were not well received. The businesses often treated the contact as an
attempt to penalize the businesses rather than to help deal with the Storm Water
Issue. The second issue with the program is the provision that states that the
program "shall be a confidential and non-enforcement program." In most cities the
ability to have two separate departments, one to assist businesses and another to
enforce the regulations, will be impossible. Thus, the city employees charged with
helping the businesses in a non-enforcement manner will likely be the same people
that will visit and investigate violations of the business. I would suggest that the first
visit be designed to assist the business to understand the program. Any future visits
will involve enforcement that will then become progressively more severe. Without
the ability to implement the program in this way the cities and the County will lack
credibility when enforcement is required.

5. Part 4B. Programs for Industrial/Commercial Inspections. This part of the permit is
the most objectionable part of the draft permit. This attempt by the Board to transfer
its obligation to inspect and enforce against Phase I Industries and State
Construction Permits without transferring the source of and the authority to collect
revenue is unacceptable. It is clear to all cities and the County that the State has not
adequately funded the inspection part of the NPDES program. If the State were to
adequately fund the program they would have to include employees to perform the
plan review, inspectors to train and to verify compliance in the field and prosecutors
to enforce against violators. These are the same provisions that the Board is
expecting the cities and the County to implement, yet the Board does not implement
the same programs.

As a City agent I do visit sites to verify compliance with State and Local Building
Codes and other regulations to ensure that the Health and Safety of the public. But,
for the Board to require that the cities and the County take over its responsibilities
and liabilities because the Board will not adequately fund the program is

R0002202



May 15, 2001
Page 4

unacceptable. Until complete and adequate funding is provided the cities and the
County must insist that this provision be removed.

6. Part 4B(4). BMP Implementation. This section is vague and contradictory. The first
paragraph starts by saying that the City "shall require the implementation of the
designated minimum BMP’s, as approved in Resolution 98-08, at each
industrial/commercial site within its jurisdiction." While this will be a formidable task
by itself, the paragraph then ends by requiring the Permittee’s "shall also implement
or require any additional site specific BMP’s ... which are more stringent than those
required under the Statewide General Industrial Permit." This requirement I find
confusing when I review the Permit. The General Industrial Permit does not cover
all Industrial/Commercial businesses in my town. So as I read this requirement, I am
required to impose harsher standards on non-regulated industry than the State
would have the authority to impose on the Phase 1 industries identified in the CWA.
I question if the Board has the Legal Authority to accomplish this requirement, much
less force the permittee’s to impose these standards. The other question that this
requirement raises relates to the conditions that would trigger these harsh
requirements. It is not clear if I am to impose this harsh standard on all of my
business, or jLlst those, few that I deem to be gross violators. I believe that without
clear requirements the City would stand little or no chance of prevailing against a
court challenge.

I would recommend that the Board revise this requirement to limit the city obligations
to the requirements of Resolution 98-08.

The second paragraph requires the Permittees to "implement, or require
implementation of, additional controls for Industrial/Commercial sites tributary to
CWA section 303d impaired water bodies ... as necessary to comply with this order."
The paragraph also requires the cities to impose additional standards on
Industrial/Commercial sites within or directly adjacent to or discharging directly to
coastal lagoons or environmentally sensitive areas. Both of these requirements are
vague as to intent and are impossible to enforce on businesses that may have been
operating in the same location for twenty or more years. These businesses are
going to ask, and rightly so, what proof the Permittees have to justify the imposition
of new operating restrictions.

I believe that the section, as written, is unenforceable and will be overturned in Court
action. Since the City is damned if it imposes the requirement and damned if it fails
to impose the requirement, each Permittee looses this battle. This section must be
written with some justification for its inclusion in the permit.
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7. Part 4B(5)d. Regional Board Inspection Coordination. This section states that if the
Regional Board has performed an inspection of an Industrial/Commercial site the
Permittees do not need to inspect that site. The section leaves unsaid how the
coordination will happen between the Permittees and the Board. If the Board is to
conduct an unannounced inspection of an Industrial/Commercial site they must
follow up within a set time with a notice to the Permittee that the inspection has
taken place. I also believe that the Permittee should be notified of the Board
findings so that problem businesses can be monitored.

8. Part 4C(3)b. Board Revisions to the SUSMP Projects. I must request clarification
on the change made to the Hillside Residential property. As written, item b(1) states
that single-family hillside residential developments of "10,000" square feet or more. I
have heard Permittees describe this as 10,000 square feet of disturbed area or
10,000 square feet of lot area. It is unclear how the Board intends this provision to
be enforced. Clarification is required.

9. Part 4C(8). Redevelopment Projects. The wording used in this section does not
agree with the definition of Redevelopment as contained in the Definitions in Part 5.
This section must be revised to match the Definition since the definition was
established by State Board Action on the SUSMP Petition.

10.Part 4C(12). General Plan Update. As noted at the Board Workshop on April 24th
the requirement for every City to modify its general plan to reflect Storm Water
Quality issues will take longer than 540 days (18 months) allowed in the permit. I
believe that the Board must participate in a workshop with Planning Directors from
all Permittees to establish the elements of the general plan that must be revised.
Through this process all Permittees will perform the revisions correctly the first time
rather than have to correct a flawed document. State Law limits the number of times
that the General Plan can be modified in any one-year. The Permittees need to
identify all elements that will be affected before contracts are issued for these
amendments. Once the workshop is held, the Board should then allow not less than
three years for Permittees to budget for and complete the General Plan Update.

11. Part 4E(1). Dry Weather Diversions. The Board has provided detailed requirements
for all Public Agency activities except dry weather diversions. It is not clear if the
Board is requiring all Permittees to implement a dry weather diversion program or if
the Board is only mentioning this as a possible Public Agency activity. In either case
it appears that the Permittees should be provided with direction from the Board on its
intent on dry weather diversion. If there are no specific requirements this subgroup
should not be listed at all.
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May I+, 2001

Mr. Dennis DJckerson, Executive Officer
Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board
320 W. 4th St., Suite 200
Los Angeles, CA 90013

RE: Comments on the First Draft, Los Angeles County Municipal Storm Water NPDES
Permit (April 13, 2001 Draft Order, NPDES No. CAS614001)

Dear Mr. Dickerson:

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the subject draft order. We believe that the draft
order contains several inappropriate requirements, and we look forward to working with you to
develop a permit that makes sense.

As a general comment, the draft permit is a formidable document. It was difficult to read,
difficult to review within the allotted time, and it will be extremely difficult to ensure compliance
with every requirement in its 85 pages of text and tables. We suggest the Regional Board
develop a checklist-style of requirements to assist the Permittees with compliance.

Our specific comments at this time are provided below. It is very possible that we missed some
critical issue during our review, so we reserve the right to offer additional comments.

Findinqs, Pa,qe 5, Item 10. The Board states here that the Permittee’s proposed Storm Water
Management Plan is acceptable, but then on page 17, Item F states that the Permittees shall
modify the Plan. If the Plan is acceptable, why does it need to be modified?

Findinqs, Pa.qe 10, Item 41. The draft permit language should be revised to reflect that certain
projects are statutorily exempt from CEQA.

Part 1, Pa,qe 12, Item 2c) (2). The phrase "of potable water distribution systems" should be
deleted, and the existing conditionally exempt discharge of "water line flushing" should remain.

Part 1, Pa.qe 12, Item 2c)(8). Street washing should be included with sidewalk washing.

Part 2, Pa,qe 13, Receivin,q Water Limitations. The permit should include language similar to
that contained in the second paragraph of Part 1, Section II of the existing permit: "timely and
complete implementation by a Permittee of the storm water management programs prescribed
in this Order shall satisfy the requirements of this section and constitute compliance with
receiving water limitations." Furthermore, the Receiving Waters section of the draft permit
should reflect the federal "maximum extent practicable" standard.
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Part 3, Paqe 15, Item B. This section should be revised to address pollutants from flows that
originate outside a Permittee’s jurisdiction.

Part 3, Pa.qe 14, Item A.I. This section should be modified to state that each Permittee has the
right to discuss any matter with the Regional Board.

Part 3, Paqe 16, Item C. This section places several new requirements on the Watershed
Management Committees (WMCs), but does not provide the reasons why these are needed.
The WMC should be a forum for information exchange and regional cooperation and
coordination. Requiring the WMC to establish "additional goals and objectives and deadlines for
the WMA" or "prioritize pollution control efforts" is inappropriate. The draft permit itself includes
goals, objectives, deadlines and priorities. Also, the WMC should not be "investigating"
activities since it is not a regulatory agency or entity.

Part 3, Paqe 18, Item G. This section is overly broad and would prohibit the discharge of runoff
even if it does not contain pollutants (Items G.l.e) and G.l.h). This section also requires the
Permittees to have the legal authority to do a number of things that the State is required to do.
Items G.1. m and n require the Permittees to enforce the State-issued permits for industrial and
construction activities, which is a State responsibility. Item G.I. p requires the City to adopt and
implement an ordinance to enforce all of the new permit’s requirements "immediately upon the
adoption of this Order." There are strict rules regarding ordinance adoption, and it is impossible
to adopt them "immediately." Furthermore, the County has adopted an ordinance that many of
the other Permittees have adopted by reference. If this existing ordinance is not acceptable, the
RWQCB should make specific recommendations for changes to it.

Part 3, Pa.qe 20, Item I. The storm water budget reporting system requirements should be
revised to simply require the Permittees to report the total each entity plans to spend on storm
water program costs. Each Permittee’s City-specific budget requirements and subdivisions are
different and do not match the Regional Board’s categories.

Part 4, Paqe 23, Item A.l.d. The requirement for 35 million impressions per year is
unreasonable and seems to be beyond the scope of an NPDES permit. How would the
Principal Permittee prove that the minimum number of impressions is made? This could be
sued over by third parties claiming that only 34 million impressions were made. This section
could be re-written to include the minimum number of ads needed (these could be counted), but
not that a certain number of impressions were made. In addition, Permittees do not have
jurisdiction over what is taught in school district classes. The State should be responsible for
outreach to the schools.

Part 4, Paqe 24, Item A.2.a. The Principal Permittee should not be required to visit corporate
heads. Distributing information to corporate managers should be sufficient.

Part 4, Pa.qe 24, Item A.2.b. The Regional Board is requiring far more assistance to
businesses, which places an undue burden on Permittees. It will be very difficult to predict how
many businesses would request assistance, and what level of resources should be budgeted to
respond to requests.

Part 4, Paqe 25 throuqh 28, Item B. This program has changed from education to inspection
and enforcement, with various overlaps with the State’s program. Unclear regulatory roles
increase the potential for confusion and inconsistent enforcement. The State seems to want to
shift its regulatory responsibilities to the Permittees simply because it does not have its own
adequate resources. The Permittees do not have excess resources, and would require
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resources from the State to implement this requirement. Furthermore, the State has the
regulatory authority to enforce the permits they issue. The BMP portion of this item (paragraph
4) requires the City to implement BMPs for businesses and private parties. It is the State’s
responsibility to enforce BMP implementation at sites covered by the State’s general permit.

Part 4, Page 28, Item B.7. The Permittees should be required to send quarterly reports of the
progress of the business education program. The proposed oral reports and the reporting
deadlines are unreasonable.

Part 4, Page 29, Item C. The words "with immediate effect" should be deleted from the first
sentence. The Permittees should be given at least 180 days to make necessary program
changes. The development planning programs should apply only to priority projects.

Part 4, Paqe 35, Item C.12. The Regional Board does not have the authority to dictate when a
Permittee’s General Plan must be updated. The deadline in the draft permit should be deleted.

Part 4, Page 35, Item C.14. There is no need for Permittees to develop and make available
additional developer planning guidelines. There are already a number of guidance and
reference materials available, including the State’s BMP manuals, that provide adequate
information.

_Part 4_, Pa.qe 36 through 39, Item D. The first sentence of the first paragraph should be modified
as follows: "Each Permittee shall implement a program to reduce pollutants in runoff from
construction activity at all construction sites through the use of BMPs to the maximum extent
possible ."

Part 4, Paqe 38, Item D.3. The State (not the Permittees) is responsible for enforcing the
general permits it has issued for construction sites.

Part 4, Pa.qe 42, Item E.4. Item E.4.b should be modified to include the words "that would result
in measurable runoff’ after the words "rain event." The words "to the maximum extent
practicable" should be added at the end of paragraphs E.4.d and E.4.f. The City of Burbank has
previously implemented several hazardous materials reduction steps, and should not be
required to implement others unless additional reduction efforts are feasible.

Part 4, Pa.qe 42 and 43, Item E.5. Item Eo5.b. should be modified to say "Clean catch basins
when they become 40% full." Item E.5.f should require each Permittee to only submit a record
of Permittee-owned catch basins, not those that are County owned. The County can provide
records of the County-owned basins.

Part 4, Page 45, Item F.l.b) We question the Regional Board’s authority to require Permittees
to use GIS or a comparable tool for the IC/ID program. Many cities do not have GIS
capabilities, and other cities have established their own priorities on how a citywide resource
like GIS is to be used for the public benefit. In addition, we do not feel there is a need to use
GIS to locate all permitted discharges. This information would be of limited use, but would take
a tremendous effort to compile, and would involve getting data from the Regional Board for
Board-issued permits. This program should focus on eliminating illicit connections and illicit
discharges, not building datasets.

Part 4, Pa.qe 45, Item F.2. Reviewing data from the period following the Northddge earthquake
or the 1992 civil unrest to identify potential illicit connections will likely provide very little, if any,
useful data. This requirement should be removed from the permit.
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Part 5, Paqes 46 throuqh 54. The definitions contained in the permit must be consistent with
the federal Clean Water Act and the state Water Code. Paraphrasing or excerpting the
statutory definitions causes confusion and disagreement.

Thank you again for this opportunity to comment. We look forward to reviewing the next draft.

Please call me at (818) 238-3921 if you have questions.

Sincerely,

Bonnie Teaford
City Engineer

BT:bt

cc. Bruce Feng, Public Works Director



Dr. Xavier Swamikannu, D. Env.
Chief, LA/Long Beach Storm Water Unit
Regional Water Quality Control Board, Los Angeles Region
320 W. 4th St., Suite 200
Los Angeles CA 90013

Dear Dr. Swammikannu:

Please find attached the comments on the First Draft - Los Angeles.County Municipal Storm Water
NPDES Permit No. CAS614001 for the City of Calabasas. I have faxed these comments with
originals to follow. Thank you in advance for your time and consideration.

SincereLy,

Heather Lea Merenda
Storm Water Program Manager

encl

F \USERS’~HMERENDA’d~toDLPRoG~001o2006 perm~t~’vrltr

26135 Mureau Road

Calabasas, CA 91302-3172
(818) 878-4225

Fax (818) 878-4215
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Comments from the City of Calabasas

Part 2 -

3.a) Please change paragraph to read "Upon determination by either the Permittee or the
Regional Board based on scientifically sound study and scientific standard methods that
discharges are causing or contributing to an exceedance of ~he ~pplJcable water quality standard,
the Permit-tee shall promptly notify and thereafter submit a report to the Regional Board that
describes BMPs that are currently being implemented and additional BMPs that will be
implemented. The additional BMPs shall be demonstrated by the State Water Quality Task
Force or like third party verification that the additional BMPs have proven effective in removing
or reducing the pollutant(s) that have been proven to cause or proven to contribute to the
exceedances of water quality standard using scientifically sound study and scientific standard
methods. If there are no existing studies, Regional Water Quality Control Board and
Permittee(s) shall jointly fund such a study. This report may be incorporated in the annual
update of the SQMP and its components unless the Regional Board directs an earlier submittal.
The report shall include an implementation schedule.The Regional Board may require
modification the Report."

Please add fifth bullet
"5. A Watershed Management Area Plan (WMAP) is a comprehensive implementation plan
for a specific Watershed Management Area (WMA). The development of the WMAP was
required under Order No. 96-054. The WMAP is a document reviewing the NPDES Permit, the
SQMP and any other applicable actions that address pollutants of concern and other water
quality issues unique to the WMA toward the objective of reducing pollutants in discharges to
the maximum extent practicable. Upon submittal by the permittees in a WMA and approval by
the Executive Officer, the WMAP will supercede the SQMP. Compliance with the WMAP will
be equal to compliance with the requirements of this Order."

Part 3 -

Replace language to:
"F. 2) The Principal Permittee shall modify the SQMP to comply with waste load allocations
developed and approved pursuant to the process for the designation and implementation of
approved Total Maximum Daily Loads (TMDL) for impaired water bodies. Upon submittal by
the permittees in a WMA and approval by the Executive Officer, WMAPs that address the
pollutants of concern that have TMDL wilt supercede the SQMP. Compliance with the WMAP
will be equal to compliance with the requirements of this Order."

G.1. m AND n

Object to both m) and n) - Firstly, m) is not necessary based on a) through k). Secondly, cities
cannot comply with n) because to do that requires a funding source that would be mandated to a
vote. We cannot mandate the public vote for a fee to allow us the funding to hire inspectors.
Secondly, we are not responsible for ensuring compliance with a RWQCB issued permit and it is
not legal or our responsibility for us to do so even if we did pass an ordinance, as we are not the

City of Calabasas Comments 1 on April 13,2001 Draft NPDES Perrmt
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permit issuers. Thirdly, cities need to have probable cause to enter private property. Just
because of the suspicion of a business polluting in certain business districts or SIC categories
doesn’t allow government employees to just walk on a site and require businesses to perform
tasks unless they are visibly discharging pollutants or there is evidence of pollution. This
information does not belong in the legal authority section, as none of the cities will be able to
comply with it as written. This issue will be addressed in the Part 4.

I. 1 .d) - it has not been established that the program will be an inspection program, please change
to a more generic term.

Part 4. Special Provisions

B. Programs for Industrial/Commercial Inspections

Pg. 25 Section B.
Please clarify the language to reflect that this is a site visit. If violations of discharge
prohibitions are found, only storm drain discharge prohibitions will be enforces, and the main
purpose is to survey and education on BMPs. Any GIASP or other RWQCB/SWRCB permit
violations will be referred to the RWQCB/SWRCB inspectors for enforcement

Pgs. 25 - 28, bullets 1, 4, & 6
BMP Implementation and site plan development are requirements under State law and therefore
the RWQCB’s responsibility to enforce. Calabasas currently will not agree to take over
enforcement of these requirements on behalf of the RWQCB.

Pg. 25 #1
Calabasas currently will not agree to take over enforcement of these requirements on behalf of
the RWQCB.

Pg. 27 #5 (a)
BMP Implementation and site plan development are requirements under State law and therefore
the RWQCB’s responsibility to enforce. Calabasas currently will not a~ee to take over
enforcement of these requirements on behalf of the RWQCB.

Pg. 28 #6
BMP Implementation and site plan development are requirements under State law and therefore
the RWQCB’s responsibility to enforce. Calabasas currently will not agree to take over
enforcement of these requirements on behalf of the RWQCB.

Pg. 28 #7
This should be working days since a shorter period may not be possible if occurring over a
weekend. In addition, nuisance notification period to 72 hours to account for weekends should
be changed as well.

City of Calabasas Comments 2 on April 13, 2001 Draft NPDES Perrmt
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C. Programs for Development Planning

Pg. 30 #3c & Pg. 48 ESA Definition

In the There is not a map attached to this document showing where ESAs are located and we
cannot make complete comments until the complete document is available. Remove "3)
discharge of storm water and urban runoffthat is likely to impact a sensitive biological species or
habitat", this language is too vague and is covered under Fish and Game, Endangered Species
Act, CEQA and several other regulation. Including it here will further complicate the process
with an organization that does not do this as its core duty.

Pg. 33 #7a7

Outdoor animal care, confinement or slaughter could be read as a single dog kennel. Please
revise this to read "Outdoor LARGE animal care, confinement or slaughter". In addition, this
should be consistent with the Health Department regulations for public health licenses, Los
Angeles County Code Section 8. The definition should be "Outdoor animal care, confinement or
slaughter with 5 or more horses, ponies, mules or donkeys; or 10 or more animals of the same of
different classifications of horse, cow, sheep, goat or pig species."

E. Public Agency Activities

Pg. 42 #4 (f)
The MEP criteria should apply to landscape and recreational facilities, as since this requirement
may not be possible if hazardous materials have already been reduced to the maximum extent
practicable for a City to perform its required function (i.e. storing chlorine on site for public
pools).

Pg. 42-43 #5
Cities that contract with Los Angeles County for catch basin cleaning will be at the mercy of the
County position on the issue of the record keeping and clean out frequency. Please include
"Cities that contract for these sen, ices with Los Angeles County shall meet this intent of this
section by the County reporting and clean out frequency."

Pg. 39 E.1 & Pg. 44 E7 - Page 39 specifically states "Dry weather diversions" as an eighth
bullet. However, there is not further discussion on page 44 after D7. Please either remove "Dry
weather diversion" in D. 1. or provide appropriate review and comment time for the addition of
any intention to require dry weather diversions. The SUSMP and the TMDLs will both most
likely deal with dry weather diversion. It is recommended IF and ONLY IF the intention was to
include dry weather diversion in this permit that it be only one of a pallet of options to meet
SUSMP or TMDL requirements.

City of Calabasas Comments 3 on April 13, 2001 Draft NPDES Permit
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TO: Dr. Xavier Swammikannu

COMPANY: Los Angeles Storm Watt: ~it

FAX #: -~’-~3-575-6640

RE: NPDES Permit Commer

DATE: May 16, 2001 ....

TOTAL PAGES
INCLUDtNG COVER:

MESSAGE:

Please find the cover letter and comment’,~ ::,~e today for the First Draft o~
the LA County NPDES Permit. The ori~- v.;i:! foitow via mail today.

,=                i

P R 0 J E C T

HEATH~~ b,IERENDA

PgBLIC .iCRKS DEPARTMENT

818.8~ ,:242, EXT. 293
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@
City of Compton i~. (310) 604-~816
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS

May 16, 2001

Mr. Dennis Dickerson
Executive Officer
California Regions] Water Quality Control Boarcl
Lore Angeles Region
320 West 4t~ Street
Los Angeles, California 90013

Subject: EAC Comments in Re: First Municipal NPDES Permit Draft

Dear Mr. Dickerson:

Submitted herewith for your c~nsiOeration em commanLs prepared by the City of Comp~on
(’City’) in response to the draft Los Angeles County Municipal NPDES permit (hereinafter
=draft permit~, dated April 13, 2001.

It should ~ noted that the draft permit is a substantial improvement over the current perm~
it is less problematic in =eveml key areas. Them is, howewr, room for additional
improvement. The wfltten comments prepared by the City am intended to accomplish this by
identifying ames of concern - including: {1) program requirements that appear to be
unnecessarily labor intensive and co~y; (2) new provisions that would make permit
compliance unjustifiably rnom stringent while increasing permlttee exposure to aOministrative
enforcement actions and third party litigatJon; and (3) permit language that seems unclear and
contradictory in s few pla~es.

It is also suggested that regional ~oa~ staff consider a �lifferent approach for preserrt~g,
evaluating, and responding to comments in re: municipal NPDES issues, in the past,
permittee comments that were contrery to regional board staff view= were usually rejectecl
without compelling reason. Of’ran ignored were the permittsas legitimate concerns for the cost
sncl effectiveness of proposed requirements. This ha= re=JIted in the adoption of unpopular
and very controversial permit requirements. Permittees ~re thus faced ~ ~ narrow
options of either sccepting unreasonable requirements or challenging them aclministratively
and legally.

In the interest of avoiding a similar fate with next municipal NPDES permit, tim following is
proposecl:

1. Regional Board staff should make a conscientious effort to discuss and resolve concerns
reined by permitl~es rather t~n just issuing a written rejection wi~ a bdef explanation as
to why. instead, a forum is recommended ~prornote dialog aimed towardm ac~|evingmutual agreement. Altt~,Jgh works~for communicating requirements and

COM.PTON CrTY }fM.L
205 Sot;t~ WtiJow.b~ook ~.ve~txe Compto~ CaZffoz~ ~ff20

R0002214



. identifying general issues, ~ey am not effective in identifying ~pecific areas of concern or
resolving di~gmement. Smaller work groups am needed beceu~e they cart provide
bettor attention m i~ues. A work group could be ¢ompr~d of permitt~e representatives
and regional staff for each program area (e,g., development planning, development
�on~--truction, Illicit di~.arge and connection detecl~on and elimirmlion, �~c.). The work
groups ~ould concentrate on worldng-out e~ential compliance concerns. Once this is
done, developing language-related details wouldbe relatively almple. AI~o, an objective
third party should be involved t~ facilitate �liscussion and resolve disagreement.

2. Cdteda for determining the reasonability of new permit rKluirement= or exi~ng
should be developed. Sucl’t cdteds should inclu0e objecthte readinga of (a) 40 CFR
122.26 (storm water regulatior~ under the Clan Water Act); (b) Phase il storm water
rules, whlcl~ a~e ~¢t~luled to take effect in 2003; and (�) podlr-Cologne Act (=tat= water
code) - to ju~dfy requirernant~ not specified in the Clean Water Act, in learns of beneficial
use protec~n, using ~ientific data rather than subject ju~gmenL

3. A general workshop on Phase II storm water rules promulgated by the USEPA and
scheduled for implementation In 2003, should be held to educate regional board staff,
permittees, and other interacted pafdes on the~e new municipal NPDES permit
requirements. To that end, regional board staff is encourage¢l to Join wi~ permitt~es In
Inviting a representative from USEPA Region 9 conduct the workshop.

4. Delay a~X~ption of the new permit until Ph!~e It rules have been fully identified, evaluated,
and incoq:~rat=d Into ~e next pen~lt.

In closing, the City appreciate= the time and effort that regional board ~df has invested in
preparing the draft permit and looks forward to i~rticlpating ~ it In �leveloping a new permit
that wtll truly in Improving water quality in the most cost e~K~Jve manner possible. In the
meantime, ~oul~ you nave any que~ons, please call me at 310.~05.5506.

Sincerely,

Dante Segundo
Deputy Directgr

Mr. David I~h~i, Ch~in’nan
L.~ Ang=le= Regio~aJ Watar Quality Contmt Board
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May 15.2001

Sent Via Facsimile & U.S. Mail

Dennis Dickerson, Executive Officer
California Regional Water Quality, Control Board/Los Angeles Region
320 West 4th Street. Suite 2000
Los Angeles, California 90013-1105

Dear Mr. Dickerson:

Thank you for you and your staff’s assistance with the initial review of the draft Los Angeles Count~
Municipal NPDES permit dated April 13. 2001. Please find attached for your consideration comments
prepared by the City of Carson in response to this draft permit.

The draft permit is a substantial improvement over its contemporar}’, as it is less problematic in several
essential areas. However, there are some areas of concern including:

(l) Program requirements that seem unnecessarily labor intensive and costly.
(2) Nevs provisions making permit compliance restrictive while increasing permittee exposure to

administrative enforcement actions and third part),’ litigation.
(31 Vague and contradictory permit language.

The City appreciates the time and effort that regional board staffhas invested in preparing the draft permit.
Our staff looks forward to participating in the development of an amended permit that will improve water
quality in the most cost-effective means possible. If you have any questions regarding our attached
comments, please call me directly at telephone no. (310) 952-1700, extension 1126. Thank you for your time
and consideration regarding this enhancement to the NPDES program.

Ken Boyce. P~lic Works Director

Attachment: "’Municipal NPDES Permit Draft" Comments

cc: David Nahai, Chairman Los Angeles RWQCB
Art Bagger, Chairman State Water Resources Control Board
Jerome Groomes, City Manager
Kevin Ennis, City Attorney
Ann Marie Gallant. Development Services General Manager

R0002216
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COMMENTS IN RE: DRAFT MUNICIPAL NPDES PERMIT

1. InspectionlEnforcement of GIASWP Facilities and GCASWP Construction Sites (Part
4.A.2)

o Proposed New Requirement

The draft permit proposes to require permittees to conduct inspections and of and, if necessary,
to take enforcement action against: (1) industrial facilities subject to General Industrial Activity
Storm Water Permit (GIASWP) requirements: and (2) construction sites subject to General
Construction Activity Storm Water (GCASWP) requirements. Regional Board staff is of the
opinion that municipalities are "ultimately responsible for the quality of storm water discharges to
the MS4" -- including those discharged from GIASVVP subject-facilities and GCASWP-subject
construction projects.

- Issue

This proposed requirement would impose an additional cost burden on municipalities. This
is unfair given that (1) the State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) and, by
extension, the regional board, have already assumed responsibility for this task; and (2) the
state collects fees from subject industrial facilities and construction sites. As to the notion
that municipalities are responsible for discharges to the MS4 from GIASWP-subject
industrial facilities and GCASWP-subject construction projects, regional board staff
overlooks the fact that the state has elected to regulate discharges from industrial facilities
and certain construction projects (viz., those that disturb 5 acres or more or soil disturbance)
just as it has elected to regulate discharges to the MS4 from municipalities. In other words,
the state has preempted this presumed responsibility.

- Recommendation

Discuss with regional board staff cost-effective alternatives. These include: (i) continuing
the site visit program (only if funded by the principal permittee); (ii) requiring municipalities to
compel industnal facilities to obtain a GIASWP (e.g., as a condition for a business license);
(iii) reporting industrial facilities that do not have GIASWPs to regional board staff for
enforcement action; (iv) reporting GIASWP industrial facilities that appear not to be in
compliance with permit requirements (usually non-implementation of BMPs) and, if
necessary, to conduct joint enforcement action.

2. Eliminating Discretionary Approval from the SUSMP Evaluation Process (Part 4.C.3)

o Proposed New Requirement

The draft permit proposes to remove "discretionary approval" as an important cntenon for
determining if certain categories of projects and redevelopments would be subject to Standard
Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plan (SUSMP) requirements. Currently, a project is subject to
SUSMP requirements if it is one of the 8 types of development projects/redevelopment projects
and if it is subject to discretionary approval (i.e., CEQA clearance, conditional use permit, or
other action involving the subjective judgment of a municipal official).

Draft Permit Comments 1
May 14, 2001
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- Issue

The Regional Board -- together with the environmental community - attempted to remove
discretionary approval when it adopted the SUSMP in March of 2000. That attempt was
immediately challenged by a group of cities, which resulted in the restoration of discretionary
approval by the State Water Resources Control Board. Most cities still want to retain
discretionary approval to enable them not to require costly and questionably effective
infiltration/treatment controls unless there is a compelling reason to do so. The City is aware
that the regional board’s attempt to eliminate discretionary approval was motivated by the
understandable need to "close a loophole" that enables cities to exempt subject projects
from all SUSMP measures by simply not requiring them to undergo discretionary approval
(e.g., a coincidental EIR or mitigated negative declaration).

-- Recommendation

There is, however, an alternative to these extremes. Although the City is opposed to
eliminating discretionary approval it would not be opposed to:

i. Requiring the 8 categories of projects to be subject to all SUSMP measures
except infiltration or treatment controls, which would remain discretionary. This
means that (a) general mitigation measures (e.g., not increasing peak runoff from
pre-development levels, protecting slopes and channels, etc.) and (b) use-specific
mitigation measures (e.g., canopies for gas stations, and runoff control design
requirements for wash areas, service bays, and loading docks, etc.) would be
prescribed for all subject projects.

ii. Requiring infiltration/treatment controls (designed to meet the .75" or other
numeric standards), only when the chemical constituents contained in runoff from
the completed project would have impairing a beneficial use of a receiving water.
as determined by its listin.q as pollutant on the 303(d) list of impaired water
bodies).

3. Making 40,000 f= IndustriallCommercial Facilities SUSMP-Subject

o Proposed New Requirement

The draft permit proposes to add -- no later than March 9, 2001 -- one-acre
industrial/commercial development projects to the list of subject SUSMP projects. Further,
it seeks to define one acre as 40,000 square feet instead of 43,560 square feet.

- Issue

Adding one-acre industrial/commercial facilities to the SUSMP-applicable list appears
inappropriate. This new requirement is based on the anticipation of the Phase II rule
pertaining to the new developments. It is inappropriate because the Phase II rule here
applies projects that "result in the land disturbance of greater than or equal to 1 acre" - not
1 acre of impervious area. In fact, the Phase II rule here would seem to apply to all new
development projects, including land-use determined SUSMP projects.

Draft Permit Comments 2
May 14, 2001
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- Recommendation

Eliminate this requirement and reevaluate SUSMP requirements against the Phase II rule as
it relates to controlling pollutants from new developments.

3. General Plan Update (Part 4.C.12)

o Proposed New Requirement

The draft permit proposes to require municipalities to incorporate "watershed and storm water
quality and quantity management considerations no later 540 days from the permit adoption
date." The current permit requires this element to be incorporated into General Plans when they
are updated.

- Issue

The need to update municipal General Plans to include, essentially, a storm water quality
element has always been unclear. Further, it seems that the SUSMPs have obviated the
need for a General Plan storm water quality element. This is because the SUSMP requires
the prescription of controls for new developments and redevelopment projects that operate
to minimize post-construction runoff pollution. That being the case, why is a storm water
quality element needed, especially for built-out municipalities?

- Recommendation

Unless the regional board staff can justify the purpose of adding a storm water quality
element addition to General Plans, this requirement should be eliminated.

4. Outreach and Education to School Districts (4.A.l.d)

Proposed New Requirement

The draft permit proposes that permittees provide unified1 school districts within their
jurisdictions materials, live presentations, brochures, and other media necessary to storm water-
educate a minimum of 50% of all school children (K-12 to 12), every 2 years.

- Issue

The City does not object to this requirement as long as it does not have to pay for it. It
represents a new cost to cities. The City takes the view that schools districts are essentially
state-managed governmental entities. The state, therefore, should provide the resources
necessary to educating school children on runoff pollution prevention. Under the current
permit, the principal permittee has assumed responsibility for this task. Using flood control
funds (collected from residents and businesses), it has visited every subject school in every
city and unincorporated areas of Los Angeles County. If the principal permittee agrees to
continue performing this task as a means of satisfying this new requirement, the City would
not object to it.

1Why are just "unified" school distncts included here and not other school districts?

Draft Permit Comments ’3May 14, 2001
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- Recommendation

Makes this requirement a principal permittee responsibility.

5. Outreach and Education to Small Businesses (4.A.l.b)

o Proposed New Requirement

Municipalities would be required to develop and implement a Business Assistance Program to
educate subject businesses to provide: (i) on-site technical assistance/consultant by telephone;
(ii) BMP-inforTnation and educational materials; (3) provide information about environmental
consultants, hazardous waste treatment, hauling, disposal, and recycling services, and control
practices; and (4) information regarding pollution prevention and control practices.

-Issue

This proposed new task is arbitrary because it enlarges the commercial facilities category
from gas, stations, automotive facilities, and restaurants to include any business that (1) has
less than 100 employees; (2) lacks funding for private consulting; (3) lacks expertise
necessary to understand and comply with storm water regulations; and (4) has requested
assistance or was referred through the industrial/commercial inspection program.
Effectively, this could include any business, such as consulting agencies, tailor shops.
barbershops, and hundreds of others that can hardly be considered as pollution generators.
This proposed requirement -- which would be very costly -- does not provide any justification
as to why it is necessary to perform outreach to these types of businesses.

- Recommendation

Eliminate this requirement.

6. Lowering the Threshold for Local SWPPPs (Part 4.D.2)

o Proposed New Requirement

The draft permit proposes to lower the threshold for requiring local SWPPPs (storm water
pollution prevention plans). Currently, local SWPPPs are required from construction projects
that are expected to cause a soil disturbance of two to fewer than five acres, by grading,
clearing, and or excavating. The proposed permit would lower this threshold to between 1 acre
and under 5 acres.

- Issue

Lowering the threshold here seems to be associated with a change in Phase II municipal
NPDES regulations. In 2003, the threshold for construction sites requiring GCASWPs will
be lowered from 5 acres to 1 acre. Apparently, Regional Board staff believes that this
should have corresponding affect on the next level of construction requirements. The City
disagrees with this rationale. The reason SWPPPs exist in the first place is to enable
inspection/enforcement personnel to determine compliance with BMPs that are intended to:
(1) reduce sediment and chemical constituent discharges to the MS4; and (2) certify that no
illicit discharges would be released to the MS4. For larger construction sites, a SWPPP is

Draft Permit Comments 4
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necessary because of the time it would take for inspection personnel to do a walk-through.
However, for smaller construction sites this really is not a problem. Inspection personnel
can easily identify if basic BMPs - which really do not require SWPPPs - are in place.
Thus, to require perrnittees to require local SWPPPs for projects even less than 2 acres
would be a waste of municipal time and money.

Beyond this, given that the threshold for determining GCASWP construction sites will be
lowered in 2003 from 5 acres to 1 acre and given that the current permit requirement of
prescribing minimum BMPs to construction sites of 2 acres and under has been effective,
there is no reason tamper with that requirement now.

- Recommendation

Maintain the current soil disturbance requirement for local SWPPPs (2 and 5 acres) until
2003 when 1-plus acre projects will require GCASWP coverage.

7. Training Contractors (Part 4.D.l.a)

o Proposed New Requirement

Under the construction program, municipal permittees would be required to "implement an
education program to discuss storm water pollution prevention and controls at construction
sites and distribute educational materials targeted at the construction community dunng
meetings, workshops, pre-construction meetings, and inspections." The current requirement
is to provide over-the-counter developer/contractor information regarding development
construction requirements.

- Issue

The additional requirement is superfluous and, if approved, would impose additional
unnecessary costs on cities. Actually, at present, communicating construction program
requirements to contractors/developers is a simple task-- it involves: (1) providing, over-the-
counter, wdtten materials and verbal information regarding requirements associated with the
three categories of construction projects; and (2) providing a list and description of
construction-related BMPs. The draft permit proposes additional tasks that accomplish the
same thing, but in more elaborate and costly terms.

- Recommendation

Eliminate this requirement because it would do nothing to improve the City’s ability to inform
contractors/developers of their obligations under the municipal NPDES permit.

8. Public Agency (Part 4.E.6.a)

o Proposed New Requirement

The draft permit proposes to increase the frequency of street sweeping to at least 4 times
per month "in areas generating high volumes of trash and "an average not less the twice per
month in areas that generate moderate volumes of trash on traffic collector streets and

Draft Permit Comments 5
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residential areas." The current permit calls for a minimum of sweeping once a month.
Street sweeping is essentially a trash-reducing BMP.

- Recommendation

Given the cost associated with increased street sweeping and that there are less
expensive trash-mitigation BMPs available, this requirement should be eliminated.

9. Public Agency (Part 4.E.5.b)

o Proposed New Requirement

The draft permit proposes to increase the frequency of clean-outs of priority catch basins (40%
full) from once a year, just prior to the wet season (October 1 to April 30), to twice a year, from
May 1 to September 30 (dudng the dry season).

-Issue

The justification for making this requirement is based more on the fact that the Ventura
permit (adopted in June of 2000) requires it. Actually, increasing the frequency here makes
no sense. VVhether a catch basin is full at any level dudng the dry season is issueless
because trash and other material trapped in it are not going to get into a receiving water
because the hydraulic mechanism is not there (with the exception of a rare storm event
every now and then). This is why, historically, catch basin clean-outs are done just before
the wet season. VVhile storm events during the wet season do occur from time-to-time, they
are so rare as to warrant imposing such an additional expense on municipalities.

- Recommendation

Eliminate this requirement because it would do very little reduce trash discharges to the
receiving water. Further, the zero trash TMDL for Los Angeles River and Ballona Creek
watershed-resident cities would make this requirement superfluous. Beyond this, it denies
permittees the option of resorting to more cost-effective trash reducing BMPs.

10. Public Agency (Part 4.E.6.c)

o Proposed New Requirement

The draft permit proposes to increase the frequency of parking lot cleanings from once a
month to twice a month.

-Issue

Under the current permit, only parking lots with 25-plus spaces are subject to monthly
cleanings. Thus, the scope of this requirement is enlarged to include every municipal
parking lot, regardless of size, and increases the cleaning and inspection frequency from
once a month to twice a month. The justification for making this requirement more stringent
is not clear.

Draft Permit Comments 6
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- Recommendation

Eliminate the requirement and, therewith, its additional cost, unless data can be provided to
show that an increase in parking lot cleanings from once a month to twice month would
improve receiving water quality.

I1. OTHER CHANGES TO PROPOSED MUNICIPAL NPDES PERMIT

1. Discharge Prohibitions (Part 1.2.c)

o Issue

The proposed permit eliminates street wash water as an exempted non-storm water
discharge. No explanation is provided as to why. CFR 40.122.26 places street wash
water under the exempted non-storm water discharge category (as opposed to an illicit
discharge). Proposed Phase II regulations also exempt street wash water - and other
categories of non-storm water discharges -- unless the operator of the municipal separate
storm sewer system ("MS4") deems it to be " significant contributor of pollutants." To date,
no such determination has been made.

Recommendation

Street wash water should be listed as an exempted non-storm water discharge (along
with sidewalk wash water) as long as it does not (i) contain surfactants or other chemical
constituents; or (ii) transport sediment, particulates, or other matedal to the storm drain.

2. Model Programs (no reference in draft permit)

o Issue

The proposed draft permit makes no clear reference to the current model programs. Are
they to be re-written or carried-over from this permit to the new one?

3. Notice to Meet and Confer (no permit reference)

o Issue

The proposed permit lacks the "notice to meet and confer’’ provision contained in the
existing permit. This provision is intended to, among other things, resolve compliance
issues prior to the regional board taking enforcement action. Most compliance issues - as
recently demonstrated by the Notices of Violations issued by the regional board to several
municipal permittees -- are the result of misinterpretation or misunderstanding on the part of
regional board staff, especially new staff. The meet and confer provision is intended to
allow the resolution of disagreements arising out of misinterpretation or misunderstanding
before issuing NOVs - in itself an enforcement action. Since it is likely that the draft permit

Draft Permit Comments 7
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will contain provisions that are open to interpretation, it makes sense to retain the meet and
confer provision.

4. Receiving Waters Limitations (Part 2)

o issue

Notwithstanding that Ventura and Long Beach municipal permits contain the same receiving
water limitations language presented in the proposed permit, the City is opposed to such
language and prefers, instead, existing permit language. An alternative would be to remove
the following provisions as mentioned by the principal permittee:

1. Discharges from the MS4 that cause or contribute to the violation of water quality
standards or water quality objectives are prohibited.

2. Discharges from the MS4 of storm water, or non-storm water, for which a Permittee
is responsible shall not cause or contribute to a condition of nuisance.

The City objects to the proposed existing permit language because it does not allow
implementing the permit and its programs as a means of achieving compliance with water
quality standards and objectives. This seems to undermine the whole purpose of the permit,
which is to tolerate some exceedances of water quality standards/objectives (contained in
the Los Angeles Basin Plan) -- provided, of course that permit condition are met. It is simply
impossible for any municipality to prevent all discharges that cause or contribute to the
violation of water quality standards or objectives.

5. 180 Day Implementation Program Period (various program provisions)

o The Issue

The proposed permit contains a 180-day implementation date for each program category
(development planning, development construction illicit connection/discharge, public
agency, and public education). 180 days is not enough time to revise and implement each
of the revised programs because of budgetary constraints. Most cities need at least one
year of advanced time to budget for new costs. Some cities need two years.

END

Draft Permit Comments 8
May 14, 2001

R0002224



MAY-IG-I~I 1S=0~ FROM=Ca~sonComDevDepL                    ID= 31083SS74~                      PAGE      1/10

0797

Original will not follow                                   Time:

" Page: /V9

PLEASE DELIVER THE FOLLOWING PAGES TO:.

Phone Number

Sender

Department PUBLIC WORKS DEPARTMENT

Phone Number (310) 952-1700 X1125

FAX Number (310) 835-5749

The City of Carson uses a Xerox model Pro-535 automatic telecopier which is
compatible with most group 2 & 3 telecopy machines.

If you have diffimalty receiving any pages, please telephone the Public Works
Department immediately at (310) 952-1700, extension 1125.

R0002225



City of Commerce

May 16, 2001          .

Hugo A Argumedo
Mayor Mr. Dennis A. Dickerson

Executive Officer

Rosalina G Lopez LARWQCB
Mayor Pro Tem 320 W. 4~’ Street, Suite 200

Los Angeles, CA 90013

Jesus M. Cervantes Re: National Pollutant Discharge
Councilmember Elimination System Municipal Storm Water Permit

Ray "Gordy" Cisneros     Dear Mr. Dickerson:
Councilmember

The City of Commerce is deeply concerned with the current state of the proposed NPDES Permit
for Los Angeles County. The City of Commerce is a small city that sits between portions of the

Sylvia Mu~oz Los Angeles River and the Rio Hondo River and shares flood control basins and storm drains with
Counciimember adjacent cities that would have financial difficulties in meeting the intent of the permit.

The City of Commerce has a small staff of employees who are not trained or technically equipped
Raul T Romero to regulate the provisions of the State permit. Will Proposition 218 impose legal problems in

City Administrator raising fees to pay for infrastructure, additional programs and inspections? Would the permit
require cities to prohibit leaf blowers that can be used to "push" trash into a catch basin? Would
youth groups be prohibited from conducting car wash fundraisers? Would existing restaurants be
required to cover trash enclosures? Would State mandated recycling enclosures for
corrtrnercial/retail buildings require roof covers? Will cities be required to prohibit or establish
deposits on styrofoam cups and styrofoam food containers used by the fast food industry?

The threat of litigation by a third party is a very serious matter to a city that was a defendant in the
Operating Industries case where the mere issuance of a business license to a trash hauler made the
city culpable. The city was also a defendant in a case involving membership in the Sanitation
Districts and was held liable for discharges into the Pacific Ocean. Will the city be liable for
cigarette butts or filters that reach the Rio Hondo River? We need some answers to these
questions.

Compliance with this permit will be very difficult because the responsibilities for portions of the
permit are spread over various departments and various Los Angeles County agencies. While
California was becoming a "business friendly" state again, the imposition of untried and unreliable
treatment of stormwater runoff will cause further damage to the local economy and the State’s
economy. We hope that the Board will negotiate a new permit with all the cities.

Sincerely,

Raul T. Romero    @/¢f"-7~z
City Administrator

cc: State Senator, Martha Escistia
2535 Commerce Way Public Services

Commerce, CA 90040 Community Development
Phone: 323.722.4805

"Where Quality Service Is Our Tradition"
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City of Comp~o~ ~x. (3;0)

DEPARTMENT OI~ PUBLIC WORKS

Dear Mr. Dickerson:

Submitted herewith for your consideration are comments prepared by ~ City of Compton
(’City’) in response to the draft Los Angeles County Municipal NPDES permit (hereinafter
"draft permit’), dated April 13, 2001.

I[ should be noted bat the draft permit is a substan’dal improvement over the current permit.
It is less problematic in several key areas. Them is, however, room for additional
improvemenL The written comments prepared by the City are intended to accomplish this by
identifying areas of concern - including: (1) program requirements that appear to be
unnecessarily labor intensive and co~y; (2) new provisions that would make permit
compliance unjustifiably more stringent while increasing permittee exposure to administrative
enforcement actions and third party titiga’don; and (3) permit language that seems unclear and
contradictory in a few places.

it is a~so suggested that regional boan:l staff consider a different approach for presenting,
evaluating, and responding to comments in re: municipal NPDES issues. In the past,
pen,nittee comments that were contrary to regional board staff views were usually rejected
without compelling reason. Often ignored ware the permitt~,es legitimate concerns.for the ~.t
and effectiveness of proposed requirements. This has resulted in the adoption or un~pu~ar
and very controversial permit requirements. Pe~mittees were thus faced ~ the narrow
options of either accepting unreasonable requirements o~ challenging t~em administratively
and legally.

In the interest of avoiding a similar fate with next municipal NPDES permit, tl~ following is
proposed:

1. Regional Board staff should make a conscientious effort to discuss and resolve concerns
raised by permit~es rather than just issuing a wdtten rejection ~ a bdef explanation as
to why. Instead, a forum is recommended ,t~pmrnote dialog aimed towards achievingmutual agreement. Although worksh~s~ for communicating requirements and

COM.PTON CITY/rI,~.LL R0002228
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identifying general issues, they a~e not effective in identifying ~oecific areas of concern or
resolving disagreement. Smaller work groups are needed because they san provide
beti~r attention to issues. A work group could be compri~KI of permlttee representatives
and regional staff for each program area (e.g., development planning, development
construction, Illicit discharge and connection detection and elimirm~on, ~¢.). The work
groups should concentrate on working-out e~ential compliance concerns. Once this is
done, d¢weloping language-related detelis wouldbe relatively simple. Also, an obje<~t~ve
third party should be involved t~ facilitate discussion and resolve disag~ement.

2. Criteda for determining lhe reasonability of new permit requirements or exi~ng ones
should be developed. Sucl’~ cdtsds should include objective readings of (a) 40 CFR
122.26 (storm water regulatior~ under the Clean Water Act); (b) Pl~se II storm water
rules, whlcl~ are =¢tmcluled to tal~e effect in 2003; and (�) Porter-Cologne Act (mt~ water
code) - to ju~E7 mquirement~ not specified in the Clean Water Act, in terms of beneficial
use protection, using scientific data rather than subject judgment.

3. A general workshop on Phase II storm water rules promulgated by the USEPA end
scheduled for implementation In 2003, should be heid to educate regional board staff,
permittees, and other interested parties on these new municipal NPDES permit
requirements. To that end, regional board ~df is encouraged to join wi~ permittees In
Inviting a representative from USEPA Region 9 conduct the workshop.

4. Delay adoption of the new permit until Phase II rules have been fully identified, evaluated,
and inco~,pomted into the next permit.

In closing, the City appreciates the time and effort that regional board =~ff has invested in
preparing the draft permit and looks forward to participating ~ it In ~leveloping a new permit
that will truly in Improving water quality in the most co= effective manner possible. In the
meantime, should you have any questions, please call me at 310.605.5506.

Sincerely,

Dante Segundo
Deputy Dimcl~r

Mr. David Nahai, Chairman
L== Angeles Regional Water Qu=lity Control Board

IW. Ar~ Begger, Chs~rman
Stste W~ter Resoumes Corm’el Bo=rd
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CITY OF COVINA
125 East College Street O Covina, California 91723-2199

Public Works Department
Environmental Services Division
(626) 858-7252. (626) 858-5556 FAX ’ ~ ,,~

May 3, 2001

Dr. Xavier Swamikannu
Chief, LA/Long Beach Storm Water Unit
Regional Water Quality Control Board, Los Angeles Region
320 W. 4~h Street, Suite 200
Los Angeles, CA 90013

Dear Dr. Swamikannu:

We have reviewed the First Draft - Los Angeles County Municipal Storm Water NPDES Permit and nave
the following comments:

1. Page 12, paragraph c): Add "potable water flow" to the list of exempted discharges. This is
an exemption in the present permit and is consistent with the objective of the Order stated
on page 10, paragraph 43, "discharge will neither cause violations of water quality objectives
nor create conditions of nuisance in receiving waters."

2. Page 16, paragraph D: How many representatives are to be allowed on the EAC from the
City of Los Angeles and Los Angeles County, respectively? They should be limited to one
representative each so as not to dominate the Watershed representatives in issues requiring
a vote.

3. Page 17, paragraph E.3: The last sentence refers to Attachment A. There is no Attachment
A.

4. Page 17, paragraph F.I: This paragraph allows the Permittees only 180 days (6 months) to
develop new model programs based on the new permit. This is much too short a deadline.
Recommend this requirement be changed to 12 months. The present permit gave 8 months
for the model illicit connection/discharge elimination programs, 18 months for the model
developer program, 14 moi~ths ;or the model construction inspection program, an~
months for the model public agency program.

5. Page 17, paragraph F.2: Change "Total Daily Maximum Loads" to "Total Maximum Daily
Loads".

6 Page 19, paragraph p): This paragraph requires adoption or amendment of a storm water
ordinance to be "effective immediately upon the adoption of this Order." This is impossible.
Recommend the paragraph be changed to "effective 7 months after the adoption of this
Order". This would be consistent with the deadline given to implement the SUSMP.

7. Page 23: The third paragraph requires the Permittees to educate 50 percent of all school
children in the school districts every 2 years on storm water pollution. This requirement
should be deleted because the Permittees do not have the budget or the staff available to
carry out such an aggressive program.

8. Page 23, paragraph e): Change the requirement to develop the outreach programs from no
later than 6 months from adoption to no later than 12 months from adoption date. This is a
more reasonable time period. Also, can the last sentence, "Programs shall be appropriate
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for the anthropogenic sources of each pollutant", be changed to "Programs shall consider
the human sources of each pollutant"?

9. Page 24. Paragraph b): The requirement for a formal Business Assistance Program should
be deleted. Permittees do not have the staff or the budget to support a formal program.
Information is adequately passed to business on an as-needed basis.

10. Page 25, paragraph B: Permittees do not have the legal authority to enforce compliance
with state-issued permits. The inspection program should be deleted and the educational
site visit program should be continued from the present permit.

11. Page 29, paragraph 2: The 90-day deadline to establish and enforce numerical criteria for
peak flow control is too short. Recommend this be changed to 180 days.

12. Page 30, paragraph 3.a): Please clarify what is meant by "single-family hillside home
developments". Does this mean a single house or a development of single-family homes?
The present SUSMP says "single-family hillside residences".

13. Page 30, paragraph 3.b)(1 ): Does "Single-family hillside residential developments of 10,000
square feet or more" mean one house or many houses, and does the 10,000 square foot
-,i÷~,;,-, -,~:~, ~,., ÷~ ,~.,..~ ,3,-~.:, o.~ ?~---. ~-~.:~,-, 3." "~- ~,,i~:~ fc~,~:-,,n~., ... , ~. ..: ...........
or the lot size? Recommend the category be changed to say "Single-family hillside
residences of 10,000 square feet or more impervious area."

14. Page 32, paragraph 5.a): Same comment as #13.
15. Page 32, paragraph 6.a): Change "One acre (40,000 square feet)" to "One acre (43,560

square feet)". Rounding down to 40,000 makes the criteria unnecessarily stringent.
16. Page 35, paragraph 14.a): What does the phrase "with immediate effect" mean at the end

of the sentence? Please make this language more clear.
17. Page 35, paragraph 14.b): Change "Permittees" to "The Principle Permittee in conjunction

with the Permittees". The Permittees do not have the budget or the expertise to develop this
technical manual.

18. Page 36, paragraph D: The deadline to revise the Construction Development model
program in 180 days is too short. Change this deadline to 12 months.

19. Page 39, paragraph 4.b): Delete this requirement to use an electronic system to track
grading permits. Each Permittee should be allowed to track the permits in any way that
works. Funding constraints may prevent Permittees from using electronic systems.

20. Page 40, paragraph 3.a): The deadline to revise the Construction Development model
program in 180 days is too short. Change this deadline to 12 months.

21. Page 42, paragraph 4: Change "Each Permittee shall continue to implement the following
requirements with the following additions:" to "Each Permittee shall implement the following
requirements:".

22. Page 42, paragraph 5: Change the title from "Storm Drain Operation and Management" to
"Storm Drain Operation and Maintenance".

23. Page 43, paragraph 5.b): Change "Classify priority catch-basins to be those that are 40
percent full;" to "Classify priority catch-basins to be those that are found to be 40 percent full
dunng the annual inspection;".

24. Page 43, paragraph 5.f): Delete this requirement. All Permittees do not have a record of all
the catch basins in the community and do not have the capability to submit the record as a
GIS layer. This is more appropriately tasked to the Principal Permittee.

25. Page 43, unnumbered paragraph after 5.f): Add "open channel" before "Storm Drain
Maintenance".

26. Page 43, the second paragraph b): Is there a word missing in the phrase "are being utilized
to water quality"?

27. Page 43, the second paragraph e): Change "catch basin" to "open channel".
28. Page 44, paragraph F: The deadline to revise the IC/ID model program in 180 days is too

short. Change this deadline to 12 months.
29. Page 45, paragraph 1.b): Analytic tools such as a Geographic Information System may not

be available to Permittees because of staffing and budget constraints. This should be a
requirement for the Principal Permittee.
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30. Page 45, paragraph 2.b): The new requirement to perform proactive screening should be
deletedPit is an expensive task with an unproven payoff that cannot be afforded by
Permittees. Also, what does "a review of documentation for storm drain connections made
in the six months following the 1994 Northridge Earthquake, and in the year following the
1992 civil unrest" have to do with determining priority areas for screening, especially for
Permittees in the San Gabriel River Watershed? More pertinent criteria for proactive
screening must be developed.

31. Page 60, paragraph M: Please add a definition for "upset" as you did for "bypass" in the
previous paragraph.

32. Page 62, paragraph S: Should not the Principal Permittee submit a Report of Waste
Discharge rather than a Storm Water Quality Management Plan as application for reissue of
waste discharge requirements?

33. Page 66, paragraph D.2: Delete this requirement to report total square feet of impervious
area conditioned for mitigation. The figure is not readily available and it has no value in
reducing storm water pollution.

rewrite completed".
35. Page 67, paragraph D.6: There is no requirement in the permit for the technical manual to

be made available electronically, therefore, the date of availability is not applicable.
36. Page 68, paragraph G.2: The statistic "percentage of total curb miles swept annually as a

function of total curb miles" does not seem to be meaningful. If every street is swept only
once a year, you get 100%. If every street is swept 4 times a month, you get 4,800%. Is
this the metric you are looking for?

37. Page 74, paragraph D.l.d): In the last sentence, what are "storm water particles" and what
kind of fate might befall them?

If there are any questions, please call Charles Redden at (626) 858-7204.

Sincerely,

Vince Mastrosimone
Public Works Director

cc: Mr. Mustafa Ariki, Los Angeles County Department of Public Works
File
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CITY OF CUDAHY CALIFORNIA
Incorporated November 10, 1960

P.O. Box 1007

~.[~1 ~,~( I ~ ~ ~’: ~4 ~
5220 Santa Ana Street

Cudahy, California 90201-6024
(323) 773-5143

Fax: (323) 771-2072

May 16, 2001

Mr. Dennis Dickerson
Executive Director
Regional Water Quality Control
Board - Los Angeles

320 W. Fourth Street, Suite 200
Los Angeles, CA 90013-1105

Subject: Review Comments on Draft Los Angeles County Storm Water and Urban
Runoff Permit

Dear Mr. Dickerson:

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the April 13, 2001, Draft Municipal Storm
Water Permit. This permit will have a significant impact on the daily lives of the
residents and businesses of Los Angeles County. A large percentage of the economy
of Los Angeles County is tied to tourism at the beaches along the coast and at the
inland lakes and streams. It is in everyone’s best interest to protect these resources.

The Regional Board must recognize the limited resources available at the municipal
level to support these programs. The Clean Water Act (CWA) establishes a Maximum
Extent Practical (MEP) standard for Storm Water Permits. This permit, in several areas,
attempts to apply numeric standards to Municipal Programs. The application of numeric
standards will make compliance with the permit impossible for the municipalities and
subject them to numerous citizen lawsuits.

While we recognize the importance of the CWA and the intent of this draft permit, we
must also address the cities’ ability to comply with the requirements without exposure to
unnecessary liability. The following comments reflect the cities’ desire to comply with
the CWA and the Regional Water Quality Control Board’s (Board) permit. Where
suggestions are made they are intended to provide the Board with alternative wording
that we believe will comply with the MEP intent of the CWA. The Board will receive
many comments from lawyers and others familiar with the statutory requirements of the
CWA. My comments will focus on the affect of the draft permit on the cities of Los
Angeles County.
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1. Part 2. Receiving Water Limitation sections 1 and 2~ Section 1 is so broad that the
cities and the County will face liability for "cause(ing) or contribute(ing) to the
violation of water quality standards or water quality objectives". Section 2 will pose
the threat of liability for "cause(ing) or contribute(ing) to a condition of nuisance.
These two provisions must be revised to allow the cities and the County to operate
the Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System (MS4) without fear of litigation from
NRDC or other environmental groups for minimal impacts on water quality. Each
and every resident of Los Angeles County depends on the MS4 to protect our
homes and businesses from the real threat of flooding. The system has been built
up over the years to efficiently carry storm runoff to the ocean. To convert this
system to a full treatment system will take years. The Board cannot leave the cities
and County open to litigation if you expect the improvements to be accomplished.

2. Part 3G(n). Legal Authority for inspections, surveillance and monitoring of Industrial,
Commercial and Construction sites. This paragraph is overly broad. Cities and the
County have the authority to investigate violations of law. Normally this occurs when
the Police Department or the District Attorney is notified of a violation. These
agencies are trained to conduct investigation and have the legal support to obtain
the needed warrants to capture private records. These techniques are generally
reserved for cases of some significance. Unfortunately, police agencies and
prosecutors have not been convinced that discharges to the MS4 are important
enough when they compare it to their workload involving thieves and murderers.
Thus, it is not sufficient to ask cities and the County to certify to their legal authority,
because the authority is granted by the State Judicial system. The greater question
that should be asked is "has the crime been elevated to the degree needed to cause
enforcement by local authorities." In extreme cases it is likely that the effort will be
made, but for most incidents it is unlikely that any action will be taken to investigate
or enforce minor illegal discharges.

This section will be used to convict cities and the County of violating the Storm
Water permit due to lack of detailed investigations and prosecutions. This will not be
difficult to prove. We do not believe that the Board should be creating regulations
that will subject the cities and the County to broad liability.

3. Part 3G(p). Adopt and implement an agency-specific storm water and urban runoff
ordinance. The requirement of this paragraph that the ordinance be "effective
immediately upon the adoption of this Order." This requirement is not practical.
Cities and the County have a procedure to adopt ordinances. These procedures are
derived from State Law that governs City and County authority. We must conduct
public hearings before an Ordinance imposing restrictions on property rights can be
adopted to allow the public to provide input to the process. Then unless there is a
significant public health and safety concern involved, the ordinance will take effect
thirty (30) days after the second reading of the ordinance. Thus, the requirement
that the cities and the County adopt a new ordinance and have it effective upon the

R0002234



May 15, 2001
Page 3

approval of this order is impossible. I would suggest that a 180 day schedule be
specified like the Board imposed for the SUSMP provisions.

4. Part 4A(2)(b). Business Assistance Program. While the principal involved with the
Business Assistance Program is good, as currently written the program is flawed.
The first problem is in the definition of a small business. Any business that has 99
employees is not a small business. To pay these employees even at minimum
wage, the business must have significant revenue. I believe that the number of
employees must be reduced to "less than 25 employees" or the business must be
tied to actual revenue, say less than $1,000,000 in gross revenue. By setting the
size of a small business at one of these levels, the cities and the County will not be
assisting businesses that can afford to obtain assistance on its own. The cities and
the County have already offered to assist businesses that may not have a clear
understanding as a result of the Educational Site Visit program. In most cases the
offers were not well received. The businesses often treated the contact as an
attempt to penalize the businesses rather than to help deal with the Storm Water
Issue. The second issue with the program is the provision that states that the
program "shall be a confidential and non-enforcement program." In most cities the
ability to have two separate departments, one to assist businesses and another to
enforce the regulations, will be impossible. Thus, the city employees charged with
helping the businesses in a non-enforcement manner will likely be the same people
that will visit and investigate violations of the business. I would suggest that the first
visit be designed to assist the business understand the program. Any future visits
will involve enforcement that will then become progressively more severe. Without
the ability to implement the program in this way the cities and the County will lack
credibility when enforcement is required.

5. Part 4B. Programs for Industrial/Commercial Inspections. This part of the permit is
the most objectionable part of the draft permit. This attempt by the Board to transfer
its obligation to inspect and enforce against Phase I Industries and State
Construction Permits without transferring the source of and the authority to collect
revenue is unacceptable. It is clear to all cities and the County that the State has not
adequately funded the inspection part of the NPDES program. If the State were to
adequately fund the program they would have to include employees to perform the
plan review, inspectors to train and to verify compliance in the field and prosecutors
to enforce against violators. These are the same provisions that the Board is
expecting the cities and the County to implement, yet the Board does not implement
the same programs.

As a City agent I do visit sites to verify compliance with State and Local Building
Codes and other regulations to ensure that the Health and Safety of the public. But,
for the Board to require that the cities and the County take over its responsibilities
and liabilities because the Board will not adequately fund the program is
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unacceptable. Until complete and adequate funding is provided, the cities and the
County must insist that this provision be removed.

6. Part 4B(4). BMP Implementation. This section is vague and contradictory. The first
paragraph starts by saying that the City "shall require the implementation of the
designated minimum BMP’s, as approved in Resolution 98-08, at each
industrial/commercial site within its jurisdiction." While this will be a formidable task
by itself, the paragraph then ends by requiring the Permittee’s "shall also implement
or require any additional site specific BMP’s ... which are more stringent than those
required under the Statewide General Industrial Permit." This requirement I find
confusing when I review the Permit. The General Industrial Permit does not cover
all Industrial/Commercial businesses in my town. So as i read this requirement, I am
required to impose harsher standards on non-regulated industry than the State
would have the authority to impose on the Phase 1 industries identified in the CWA.
I question if the Board has the Legal Authority to accomplish this requirement, much
less force the permittee’s to impose these standards. The other question that this
requirement raises relates to the conditions that would trigger these harsh
requirements. It is not clear if I am to impose this harsh standard on all of my
business, or just those few that I deem to be gross violators. I believe that without
clear requirements the City would stand little or no chance of prevailing against a
court challenge.

I would recommend that the Board revise this requirement to limit the city obligations
to the requirements of Resolution 98-08.

The second paragraph requires the Permittees to "implement, or require
implementation of, additional controls for Industrial/Commercial sites tributary to
CWA section 303d impaired water bodies ... as necessary to comply with this order."
The paragraph also requires the cities to impose additional standards on
Industrial/Commercial sites within or directly adjacent to or discharging directly to
coastal lagoons or environmentally sensitive areas. Both of these requirements are
vague as to intent and are impossible to enforce on businesses that may have been
operating in the same location for twenty or more years. These businesses are
going to ask, and rightly so, what proof the Permittees have to justify the imposition
of new operating restrictions.

I believe that the section, as written, is unenforceable and will be overturned in Court
action. Since the City is damned if it imposes the requirement and damned if it fails
to impose the requirement, each Permittee looses this battle. This section must be
written with some justification for its inclusion in the permit.
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7. Part 4B(5)d. Regional Board Inspection Coordination. This section states that if the
Regional Board has performed an inspection of an Industrial/Commercial site the
Permittees do not need to inspect that site. The section leaves unsaid how the
coordination will happen between the Permittees and the Board. If the Board is to
conduct an unannounced inspection of an Industrial/Commercial site they must
follow up within a set time with a notice to the Permittee that the inspection has
taken place. I also believe that the Permittee should be notified of the Board
findings so that problem businesses can be monitored.

8. Part 4C(3)b. Board Revisions to the SUSMP Projects. I must request clarification on
the change made to the Hillside Residential property. As written, item b(1) states
that single-family hillside residential developments of "10,000" square feet or more. I
have heard Permittees describe this as 10,000 square feet of disturbed area or
10,000 square feet of lot area. It is unclear how the Board intends this provision to
be enforced. Clarification is required.

9. Part 4C(8). Redevelopment Projects. The wording used in this section does not
agree with the definition of Redevelopment as contained in the Definitions in Part 5.
This section must be revised to match the Definition since the definition was
established by State Board Action on the SUSMP Petition.

10.Part 4C(12). General Plan Update. As noted at the Board Workshop on April 24th
the requirement for every City to modify its general plan to reflect Storm Water
Quality issues will take longer than 540 days (18 months) allowed in the permit. I
believe that the Board must participate in a workshop with Planning Directors from
all Permittees to establish the elements of the general plan that must be revised.
Through this process all Permittees will perform the revisions correctly the first time
rather than have to correct a flawed document. State Law limits the number of times
that the General Plan can be modified in any one-year. The Permittees need to
identify all elements that will be affected before contracts are issued for these
amendments. Once the workshop is held, the Board should then allow not less than
three years for Permittees to budget for and complete the General Plan Update.

11. Part 4E(1). Dry Weather Diversions.The Board has provided detailed requirements
for all Public Agency activities except dry weather diversions. It is not clear if the
Board is requiring all Permittees to implement a dry weather diversion program or if
the Board is only mentioning this as a possible Public Agency activity. In either case
it appears that the Permittees should be provided with direction from the Board on its
intent on dry weather diversion. If there are no specific requirements this subgroup
should not be listed at all.
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12. Permit Wide Requirement. Throughout the Permit the Board includes
requirements that the Permittees maintain computer records of a wide variety of
activities. Without standards for the design of these data bases the County as
Principal Permittee will get information that is in any number of formats. Not all
Permittees have the same computer system support and few Permittees have GIS
capabilities. The Board should mandate that the Principal Permittee develop an
application that contains all of the data that the Board wants collected. The Principal
Permittee should then be required to supply the application to the Permittees.
Through this means the Permittees will provide information that is uniform and
transferable.

The comments included above do not represent all of our concerns about the draft
permit. But, due to the limited time available to conduct this review the important areas
have been highlighted. At this point I understand that the Permit will not be presented
to the Board until September or October, depending on the Boards schedule. I
understand that the Board cannot negotiate with each Permittee individually, however I
hope that the Board will address these issues by incorporating the requested changes.
Permittees support the Clean Water Act and the Boards desire to clean up the waters of
Los Angeles County. However the resources available to implement new regulations
are not unlimited. The Board will get cooperation if they propose a practical permit
based on MEP Technology. Any permit based on numeric limits will not be supported
and will only lead to Board fines and legal actions challenging the proposed permit.

If you would like to further discuss this issue or have any questions, please contact me
at (562) 908-6214.

Sincerely

CITY OF. CUDAHY~

William C. Pagett, P.E.
City Engineer

Copy: City Manager
City Council
City Attorney

ELK:mf
12446\3002\L09
06-130
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City of Diamond Bar
21825 E. Copley Drive ¯ Diamond Bar, CA 91765-4178

(909) 860-2489 ¯ Fax (909) 861-3117
www.CilyofDiamondBar.com

May 15, 2001

Dr. Xavier Swamikannu, Chief
LA!Long Beach Storm Water Unit
Regional Water Quality Control Board, Los Angeles Region
320 W. 4th Street, Suite 200
Los Angeles, CA 90013

Re: Response to Draft NPDES Permit

Dear Dr. Swamikannu,

Thank you for the opportunity to review the proposed renewal of th~municipal
storm water permit for the County of Los Angeles, which includes.~e City of
Diamond Bar (City). As a co-permittee, we have concerns with th~f~proposed
permit as well as suggestions, which we hope could be incorporated in any future
drafts of the permit.

First, we are concerned with the expansion of the existing permit to include new
provisions and requirements without allowing for model programs recently
devised to take full effect and without regard to funding. Areas where expansion
occurs includes inspections, subjecting all building permits to storm water
requirements, and street sweeping.

Robert S. Huff
For instance, co-permittees are required to conduct at least two educational site
visits at each priority business or source during the term of the existing permit.

Carol Herrera This dispensing of educational information is regarded by the Regional Board as
Mavor ProTem sufficient training and justification for co-permittees to carry out full-blown

inspections at all commercial and industrial facilities within a jurisdiction. Not
Eileen R. Ansari only does our City lack the expertise to conduct such inspections but we also do

Council.~’lember not have the authority to enforce state requirements upon sources within our
junod~c,~, ,. We already inspect and~,^-~,,~,,,.~ fop local ordinance

Wen Chang
Council Member the expansion of the permit to require co-permittees to conduct state-related

inspection and enforcement is duplicative and counterproductive.

Deborah H. O’Connor
Council Member Recently, the State Water Board disallowed the Regional Board from expanding

new projects to all building projects within the concept of the SUSMP. The new
permit would again include all building projects as subject to SUSMP. We object
to this as costly and unnecessary.

Street sweeping is among the most costly of municipal services conducted by our
jurisdiction. We sweep at least bi-weekly throughout the City. However, the
renewal would increase sweeping to two or four times per month depending upon
location. We already have several programs in place to address littering and
debris upon city streets, and the expansion of street sweeping to such a high



level will likely not result in significant improvement in terms of storm water quality. Our
programs include home composting, grass cycling, street inspections, anti-littering programs,
and educational outreach.

Second, there appears to be new interpretations of what constituents and pollutants are covered
by the permit renewal. For instance, the new permit would prohibit discharges to prevent
downstream erosion and protect habitat. Erosion, e.g., soil, is of paramount concern to the City,
but the Federal Regulations do not appear to address soil and erosion as storm water concerns
to be controlled by MS4 permits. Also, the permit is intended to allow for discharge of some
level of pollution as identified by Federal Law; however, new language is inserted in a number of
locations that address the responsibility of the co-permittees to "prevent" discharges. In effect, it
appears that the co-permittees are being held accountable to a higher level of compliance or
standard than normally allowed by the Clean Water Act. We would like clarification of the issue
of prevention, and deletion of provisions mandating higher emission controls than that allowed
by law. Furthermore, "potentially contributing to discharges" is an open-ended provision that
increases the risk to permittees for liability (e.g., we have to assure that all potential
contributions were addressed), and level of effort, in that we will need to coordinate a vast data
base of information regarding 303(d) listed constituents at any commercial and industrial
property and their usage of BMPs. This program falls rightly under EPA and the Regional
Board, not the permittees.

Third, a legal issue related to this is the "safe harbor" provision. In effect, co-permittees cannot
be held liable if they are implementing the permit in accordance with its terms and conditions.
However, by eliminating our safe harbor provision which is in the existing permit, permittees are
liable for any exceedances even though a best effort was accomplished by the permit’tees. In
any permit, there are always unknowns, especially with regard to compliance. Making the new
permit hard and fast to difficuk-to-attain standards rather than intent and implementation creates
great risk for the permittees. We would like the reinsertion of the safe harbor provision.

Development construction has new requirements such as sizing the need for BMPs to all sites
even those less than one acre. Plus, the permittees would need to file NOIs for all grading
permits done to one acre in extent. We object to this, and desire the provisions to be deleted or
modified to their existing context.

Finally, the focus on individual co-permittee activities and preventive actions may act to
discourage regional and sub regional solutions. For instance, our jurisdiction may discharge
storm water leading to the Whittier Narrows. There are storm water management devices at
that location and spreading grounds that control any further inadvertent discharges, effectively
sealing them away from the Ocean. Hdwever, as the permit is constituted, such reliance upon
non-preventative measures may be unacceptable to the Regional Board.

Please review the document for our concerns as well as suggestions. If you so desire, please
give us a call at (909) 396-5671 to discuss this further.

Sincerely,

David, G. Liu, PE
Director of Public Works

cc: Linda C. Lowry, City Manager
James DeStefano, Deputy-City Manager
Mike Jenkins, City Attorney R0002240
J. Michael Huls, Environmental Services Coordinator
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 lendale CALIFORNIA
633 E. Broadway. Room 205, Glendale, CA 91206-4388 ¯ (818) 548-3945

FAX (818) 242-7087

Public Works
Division May 16, 2001

ENGINEERING ~=~
SECTION ~ ’

Xavier Swamikannu, D.Env ~
Chief, LA/Long Beach Storm Water Unit .,

- California Regional Water Quality Control Board ~
Los Angeles Region 13 ’ ~;
320 West 4m Street, Suite 200 ....
Los Angeles, California 90013 ~ ""

O

COMMENTS TO THE APRIL 13, 2001 DRAFT OF THE LOS ANGELES
MUNICIPAL STORM WATER NPDES PERMIT

Dear Mr. Swamikannu:

We are plessed to provide you with our comments to the April 13, 2001, draft of
the Los Angeles County Municipal Storm Water NPDES Permit.

If you have any questions, please call me or Carlos Santos at (818) 548-3945.

Sincerely,

Jake Amar
Senior Environmental E~ginee.[,/,..

~of Public W
cc: Kerry L. Morford, orks

Steve Zurn, Assistant Director of Public Works
Lou Le Blanc, P.E., City Engineer
Alice I. Stoner, Assistant City Engineer
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Comments by the Environmental Group, Public Works Division, City of Glendale to the
April 13, 2001, Draft Waste Discharge Requirements (WDRs) for the Municipal
Stormwater and Urban Runoff Discharges within the County of Los Angeles

1. Pages 1 through 11 -Findings

It is our opinion that an NPDESNVDR permit should be a direct-to-the-point permit document
that is concise and can be read conveniently. The 51 Findings in the draft WDR/NPDES permit
should be placed in the Fact Sheet of the permit. The permit should start only with the Findings
1 and 2 before its "It is hereby ordered" clause then proceed with the Part 1 Discharge
Prohibitions.

Page 4 and 5, Permit Background

The permit background should be revised to meet the requirements of 40 CFR 122.26(d)1 (iii)

2. Page 12 - Part 1 - Discharge Prohibitions

We feel that the Fact Sheet did not adequately discuss the provisions of Part 1 Discharge
Prohibitions. We ask that the following be discussed in the Fact Sheet as this affects how
Permittee understand the provisions to effectively prohibit non-storm water discharges into the
MS4:

The individual NPDES permit(s) and its stormwater provisions:

a. The type of general permit for non-storm water discharges that are available in Los Angeles
Region; and

b. The anti-degradation policy and its relation to conditionally exempted discharges.

3. Page 13 - Part 2 - Receiving Water Limitations

Again, the Fact Sheet should contain discussion of applicable narrative water quality standards
and matrices of numerical limitations that are applicable to the receiving water specially Los
Angeles River which is an effluent dominated receiving water.

We agree with comment of the City of Alhambra that the Board recognizes that certain
pollutants present in storm water and/or urban runoff may be derived from extraneous sources
over which Permittees have no or limited authority or iurisdiction. It is simply inconsistent and
unreasonable for the Board, having recognized in paragraph 3 of the Findings that there are
pollutants in stormwater and urban runoff over which the Permittees have no or limited
jurisdiction, to nevertheless impose an absolute prohibition in paragraph 1 of Part 2 over such
discharges. The Board should modify paragraph 1 of Part 2 to limit the requirement to those
pollutants as to which the Permittee has jurisdiction.

We further agree that the phrase "maximum extent practicable" or MEP, is the federal standard
under which it is determined whether the removal of pollutants from the MS4 is sufficient. The
use of the term "practicable" has been interpreted by the Ninth Circuit to provide flexibility as to
how clean is clean enough; the water in the MS4 need not strictly comply with receiving water
standards nor be clean enough to drink, reflecting the need to balance water quality goals with
land use restrictions.

Section 13241 of the California Water Code requires a similar balancing when regional boards
issue permits, including permits for MS4s. Among the factors regional boards must consider
are:
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Comments from the Environmental Group May 16 2001
Public Works Division, City of Glendale Page 2 of 5

a. Water quality conditions that could reasonably be achieved through the coordinated control of all
factors which affect water quality in the area.

b. Economic considerations.

4. Page 14, Part 3 Section A. 1 - Storm Water Quality Management Plan Implementation,
Monitoring and Reporting

The third sentence on this paragraph, the words "However" and "on behalf of Permittees" should
be deleted. A new fourth sentence should be added: "Any permittee has the right to discuss
any matter with the Regional Board." This change is essential. Neither the EAC nor the
Principal Permittee has any authority under either the Clean Water Act or California law to act
on behalf of, and in place of, any City which is a permittee. Any attempt to preclude a Permittee
from direct discussions with the Regional Board is not only not authorized, it would deny the
Permittee due process.

5. Page 24, Part 2, Section 2(a) - Program for Business, Public Information and
Participation Program

It may not be possible to contact corporate heads however, store managers or branch
managers may be more accessible.

6. Page 24, Part 2, Section 2(a)(1)

Contacts should first be done by mail indicating an on-site visit is possible. It is unlikely we will
be able to visit directly with management otherwise.

7. Page 24, Part 2, Section 2(a)(2)

We will meet with management to explain stormwater regulations as well as discuss BMPs.

8. Page 25, Part 4, Section B - Programs for IndustriallCommercial Inspections

We want to clarify that the inspection is for enforcement of discharge prohibitions and education
on BMPs.

The general comment is that the Sections 4.B and 4.C are repetitive and would read more
smoothly if consolidated.

9. Page 25, Part 4, Section B, Bullets 1, 4,and 6

BMP Implementation and site plan development are requirements under state law, and
therefore it is the Regional Water Quality Control Board’s (Regional Board) responsibility to
enforce. We currently are not assenting to take over enforcement of these requirements on
behalf of the Regional Board.

10. Pg. 26, Part 4, Section B. 1

We will enforce discharge prohibitions but are not currently willing to enforce state required
BMPs on behalf of the Regional Board.
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Comments from the Enwronmental Group May 16. 2001
Public Works Division, City of Glendale Page 3 of 5

11. Page 26, Part 4, Section B.2

We will update an inventory of all applicable industrial/commercial sites under our jurisdiction.
HOwever, federal and state facilities should not be included.

12. Page 27 & 28, Part 4, Sections B.4(a) and B.4(b)

We will survey BMPs and encourage and record their implementation. However, it is the
Regional Board’s responsibility to enforce implementation.

13. Page 27-28, Part 4, Section B.5 Chart

We are not certain which SIC codes are encompassed by "Other Commercial".
Also, a provision should be placed for all categories explaining that no facilities will be visited by
Permittees if they have NPDES permits, or are being visited by the Regional Board.

14. Page 29, Part 4, Section B.6

As previously stated, we will enforce our urban runoff ordinances and their discharge
prohibitions, however, enforcement of BMPs is the State’s responsibility.

15. Page 29, Part 4, Section C. 1 - Programs for Development Planning

The inconsistency of using planning priority development/redevelopment projects and all
projects in Sections C. 1, C.3, C.5, and C.8 causes discrepancy in the program requirement.
Therefore, the definition of planning priority development/redevelopment projects needs to be
defined in the permit.

16. Page 29, Part 4, Sections C. 1 (a) through C. 1 (d) and C. 1.(f)

Add maximum extent practicable (MEP) wordings to items C. l(a) through C. 1 (d) and C. 1 (f) to
be consistent with the wording of the Clean Water Act.

Section 402(p)(3)(B)(iii) of the CWA requires that municipal permits "shall require control to
reduce the discharge of pollutants to the maximum extent practicable, including management
practices, control techniques and system, design and engineering methods, and such other
provisions as the Administrator or the State determines appropriate for the control of such
pollutants."

17. Page 29. Part 4, Section C. 1 addition

We agree with the Los Angeles County’s comment to add a last paragraph to this Section to be
consistent with other programs’ language that we will update our SQMP first.

18. Page 30, Part 4, Section C.2, first paragraph

We agree with the Los Angeles County’s comment that Ventura County is in the process of
developing a study to determine the effects of development on stream habitat and how to
prevent downstream erosion. Their time frame to finish this study is approximately three years.
Permittees and Principal Permitte need the same amount of time to develop this policy that is
suitable for the Los Angeles River watersheds and will benefit the environment of the L.A.
County.

R0002245



Comments from the Enwronmental Group May 16, 2001
Public Works Division, City of Glendale Page 4 of 5

19. Page 30, Part 4, Section C.2(a) through C.2.(e)

It would be more appropriate for the Principal Permittee, the Los Angeles County to identify and
provide the list of natural drainage systems to Permittees since they are more familiar and
possess all hydrological records of all the channels within the County.

20. Page 31, Part 4, Section C.4, C.5, and C.6

We recommend that Sections C.4 and C.6 be consolidated into item Section C.3 as Section
C.3.d and C.3.e since they are part of the SUSMP requirements. Section C.5 appeared to be
redundant.

21. Page 34, Part 4, Section C.10 first paragraph

Regional Board should allow ~ore time to set up this funding mechanism and management
framework.

22. Page 34, Part 4, Section C. 11 first paragraph

The City’s Planning Division in consultation or coordination with concerned Sections under the
Public Works Division need time to consult together and review the required language before
incorporating C. 11 (a) through C. 12(g) into the CEQA guide’,ines.

23. Page 35, Part 4, Section C.14(b)

On May 11, 2001, meeting of the California Stormwater Quality Task Force, it was reported that
the RFP to update the State BMP Handbooks has been awarded to CDM Consultants. It’s
completion is anticipated to be in 2 to 3 years.

The Handbook will be one of our most up-to-date references in developing this requirement of a
technical manual. Furthermore, we need more time and resources in researching to put a good
manual together that will benefit the environment of the L.A. County watersheds.

24. Page 36, Part 4, Section D. 1 (a) and D. 1 (b) - Programs for Development Construction

We agree with the County that to make this Section consistent with the objective of the program
to reduce pollutants in runoff from construction activities, Sections D. 1 (a) and D. t(b) are
individual requirements under the program that need to be placed at the end of Section D as
Sections D.5 and D.6.

25. Page 37, Part 4, Section D.2(g)

We have an ordinance on erosion control for construction projects that are active during wet
season, but we can not post any limitation on grading schedules during the wet season.

26. Page 38, Part 4, Section D.3

It is the Regional Board’s responsibilities to verify and enforce the provisions of the General
Construction Permit. Cities should not legally assume the Regional Board’s statutory
responsibilities of enforcing any non-compliance of state SWPPPs.
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Comments from the Enwronmental Group May 16, 2001
Public Works Division. City of Glendale Page 5 of 5

27. Page 44, Part 4, Section E.5(b) - Public Agency Activities
Priority catch basins will be cleaned when they are found to be 40% full. The original wording
would have given an uncertain definition to "priority catch basins" resulting in a constantly
changing list and inefficient inspection program.

28. Page 44, Section E.5(f)

Principal Permittee should develop and provide Permittees with countywide and city-by-city
drainage area GIS maps to used by cities.

29. Page 45, Section F - Program to Eliminate Illicit Connections and Discharges

In as much as the Principal Permitte has already implemented the usage of GIS, to a certain
extent, to track illicit connections and illicit discharges (ICID) within their jurisdiction, there
should be a provision requiring the Principal Permittee to take the lead responsibility developing
a GIS or ICID for which the cost, including training cost, will be shared by the Permittees.

30. Page 67, Part 4, Section I.F - Program Reporting Requirements, Programs for Illicit
Discharge and Illegal Connection Control

Throughout the permit this is referred to as the Illicit Connections and Illicit Discharge program.
Replace Illegal Discharge with Illicit Discharge and reorder the elements to IC/ID (instead of
ID/IC).

31. Page 67, Part 4, Section F.6

For clarification purposes only. We will report on confirmed illicit connections as opposed to
suspected illicit connections.

32. Page 68, Part 4, Section F. 11

We are unclear of the purpose of this summary. For summaries, we should separate Illicit
Connections from Illicit Discharges. Therefore, we propose to add Section F.12.

Also, a summary can not contain dates. Each incident will have its own initial date of inspection,
follow up, etc. If we are to include these dates, you will not end up not with a summary but with
the entire database itself. Dates are already addressed in items 4, 7, and 9.
Summaries could be, for examples 800 incidents, 400 involved oil spills, 200 involved paint, etc.
This summary needs different comparison items than an illicit discharge summary. We may be
able to identify, out of so many illicit connections, how many were found in residential land use,
commercial, industrial, etc. We can also summarize how the illicit connections were resolved
(permitted vs. physical removal).
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CITY OF¯ ~’/~, ~

. GARDENS
May 16, 2001

Mr. Dennis Dickerson
Executive Director
Regional Water Quality Control

Board - Los Angeles
320 W. Fourth Street, Suite 200
Los Angeles, CA 90013-1105

Subject: Review Comments on Draft Los Angeles County Storm Water and Urban
Runoff Permit

Dear Mr. Dickerson:

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the April 13, 2001, Draft Municipal Storm
Water Permit. This permit will have a significant impact on the daily lives of the
Residents and Businesses of Los Angeles County. A large percentage of the economy
of Los Angeles County is tied to tourism at the beaches along the Coast and at the
inland lakes and streams. It is in everyone’s best interest to protect these resources.

The Regional Board must recognize the limited resources available at the Municipal
level to support these programs. The Clean Water Act (CWA) establishes a Maximum
Extent Practical (MEP) standard for Storm Water Permits. This permit, in several areas,
attempts to apply numeric standards to Municipal Programs. The application of numeric
standards will make compliance with the permit impossible for the municipalities and
subject them to numerous citizen lawsuits.

While we recognize the importance of the CWA and the intent of this draft permit we
must also address the Cities ability to comply with the requirements without exposure to
unnecessary liability. The following comments reflect the Cities desire to comply with
the CWA and the Regional Water Quality Control Board’s (Board) permit. Where
suggestions are made they are intended to provide the Board with alternative wording
that we believe will comply with the MEP intent of the CWA. The Board will receive
many comments from Lawyers and others familiar with the statutory requirements of the
CWA. My comments will focus on the affect of the draft permit on the Cities of Los
Angeles County.
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May 16, 2001
Page 2

1.. Part 2. Receiving Water Limitation sections 1 and 2. Section 1 is so broad that the
cities and the County will face liability for "cause(ing) or contribute(ing) to the
violation of water quality standards or water quality objectives". Section 2 will pose
the threat of liability for "cause(ing) or contribute(in,j)- to a condition of nuisance."
These two provisions must be revised to allow the cities and the County to
operate the Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System (MS4) without fear of
litigation from NRDC or other environmental groups for minimal impacts on
water quality. Each and every resident of Los Angeles County depends on the
MS4 to protect homes and businesses from the real threat of flooding. The system
has been built up over the years to efficiently carry storm runoff to the ocean. To
convert this system to a full treatment system will take years. The Board cannot
leave the cities and County open to litigation if you expect the improvements to be
accomplished.

2. Part 3G(n). Legal Authority for inspections, surveillance and monitoring of Industrial,
Commercial and Construction sites. This paragraph is overly broad. Cities and the
County have the authority to investigate violations of law. Normally this occurs when
the Police Department or the District Attorney is notified of a violation. These
agencies are trained to conduct investigation and have the legal support to obtain
the needed warrants to capture private records. These techniques are generally
reserved for cases of some significance. Unfortunately, Police Agencies and
Prosecutors have not been convinced that discharges to the MS4 are important
enough when they compare it to their workload involving thieves and murderers.
Thus, it is not sufficient to ask cities and the County to certify to their legal authority,
because the authority is granted by the State Judicial system. The greater question
that should be asked is has the crime been elevated to the degree needed to cause
enforcement by local authorities. In extreme cases it is likely that the effort will be
made, but for most incidents it is unlikely that any action will be taken to investigate
or enforce minor illegal discharges.

This section will be used to convict cities and the County of violating the Storm
Water permit due to lack of detailed investigations and prosecutions. This will not be
difficult to prove. We do not believe that the Board should be creating
regulations that will subject the Cities and the County to broad liability.

3. Part 3G(p). Adopt and implement an agency-specific storm water and urban runoff
ordinance. The requirement of this paragraph that the ordinance be "effective
immediately upon the adoption of this Order." This requirement is not practical.
Cities and the County have a procedure to adopt ordinances. These procedures are
derived from State Law that governs City and County procedures. We must conduct
public hearings before an Ordinance imposing restrictions on property rights can be
adopted to allow the public to provide input to the process. Then unless there is a
significant public health and safety concern involved the ordinance will take effect
thirty (30) days after the second reading of the ordinance. Thus, the requirement

" that the cities and the County adopt new ordinance and have then effective upon the
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approval of this order is impossible. I would suggest that a 180-day schedule be
specified like the Board imposed for the SUSMP provisions.

4. Part 4A(2)(b). Business Assistance Program. While the principal involve with the
Business Assistance Program is good, as currently written the program is flawed.
The first problem is in the definition of a small business. Any business that has 99
employees is not a small business. To pay these employees even at minimum
wage, the business must have significant revenue. I believe that the number of
employees must be reduced to less than 25 employees or the business must
be tied to actual revenue, say less than $1,000,000 in gross revenue. By setting
the size of a small business at one of these levels the City and the County will not be
assisting businesses that can afford to obtain assistance on its own. The Cities and
the County have already offered to assist businesses that may not have a clear
understanding as a result of the Educational Site Visit program. In most cases the
offers were not well received. The businesses often treated the contact as an
attempt to penalize the businesses rather than to help deal with the Storm Water
Issue.

The second issue with the program is the provision that states that the program
"shall be a confidential and non-enforcement program." In most cities the ability to
have two separate departments, one to assist businesses and another to enforce the
regulations, will be impossible. Thus, the city employees charged with helping the
businesses in a non-enforcement manner will likely be the same people that will visit
and investigate violations by the business. I would suggest that the first visit be
designed to assist the business understand the program. Any future visits
will involve enforcement that will then become progressively more severe.
Without the ability to implement the program in this way the cities and the County will
lack credibility when enforcement is required.

5. Part 4B Programs for Industrial/Commercial Inspections. This part of the permit is
the most objectionable part of the draft permit. This attempt by the Board to transfer
its obligation to inspect and enforce against Phase I Industries and State
Construction Permits without transferring the source of and the authority to collect
revenue is unacceptable. It is clear to all cities and the County that the State has not
been adequately funded to inspect any part of the NPDES program. If the State
were to adequately fund the program they would have to include employees to
perform the plan review, inspectors to train and to verify compliance in the field and
prosecutors to enforce against violators. These are the same provisions that the
Board is expecting the cities and the County to implement without providing the
needed funding.

As a City agent I do visit sites to verify compliance with State and Local Building
- Codes and other regulations to ensure that the Health and Safety of the public. But,

for the Board to require that the cities and the County take over the Boards
responsibilities and liabilities because theBoard cannot adequately fund the
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program is unacceptable. Until complete and adequate funding is provided the
cities and the County must insist that this provision be removed.

6. Part 4B(4). BMP Implementation. This section is vague and contradictory. The first
paragraph starts by saying that the City "shall require the implementation of the
designated minimum BMP’s, as approved in Resolution 98-08, at each
industrial/commercial site within its jurisdiction." While this will be a formidable task
by itself, the paragraph then ends by requiring the Permittee’s "shall also implement
or require any additional site specific BMP’s ... which are more stringent than those
required under the Statewide General Industrial Permit." This requirement I find
confusing. The General Industrial Permit does not cover all Industrial/Commercial
businesses in my town. So as I read this requirement I am required to impose
harsher standards on non-regulated industry than the State would have the authority
to impose on the Phase 1 industries identified in the CWA. I doubt that the Board
has the Legal Authority to accomplish this requirement, much less force the
permittee’s to impose these standards.

The other question that this requirement raises relates to the conditions that would
trigger these harsh requirements. It is not clear if I am to impose this harsh standard
on all of my business, or just those few that I deem to be gross violators. I believe
that without clear requirements the City would stand little or no chance of prevailing
against a court challenge.

We would recommend that the Board revise this requirement to limit the city
obligations to the requirements of Resolution 98-08.

The second paragraph requires the Permittees to "implement, or require
implementation of, additional controls for Industrial/Commercial sites tributary to
CWA section 303d impaired water bodies ... as necessary to comply with this order."
The paragraph also requires the cities to impose additional standards on
Industrial/Commercial sites within or Directly adjacent to or discharging directly to
Coastal Lagoons or Environmentally Sensitive Areas. Both of these requirements
are vague as to intent and are impossible to enforce on businesses that may have
been operating in the same location for twenty or more years. These businesses
are going to ask, and rightly so, what proof the Permittees have to justify the
imposition of new operating restrictions.

I believe that the section, as written, is unenforceable and will be overturned in Court
action. Since the City is damned if it imposes the requirement and damned if it fails
to impose the requirement, each Permittee looses this battle. This section must be
written with some justification for its inclusion in the permit.

7. Part 4B(5)d. Regional Board Inspection Coordination. This section states that if the
Regional Board has performed an inspection of an Industrial/Commercial site the
Permittees do not need to inspect that site. The section leaves unsaid how the

coordination will happen between the Permittees and the Board. If the Board is to
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conduct an unannounced inspection of an Industrial/Commercial site they
must follow up within a set period of time, say five (5) days with a notice to the
Permittee that the inspection has taken place. I also believe that the Permittee
should be notified of the Board findings so that problem businesses can be
monitored.

8. Part 4C(3)b. Board Revisions to the SUSMP Projects. I must request clarification
on the change made to the Hillside Residential property. As written item b(1) states
Single-family hillside residential developments of "10,000" square feet or more. I
have heard Permittees describe this as 10,000 square feet of disturbed area or
10,000 square feet of lot area. It is unclear how the Board intends this provision to
be enforced. Clarification is required.

9. Part 4C(8). Redevelopment Projects. The wording used in this section does not
agree with the definition of Redevelopment as contained in the Definitions in Part 5.
This section must be revised to match the Definition since the definition was
established by State Board Action on the SUSMP Petition.

10. Part 4C(12). General Plan Update. As noted at the Board Workshop on April 24th
the requirement for every City to modify its general plan to reflect Storm Water
Quality issues will take longer than 540 days (18 months) allowed in the permit. I
believe that the Board must participate in a workshop with Planning Directors from
all Permittees to establish the elements of the general plan that must be revised.
Through this process all Permittees will perform the revisions correctly the first time
rather than have to correct a flawed document. State Law limits the number of times
that the General Plan can be modified in any one-year. The Permittees need to
identify all elements that will be affected before contracts are issued for these
amendments. Once the workshop is held the Board should then allow not less
than three years for Permittees to budget for and complete the General Plan
Update.

11. Part 4E(1). Dry Weather Diversions. The Board has provided detailed requirements
for all Public Agency Activities except Dry Weather Diversions. It is not clear if the
Board is requiring all Permittees to implement a dry weather diversion program or if
the Board is only mentioning this as a possible Public Agency Activity. In either case
it appears that the Permittees should be provided with direction from the Board on its
intent on Dry Weather diversion. If there are no specific requirements this
subgroup should not be listed at all.

12. Permit Wide Requirement. Throughout the Permit the Board includes requirements
that the Permittees maintain computer records of a wide variety of activities. Without
standards for the design of these data bases the County as Principal Permittee will
get information that is in any number of formats. Not all Permittees have the same
computer system support and few Permittees have GIS capabilities. The Board
should mandate that the Principal Permittee develop an application that
contains all of the data that the Board wants collected. The Principal
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Permittee should then be required to supply the application to the Permittees.
Through this means the Permittees will provide information that is uniform and
transferable.

The comments included above do not represent all of our concerns about the draft
permit. But, due to the limited time available to conduct this review the important areas
have been highlighted. At this point I understand that the Permit will not be presented
to the Board until September or October, depending on the Boards schedule. I
understand that the Board cannot negotiate with each Permittee individually, however I
hope that the Board will address these issues by incorporating the requested changes.
Permittees support the Clean Water Act and the Boards desire to clean up the waters of
Los Angeles County. However, the resources available to implement new regulations
are not unlimited. The Board will get cooperation if they propose a practical permit
based on MEP Technology. Any permit based on numeric limits will not be supported
and will only lead to Board fines and legal actions challenging the proposed permit.

Sincerely,

CITY OF HAWAIIAN GARDENS

Elroy~. Kiepke
Depr3ty City Engineer

Copy: City Manager
City Council
City Attorney

EK:tb3
11855\3005\L03
06-130
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ItKWINDALE

Ma\ 17. 2001

Mr. Dennis Dickerson. Executive Ofricer
California Regional Water Quality Control Board
Los Angeles Region
_._0 West Street
Los Angeles. CA 90013

Dear Mr. Dickerson:

RE: COMMENTS OF THE DRAFT FOR THE NPDES PERMIT

Submitted herewith for vcur consideration are comments prepared by the Ci~\ of
Irxvmdale in response to the draft of Los Angeles Count,, Municipal NPDES permit dated
April 13. 2001.

It should be noted that the draft permit is a substantial improvement over the current
permit. It is less problematic in several key areas. There is. however, room for additional
improvement. The v, Titten comments prepared by the City are intended to accomplish
this bx identi*3ing areas of concern including:

1. Program requirements that appear to be unnecessary labor intensive and costl\.

2. Ne\v provisions that would make permit compliance un, justifiably more stringent
while increasing permittee exposure to administrative entbrcement actions and
third party’ litigation.

3. Permit language that seems unclear and contradictory in a few places.

It is also suggested that regional board staff consider a different approach for presenting.
evaluating, and responding to comments in regarding municipal NPDES issues. In the
past. permittee comments that were contrary’ to regional board staff viexvs ,aere usually
re, jected without compelling reason. Often ignored were the pern-fittees legitimate
concerns tbr the cost and effectiveness of proposed requirements. This has resulted in the
adoption of unpopular and veD’ controversial permit requirements. Permittees were thus
laced with the narrow options of either accepting unreasonable requirements or
challenging them administratively and legally.

5050 North IruandaleAve. Iruanda& CA 91706 (626) 430-22~4 Facsimile.’ (626) 856-0471
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In the interest of avoiding a similar fate with next municipal NPDES permit, the
following is proposed:

1. Regional Board staff should make a conscientious effort to discuss and resolve
concerns raised by permittees rather than .just issuing a written rejection x~ ith
brief explanation as to why. Instead. a forum is recommended to promote dialog
aimed towards achieving mutual agreement. Although workshops are fine for
communicating requirements and identifying general issues, they are not etfectix e
in identit)-ing specific areas of concern or resolving disagreement. Smaller x\or!,:
groups are needed because they can provide better attention to issues. A work
group could be comprised of permittee representatives and regional staff for each
program area {e.g.. development planning, development construction, illicit
discharge and connection detection and elimination, etc). The \\ork groups
should concentrate on working-out essential compliance concerns. ()nce this is
done. developing language-related details would be relatively simple. Also. an
objective third party should be involved to facilitate discussion and resol\ e
disagreement.

2. Criteria for determining the reasonability of new permit requirements or existing
ones should be developed. Such criteria should include objective readings of
40 CFR 122.26 (storm v~-ater regulations under the Clean Water Act): (b) Phase
storm water rules, which are scheduled to take effect in 2003: and tc i Porter-
Cologne Act (state water code) to justify requirements not specified in the Clean
Water Act. in terms of beneficial use protection, using scientific data rather than
subject ,judgment.

3. A general workshop on Phase II storm water rules promulgated by the USEPA
and scheduled for implementation in 2003, should be held to educate regional
board staff, permittees, and other interested parties on these ne,x municipal
NPDES permit requirements. To that end. regional board staff is encouraged to
join with permittees in inviting a representative from USEPA Region c~ conduct
the workshop.

4. Delay adoption of the new permit until Phase II rules have been fully identified.
evaluated, and incorporated into the next permit.

In closing, the City appreciates the time and effort that regional board staff has invested
in preparing the draft permit and looks forward to participating with it in developing a
new permit that will truly in improving water quality’ in the most cost effective manner
possible, in the meantime, should you have any questions, please call the undersigned at
(626) 430-2212.
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Sincerely.

Rod Posada. P.E.
Public Works Director/City Engineer

RP:vs

co: Steve Blancarte. City Manager
Ray Tahir. TECS Environmental
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CITY OF IRV~,":-- ::.LE

5050 NORTH IRWIN-D/~ - AVENUE
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May 16,2001

Mr. Dennis Dickerson
Executive Director
Regional Water Qualitv Control

Board - Los Angeles
320 W. Fourth Street, Suite 200
Los Angeles, CA 90013-1105 _

Review Comments on Draft Los Angeles County Storm Water and Urban Rur~ff
Permit                                                            .~.     .:

Dear Mr. Dickerson:

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the April 13, 2001, Draft Municipal
Storm Water Permit. This permit will have a significant impact on the daily lives
of the Residents and Businesses of Los Angeles County. A large percentage of
the economy of Los Angeles County is tied to tourism at the beaches along the
Coast and at the inland lakes and streams. It is in everyone’s best interest to
protect these resources.

The Regional Board must recognize the limited resources available at the
Municipal level to support these programs. The Clean Water Act (CWA)
establishes a Maximum Extent Practical (MEP) standard for Storm Water
Permits. This permit, in several areas, attempts to apply numeric standards to
Municipal Wrograms. Tt~e application of numeric standards will make compliance
with the permit impossible for the municipalities and subject them to numerous
citizen lawsuits.

While we recognize the importance of the CWA and the intent of this draft permit
we must also address the Cities ability to comply with the requirements without
exposure to unnecessary liability. The following comments reflect the Cities
desire to comply with the CWA and the Regional Water Quality Control Board’s
(Board) permit. Where suggestions are made they are intended to provide the
Board with alternative wording that we believe will comply with the MEP intent of
the CWA. The Board will receive many comments from Lawyers and others
familiar with the statutory requirements of the CWA. My comments will focus on
the affect of the draft permit on the Cities of Los Angeles County.

"327 Footb,II Boulevard ¯ La Car~ada Fhntndge * Cahforma 91011-2137 ¯ (818) 790-8880 ¯ FAX (818) 790-7536
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1. Part 2. Receiving Water Limitation sections 1 and 2. Section 1 is so broad
that the cities and the County will face liability for "cause(ing) or
contribute(ing) to the violation of water quality standards or water quality
objectives". Section 2 will pose the threat of liability for "cause(ing) or
contribute(ing) to a condition of nuisance." These two provisions must be
revised to allow the cities and the County to operate the Municipal Separate
Storm Sewer System (MS4) without fear of litigation from NRDC or other
environmental groups for minimal impacts on water quality. Each and every
resident of Los Angeles County depends on the MS4 to protect homes and
businesses from the real threat of flooding. The system has been built up
over the years to efficiently carry storm runoff to the ocean. To convert this
system to a full treatment system will take years. The Board cannot leave the
cities and County open to litigation if you expect the improvements to be
accomplished.

2. Part 3G(n)     Legal Authority for inspections, surveillance and monitoring
of Industrial, Commercial and Construction sites. This paragraph is overly
broad. Cities and the County have the authority to investigate violations of
law. Normally this occurs when the Police Department or the District Attorney
is notified of a violation. These agencies are trained to conduct investigation
and have the legal support to obtain the needed warrants to capture private
records. These techniques are generally reserved for cases of some
significance. Unfortunately, Police Agencies and Prosecutors have not been
convinced that discharges to the MS4 are important enough when they
compare it to their workload involving thieves and murderers. Thus, it is not
sufficient to ask cities and the County to certify to their legal authority,
because the authority is granted by the State Judicial system. The greater
question that should be asked is has the crime been elevated to the degree
needed to cause enforcement by local authorities. In extreme cases it is
likely that the effort will be made, but for most incidents it is unlikely that any
action will be taken to investigate or enforce minor illegal discharges.

This section will be used to convict cities and the County of violating the
Storm Water permit due to lack of detailed investigations and prosecutions.
This will not be difficult to prove. We do not believe that the Board should be
creating regulations that will subject the Cities and the County to broad
liability.

3. Part 3G(p)     Adopt and implement an agency-specific storm water and
urban runoff ordinance. The requirement of this paragraph that the ordinance
be "effective immediately upon the adoption of this Order." This requirement
is not practical. Cities and the County have a procedure to adopt ordinances.
These procedures are derived from State Law that governs City and County
procedures. We must conduct public hearings before an Ordinance imposing
restrictions on property rights can be adopted to allow the public to provide
input to the process. Then unless there is a significant public health and
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safety concern involved the ordinance will take effect thirty (30) days after the
second reading of the ordinance. Thus, the requirement that the cities and
the County adopt new ordinance and have then effective upon the approval of
this order is impossible. I would suggest that a 180-day schedule be
specified like the Board imposed for the SUSMP provisions.

4. Part 4A(2)(b) Business Assistance Program. While the principal involve
with the Business Assistance Program is good, as currently written the
program is flawed. The first problem is in the definition of a small business.
Any business that has 99 employees is not a small business. To pay these
employees even at minimum wage, the business must have significant
revenue. I believe that the number of employees must be reduced to less
than 25 employees or the business must be tied to actual revenue, say less
than $1,000,000 in gross revenue. By setting the size of a small business at
one of these levels the City and the County will not be assisting businesses
that can afford to obtain assistance on its own. The Cities and the County
have already offered to assist businesses that may not have a clear
understanding as a result of the Educational Site Visit program. In most
cases the offers were not well received. The businesses often treated the
contact as an attempt to penalize the businesses rather than to help deal with
the Storm Water Issue.

The second issue with the program is the provision that states that the
program "shall be a confidential and non-enforcement program." In most
cities the ability to have two separate departments, one to assist businesses
and another to enforce the regulations, will be impossible. Thus, the city
employees charged with helping the businesses in a non-enforcement
manner will likely be the same people that will visit and investigate violations
by the business. I would suggest that the first visit be designed to assist the
business understand the program. Any future visits will involve enforcement
that will then become progressively more severe. Without the ability to
implement the program in this way the cities and the County will lack
credibility when enforcement is required.

5. Part 4B       Programs for Industrial/Commercial Inspections. This part of
the permit is the most objectionable part of the draft permit. This attempt by
the Board to transfer its obligation to inspect and enforce against Phase I
Industries and State Construction Permits without transferring the source of
and the authority to collect revenue is unacceptable. It is clear to all cities
and the County that the State has not been adequately funded to inspect any
part of the NPDES program. If the State were to adequately fund the
program they would have to include employees to perform the plan review,
inspectors to train and to verify compliance in the field and prosecutors to
enforce against violators. These are the same provisions that the Board is
expecting the cities and the County to implement without providing the
needed funding.
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As a City agent I do visit sites to verify compliance with State and Local
Building Codes and other regulations to ensure that the Health and Safety of
the public. But, for the Board to require that the cities and the County take
over the Boards responsibilities and liabilities because the Board cannot
adequately fund the program is unacceptable. Until complete and adequate
funding is provided the cities and the County mustlnsTst that this provision be
removed.

6. Part 4B(4)           BMP Implementation. This section is vague and
contradictory. The first paragraph starts by saying that the City "shall require
the implementation of the designated minimum BMP’s, as approved in
Resolution 98-08, at each industrial/commercial site within its jurisdiction."
While this will be a formidable task by itself, the paragraph then ends by
requiring the Permittee’s "shall also implement or require any additional site
specific BMP’s ... which are more stringent than those required under the
Statewide General Industrial Permit." This requirement I find confusing. The
General Industrial Permit does not cover all Industrial/Commercial businesses
in my town. So as I read this requirement I am required to impose harsher
standards on non-regulated industry than the State would have the authority
to impose on the Phase 1 industries identified in the CWA. I doubt that the
Board has the Legal Authority to accomplish this requirement, much less
force the permittee’s to impose these standards.

The other question that this requirement raises relates to the conditions that
would trigger these harsh requirements. It is not clear if I am to impose this
harsh standard on all of my business, or just those few that I deem to be
gross violators. I believe that without clear requirements the City would stand
little or no chance of prevailing against a court challenge.

We would recommend that the Board revise this requirement to limit the
city obligations to the requirements of Resolution 98-08.

The second paragraph requires the Permittees to "implement, or require
implementation of, additional controls for Industrial/Commercial sites tributary
to CWA section 303d impaired water bodies ... as necessary to comply with
this order." The paragraph also requires the cities to impose additional
standards on Industrial/Commercial sites within or Directly adjacent to or
discharging directly to Coastal Lagoons or Environmentally Sensitive Areas.
Both of these requirements are vague as to intent and are impossible to
enforce on businesses that may have been operating in the same location for
twenty or more years. These businesses are going to ask, and rightly so,
what proof the Permittees have to justify the imposition of new operating
restrictions.
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I believe that the section, as written, is unenforceable and will be overturned
in Court action. Since the City is damned if it imposes the requirement and
damned if it fails to impose the requirement, each Permittee looses this battle.
This section must be written with some justification for its inclusion in
the permit.

7. Part 4B(5)d    Regional Board Inspection Coordination.     This section
states that if the Regional Board has performed an inspection of an
Industrial/Commercial site the Permittees do not need to inspect that site.
The section leaves unsaid how the coordination will happen between the
Permittees and the Board. If the Board is to conduct an unannounced
inspection of an Industrial/Commercial site they must follow up within a set
period of time, say five (5) days with a notice to the Permittee that the
inspection has taken place. I also believe that the Permittee should be
notified of the Board’findings so that problem businesses can be monitored.

8. Part 4C(3)b    Board Revisions to the SUSMP Projects.     I must
request clarification on the change made to the Hillside Residential property.
As written item b(1 ) states Single-family hillside residential developments of
"10,000" square feet or more. I have heard Permittees describe this as
10,000 square feet of disturbed area or 10,000 square feet of lot area. It is
unclear how the Board intends this provision to be enforced. Clarification is
required.

9. Part 4C(8)     Redevelopment Projects.       The wording used in this
section does not agree with the definition of Redevelopment as contained in
the Definitions in Part 5. This section must be revised to match the
Definition since the definition was established by State Board Action on
the SUSMP Petition.

10. Part 4C(12)    General Plan Update.          As noted at the Board
Workshop on April 24th the requirement for every City to modify its general
plan to reflect Storm Water Quality issues will take longer than 540 days (18
months) allowed in the permit. I believe that the Board must participate in a
workshop with Planning Directors from all Permittees to establish the
elements of the general plan that must be revised. Through this process all
Permittees will perform the revisions correctly the first time rather than have
to correct a flawed document. State Law limits the number of times that the
General Plan can be modified in any one-year. The Permittees need to
identify all elements that will be affected before contracts are issued for these
amendments. Once the workshop is held the Board should then allow
not less than three years for Permittees to budget for and complete the
General Plan Update.

11. Part 4E(1 )     Dry Weather Diversions.        The Board has provided
detailed requirements for all Public Agency Activities except Dry Weather
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Diversions. It is not clear if the Board is requiring all Permittees to implement
a dry weather diversion program or if the Board is only mentioning this as a
possible Public Agency Activity. In either case it appears that the Permittees
should be provided with direction from the Board on its intent on Dry Weather
diversion. If there are no specific requirements this subgroup should not
be listed at all.

12. Permit Wide Requirement. Throughout the Permit the Board includes
requirements that the Permittees maintain computer records of a wide variety
of activities. Without standards for the design of these data bases the County
as Principal Permittee will get information that is in any number of formats.
Not all Permittees have the same computer system support and few
Permittees have GIS capabilities. The Board should mandate that the
Principal Permittee develop an application that contains all of the data that the
Board wants collected. The Principal Permittee should then be required to
supply the application to the Permittees. Through this means the Permittees
will provide information that is uniform and transferable.

The comments included above do not represent all of our concerns about the
draft permit. But, due to the limited time available to conduct this review the
important areas have been highlighted. At this point I understand that the Permit
will not be presented to the Board until September or October, depending on the
Boards schedule. I understand that the Board cannot negotiate with each
Permittee individually, however I hope that the Board will address these issues
by incorporating the requested changes. Permittees support the Clean Water
Act and the Boards desire to clean up the waters of Los Angeles County.
However, the resources available to implement new regulations are not
unlimited. The Board will get cooperation if they propose a practical permit
based on MEP Technology. Any permit based on numeric limits will not be
supported and will only lead to Board fines and legal actions challenging the
proposed permit.

Sincerely

CITY OF LA CANADA FLINTRIDGE

Elroy L. Kiepke
City Engineer

CC City Manager
City Council
City Attorney
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May 14, 2001

Mr. Dennis Dickerson
Executive Officer
California Regional Water Quality Control Board
Los Angeles Region
320 West 4th Street
Los Angeles, California 90013

Subject: Comments on first draft of municipal NPDES permit dated April 13, 2001

Dear Mr. Dickerson:

The City of Lakewood opposes many of the terms proposed in the draft permit issued by your office
on April 13, 2001. These concerns have been presented to you and your staff through the Coalition
for Practical Regulation (CPR), both at the April 24~h workshop and in writing, and by the Executive
Advisory Committee and the Los Angeles County Department of Public Works.

The City of Lakewood agrees with the issues raised by CPtL the EAC and LACDPW Lakewood
wants to commend your staff for taking the time to consider our concerns and believes that with hard
work on both sides, a reasonable permit can be adopted. Although the draft permit is a substantial
improvement over the current adopted permit, the issues raised by the above mentioned groups on
Lakewood’s behalf must be addressed before Lakewood will support the new permit. Lakewood is
fully committed to achieving the underlying goals of both the Federal Clean Water Act and State Law
with regard to cleaning up stormwater runoff. Lakewood cannot support a permit that not only goes
beyond the "maximum extent practicable" or MEP standard set forth in the Federal Clean Water Act,
but also eliminates the "safe harbor" language that protects cities from third-party lawsuits.

In conclusion, Lakewood does not support the current drat~ permit. Based on what we feel are
fundamental flaws, we urge regional board staff to seriously consider all comments received and make
appropriate modifications. Lakewood hopes permittees will not be forced into choosing between
accepting unreasonable requirements or challenging them either administratively and/or legally. Our
hope would be that a compromise could be reached with the hard work of all interested parties and the
job of cleaning up stormwater can move forward.

Should regional board staff have any questions, please feel free to call Scott Pomrehn, Senior
Management Analyst, at (562) 866-9771, extension 2500.

Sincerely,

Mayor " R0002266

Lakewood
5050 Clark Avenue, Lakev, ood, CA 90712 ¯ 1562) 866-9771 ¯ Fax (562t 866-0505 ¯ ~.,~,~, lakewoodcity org ¯ Emafl ser~ceI @ lakewoodcn)org



May 14, 2001

Xavier Swamikannu
Chief, LA/Long Beach Storm Water Unit
Regional Water Quality Control Board, Los Angeles Region
320 W. 4th Street
Suite 200
Los Angeles, CA 90013

Dear Mr. Swamikannu:

DRAFT NPDES PERMIT

This letter is to inform you of some of the concerns that the City of La Mirada has
regarding the draft NPDES Permit. To begin with, there is the issue of shifting
the responsibility for industrial and construction site storm water inspections and
enforcement programs from the State to the cities. This shifting of
responsibilities creates a financial burden for the cities. It is our understanding
that the State does not intend to provide funding for these activities. Where are
the cities supposed to find the money to support this shifted responsibility?
Should we raise taxes or delete other programs? Moreover, there is a great
concern that the cities lack the legal authority to enter onto private property in
order to enforce a State storm water permit. We would appreciate it if you could
clarify this area of the law.

Another area of concem for us pertains to the exposure to third party litigation. In
the current permit, cities are protected from litigation as long as they are
implementing programs to the best of their ability. We feel that the language in
this Permit unnecessarily exposes cities to third party litigation.

A further problem with the permit is the reintroduction of Standard Urban Storm
Water Mitigation Plan (SUSMP) requirements that were already reviewed by the
State Board and removed from the SUSMP. The City feels that this issue has
already been discussed and resolved. We do not understand why the Regional
Board has decided to add categories involving non-discretionary permits, retail
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gasoline stations and environmentally sensitive areas when the State Board has
already .ruled on this issue.

Finally, we would like to encourage the Regional Board to review the amendment
proposed by the Coalition For Practical Regulation that details the Coalition’s
suggestions for a regional approach to storm water problems. It is our belief that
many of these issues can be resolved in an efficient and cost-effective manner
that will significantly improve storm water quality without causing a financial
burden on the cities.

Sincerely,

CITY O!~ LA MIRADA

Ste~orks Director
Public Works
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CiTY OF Los ANGELES
BOARD OF C A LI FO R N I A DEPARTMENT OF

PUBLIC wORKS
PUBLIC WORKS

BUREAU OF SANITATION
COMMISSIONERS

ELLE~TEIN
PRESIDENT JUDITH A. WlLSON

DIRECTOR
VALERIE LYNNE SHAW

vice PI~ESIDENT JAMES F LANGLEY

MARIBEL MARIN RICHARD J. RIORDAN
JOSEPH MUNDINE
DREW B SONESPRES~DEN’T PRQ-TEMPORE MAYOR VINCENT J VARSHSTEVEN CARMONA

WOODY FLEMING May 16,2001
LoSANGELES CA 90013

(213) 473-7999
FAX. (2131473-7977

Mr. Dennis Dickerson
Executive Officer : - ~;’ ~ "~
California Regional Water Quality Control Board "" {:2
Los Angeles Region
320 West 4th Street, Suite 200 .- ~    ..~
Los Angeles, CA 90013-1105

Dear Mr. Dickerson: , ..o

CITY OF LOS ANGELES REVIEW COMMENTS ON THE FIRST DRAFT OF THE 2001
LOS ANGELES COUNTY MUNICIPAL STORM WATER NPDES PERMIT

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the first draft of the 2001 Los Angeles County
Municipal Storm Water National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Permit
issued by the Regional Water Quality Control Board (Regional Board) on April 13, 2001. The
City of Los Angeles (City) appreciates the Regional Board working with all stakeholders to
develop an effective municipal stormwater program and to resolve issues prior to releasing the
final Permit.

At this time, the City is transmitting comments that address technical issues only. We are
concurrently preparing additional comments that address issues that are broader in scope and
need to be reviewed with respect to City policy. Any official position of the City of Los Angeles
with respect to legislation, rules, regulations or policies proposed to or pending before a local,
state, or federal governmental body or agency must first be adopted in the form of a Resolution
by the City Council with the concurrence of the Mayor. We anticipate that this resolution
process will be completed within the next two to four weeks and the remaining comments will
then be forwarded to the Regional Board.

The City appreciates that the Regional Board will give due consideration to incorporating the
City’s comments into the final draft Permit.

R0002269
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Dennis Dickerson
May 16, 2001
Page 2

If you have any questions, please contact me at (213) 473-7999 or Gary Lee Moore, of my
staff, at (213) 847-6346.

S,~, cerely,
/’            ~

~" Judith A. Wilson, Director
Bureau of Sanitation

JAWIGLMIMF SISHNIAAS : ema
h:kadm~backu p~per~pe r07612.doc

Enclosure

cc: James F, Langley, Assistant Director, Bureau of Sanitation
Gary Lee Moore, Stormwater Program Manager
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CITY OF LOS ANGELES: BUREAU OF SANITATION, STORMWATER MANAGEMENT PROGRAM
Comments on the First Draft of the 2001 NPDES Municipal Stormwater Permit

Location Passage Comments/Recommendations

Page 4,Findings "These environmentally sensitive area include Recommend modifying as follows:
Item 6 ... Significant Natural Areas, and impaired

water bodies listed under Clean Water Act "These environmentally sensitive area include... Significant Natural Areas, ~Rd im~=ir~d ,;;3tcr bcdie~
Section 303(d)." J~,~ ,,n,~, r-’,~ ~,~, ^~ ~ "~n’~,~ -

Impaired water bodies are not necessarily synonymous with environmentally sensitive areas. The City
believes that there are separate regulatory provisions to address and deal with impaired water bodies such
as the TMDL process, which takes into consideration point and non-point source pollution for these waters

Page 4, Findings "The increased volume, increased velocity, Recommend adding to the end of this sentence: "in water bodies susceptible to these effects".
Item 7 and.. "

Page 4, Findings "Significant declines in the biological integrity Recommend rewording this text as follows because 10% may not be the standard:
Item 7 and physical habitat of streams and other "Studies have demonstrated that increasing impervious cover can lead to declines in habitat quality and

receiving waters have been found to occur associated biodiversity."
with as little as 10 percent conversion from
natural to impervious surfaces."

Page ~, Findings "Studies indicate that facilities...fueling Delete typographical error in parenthesis (...service facilitiesO)
Item 11 (automotive...)..."
Page 8, Findings "...These criteria apply to discharges...." Recommend the sentence be changed: "These apply as ambient criteria for inland surface waters".
Item 25

The current language inaccurately describes the legal requirements. The CTR criteria apply as ambient
criteria for surface waters, the criteria do not apply directly to discharges as stated here. Also, the State
Implementation Policy (SIP) specifically states in footnote 1 on page 1 that "This Policy does not apply to
regulation of storm water discharges."

Page 9, Findings "California Water Code (CWC) Section Water Code Section 13263(a), in addition to the requirements listed, requires the Regional Board when
Item 37 13263(a) requires that.. " setting waste discharge requirements to take into consideration "the provisions of Section 13241 including

economic considerations." The Los Angeles Superior Court in the permit appeals for the Los Angeles-
Glendale, Tillman, and Burbank Water Reclamation Plants confirmed this requirement in the final
Statement of Decision issued on April 4, 2001. This decision is binding on the Regional Board.

"...other waste discharges; ~ the need to prevent nuisance~ ,and the provisions of Section A 132 and

Page 10, Findings "California Water Code (CWC) Section 13370 Recommend changing "comply" to "be consistent...". California operates an in-lieu permitting program,
Item 38 et seq. Requires...". waste discharge requirements must merely "be consistent" with CWA requirements.

Page 10, Findings The Regional Board is the...." Recommend replacement of word "or" with "for" in the first sentence.
Item 39
Page 10, Findings "To meet this objective, this Order requires Recommend modifying as follows:
Item 43 implementation of BMPs intended to reduce

pollutants in storm water and urban runoff "To meet this obiective, this Order requires implementation of BMPs intended to reduce pollutants in storm
such that ultimately their discharge will neither water and urban runoff to the Maximum Extent Practicable (MEP) such that ultimately their discharge
cause violations of water quality objectives nor will neither cause violations of water quality objectives nor create conditions of nuisance in receiving
create conditions of nuisance in receiving waters."
waters."

K:kALL\PERMITk2001 Permit, 1st RWQCB Draft\Review Comments\Technical Comments doc Page ! of 9
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CITY OF LOS ANGELES: BUREAU OF SANITATION, STORMWATER MANAGEMENT PROGRAM
Comments on the First Draft of the 2001 NPDES Municipal Stormwater Permit

Location Passage Comments/Recommendations

Page 11, Findings Add a new finding (presumably between Items Recommend reference to non-chapter 3 CEQA requirements for the adoption of waste discharge
#45-47). requirements. Chapter 1 of CEQA requires the Regional Board explore alternatives and mitigation

measures that might cause less impact on the environment than the action/Order proposed.

Recommend modyifying as follows:

"The action to adopt a NPDES permit is exempt from the provisions of Chapter 3 of the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) (Public Resources Code Section 21100, et seq.), in accordance with
Section 13389 of the California Water Code."

Page 1"2, Part 1 "Each Permittee shall effectively prohibit non- Recommend modifying as follows:
storm water discharges into the MS4 and
watercourses, except where such discharges " ...covered by a separate individual or general EJPDES permit, or granted an exemption by the
are: Regional Board, the Executive Officer, or the State Water Resources Control Board, for... "

1. covered by a separate individual or general This modification would maintain the intent of the current Permit and include sources previously granted an
NPDES permit for.. " exemption from the Regional Board or State Water Resources Control Board.

Page 12, Part 1.2 ".... and meet all the conditions specified by We recommend reinstating Part 2, Section II.C.4 (p. 33-34) of Order 96-054, which describes the
the Regional Board Executive Officer (and procedures to obtain additional categories of exemptions.
which must be included in the revised
SQMP)..."

Page 12, Part 1.2.a "a) Categories of natural flow:.. " Recommend modifying as follows:

"a) Categories of ~ flow:

(1) Natural springs and ~ natural ground water;...
Uncontaminated natural ground water.. "

Page 1.2, Part 1.2.c Add new reference items. 9) Washing of fire/emergency vehicles; and
10) Potable water sources with appropriate BMPs applied.

Page 12, Part 1.2.c.1 Discharge Prohibitions: Recommend modifying as follows:
&2

"Reclaimed and potable landscape irrigation "Reclaimed and ~ landscape irrigation runoff;"
runoff;"

"Water line flushing of pct~b!~ w~t~r di~tr!butio~v~v.~’~°",
’Water line flushing of potable water
distribution systems;" Line flushing within the system is necessary to protect the health and safety of the public. In some cases,

when flushing occurs within the distribution system, chlorination is increased and then the water is
dechlorinated. However, during the flush, the water may not be to potable water standards.

Page 13, Part 1.2.c.6 "Dewatering of lakes and decorative Recommend modifying as follows:
fountains;"

"Dewatering of lakes, reservoirs, potable water tanks, and decorative fountains with appropriate BMPs
applied;"

Page 13, Part 1.2 "The Regional Board Executive Officer may Recommended modifying as follows:
Last paragraph add or remove categories of non-stormwater

discharges above. Furthermore, in the event "... in the event that any of the above categories of non-stormwater discharges are determined to be a
that any of the above categories of non- significant source of pollutants and cause an adverse significant impact.., the discharge will no _

K:~ALL\PERMITk2001 Permit, ls! RWQCB Draft\Review Comments\Technical Comments doc Page 2 of 9
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CITY OF LOS ANGELES: BUREAU OF SANITATION, STORMWATER MANAGEMENT PROGRAM
Comments on the First Draft of the 2001 NPDES Municipal Stormwater Permit

Location Passage Comments/Recommendations

stormwater discharges are determined.., in longer be exempt..."
consideration of anti-degradation policies."

Page 13, Pad 2 "Discharges from the MS4 that cause or An intro sentence needs to be added that says before paragraph 1, "Except in accordance with this Order:"
contribute to the violation of water quality This is an extremely impodant change to protect from citizen enforcement over an alleged violation of the
standards or water quality objectives are Receiving Water Limitations.
prohibited."

Page 13, Pad 2.1 and "1. Discharges from the MS4 that cause or The Order includes the "cause or contribute to" language taken from 40 CFR §122.44(d), which is arguably
2.2 contribute to the violation o! water quality not applicable to stormwater discharges as stormwater is regulated under §122.44(k), which allows BMPs

standards or water quality objectives are where effluent limitations are not feasible. The language should at least be changed to read:
prohibited." "1. Discharges from the MS4 that are demonstrated to.cause er4~m,tr41~te the violation of applicable

water quality standards or water quality objectives are prohibited."
"2. Discharges from the MS4 of storm water, or "2. Discharges from the MS4 of storm water, or non-storm water, for which a Permittee is responsible shall
non-stormwater, for which a Permittee is not cause e~m~l~44~a condition of nuisance."
responsible shall not cause or contribute to a
condition of nuisance."

Page 13, Part 3 "The Permittee shall comply with the permit To protect from enforcement jeopardy, the language must read: "The Permittee shall be deemed to be in
through timely implementation of control compliance_eeml~y with the requirements of this permit through timely implementation of control
measures and other actions to reduce measures and other actions to reduce to the Maximum Extent Practicable pollutants .... the Permittee
pollutants in the discharges in accordance with shall ass4a.re attempt to come into compliance with discharge prohibitions and receiving water limitations
the Storm Water Quality Management Plan by complying with the following procedure:"
(SQMP) and its components and other
requirements of this permit including any The current wording is not protective against potential enforcement actions and is not consistent with the
modifications. If exceedances of water quality SWRCB Policy set forth in Order 99-05.
objectives .... by complying with the following
procedures."

Page 13, Pad 3.a " a) Upon a determination by either the Remove the "or contributing to" language.
Permittee or the Regional Board thai
discharges are causing or contributing to an
exceedance...The Regional Board may
require modifications to the Report."

Page 17, Part 3.F.2 "The Principal Permittee shall modify the Include discussion of the process for that modification and the timeline for compliance, which must include
SQMP to comply with waste load allocations a public review.
developed and approved pursuant to the
process for the designation and
implementation of Total Maximum Daily Loads
{TMDLs) for impaired water bodies."

Page 18, PErt 3.G.1 .b Prohibit the discharge of "untreated" runoff. Modify by adding the word "untreated" for each paragraph as follows:
and g "b) Prohibit the discharge of untreated wash waters to the MS4 from the cleaning of gas stations...or other

automotive facilities."
"c) Prohibit the discharge of untreated runoff to the MS4 from mobile auto washing, steam cleaning...
"e) Prohibit the discharge of untreated runoff to the MS4 from slorage areas of materials containing

grease, oil..."
"g) Prohibit the discharge of untreated runoff from the washing of toxic materials from paved or unpaved

areas to the MS4..."
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CITY OF LOS ANGELES: BUREAU OF SANITATION, STORMWATER MANAGEMENT PROGRAM
Comments on the First Draft of the 2001 NPDES Municipal Stormwater Permit

Location Passage Comments/Recommendations

"h) Prohibit washing impervious surfaces in industrial/commercial areas that result in a discharge of
untreated runoff to..."

In the existing permit, paragraphs b & g prohibit the discharge of "untreated" runoff.
Page 18, Part 3.G.l.e "Prohibit the discharge of runoff to the MS4 Recommend modify as follows:

from storage areas of materials containing..."
"Prohibit the discharge of runoff to the MS4 from storage areas of materials containing grease,.., and
uncovered receptacles containinc~ hazardous materials unless such containers are new and u~opened,"

Page 18, Part 3.G.1 .j "Prohibit spills, dumping, or disposal of Recommend modifying as follows:
materials into the MS4, other than storm water,
such as: .... Prohibit ~, dumping~ or disposal of materials into the MS4 .... "

Spills are not deliberate, intentional acts whereas dumping and disposal are.
Page 18, Part 3.G. 1 Add a new reference item after j). "Control spills to the maximum extent practicable."
Page 18, Part "Fuel and chemical wastes, animal wastes, Recommend modifying as follows:
3.G. 1.j.4 garbage, batteries, and other materials..."

"Fuel and chemical wastes, animal wastes, garbage, and batteries, ~d other m~t~r!~!s that have potential
adverse... "

"other materials" is overly broad, too open-ended, and redundant with the phrase "such as" that prefaces
this subsection.

Page 19, Part Paragraphs (k) through (p) are not related to Recommend adding another appropriate topic heading for items (k) through (p) and renumbering as
3,G. l.k-p (a) through (j) in that they do not reflect a appropriate.

category of prohibitions or controls.
Page 19, Part 3.G.l.p "Adopt and implement an agency-specific The City is unable to adopt a new or amend a current ordinance immediately upon the adoption of this

storm water and urban runoff ordinance or Order. The City recommends modifying as follows:
amend an existing one, if necessary, to be
able to enforce all requirements of lhe permit, "Adopt and implement an agency-specific storm water and urban runoff ordinance or amend an existing
effective immediately upon the adoption of this one, il necessary, to be able to enforce all requirements of the permit, effective immcd!~to!y ’.J’po~ 9
Order." months after the adoption of this Order."

Page 19, Part 3.H "...Permittees to address their programs Recommend modifying as follows:
specifically for that particular situation and
change them accordingly to address the "...for that particular situation and change them accordingly to address the problem if continued
problem.)" implementation of the SQMP is not expected to address the situation)."

Page 20, Part 3.J "The Principal Permittee shall submit a Storm Although not specifically specified, il appears from this passage that the reporting period for monitoring
Water Monitoring Report on August 15, 2002 requiremenls is based on the fiscal year (July 1 through June 30 of each year). The Storm Water
and annually on August 15 thereafter. " Monitoring Report for this period is then due on August 15, only about six weeks later. This time period is

too short to perform thorough assessments and reporting of the vast array of data that will be collected
during the year. This report should be due six months after the conclusion of the year’s sampling.

Page 24. Corporate Outreach The phrase "corporate heads" is too limiting, especially for large corporations whose officers are located
Pad 4.A.2. a and 1 out of the areas. Therefore, change "corporate heads" to "corporate or management company."
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CITY OF LOS ANGELES: BUREAU OF SANITALrlON, STORMWATER MANAGEMENT PROGRAM
Comments on the First Draft of the 2001 NPDES Municipal Stormwater Permit

Location Passage Comments/Recommendations

Page 24, Part 4.A.2.b "Permittees shall develop and implement a Change to "Permittees shall implement a Business Assistance Program..." Permittees may be able to
Business Assistance Program... " establish cooperative efforts with existing business assistance programs to accomplish this requirement

without undue burden of developing a brand new program. It may also be more cost effective for them to
partner with other organizations.

Page 24, "On-site technical assistance or consultation Recommend the insertion of the word "stormwater" in front of "pollution prevention".
Part 4.A.2.b..1 via telephone to identify and implement

pollution prevention methods and best
management practices"

Page 25, "Permittees shall conduct follow-up Move "Permittees shall conduct follow-up independent of the Business Assistance Program, based on the
Part 4.A.2.b.4 independent of the Business Assistance priorities of the Industrial/Commercial Inspection Program" to P. 28 Pad B 5. C). The placement of this

Program, based on the priorities of the statement implies that some type of follow-up is required by the Business Assistance Program.
Industrial/Commercial Inspection Program"

After "The Business Assistance Program shall be a confidential and non-enforcement program", add the
following: "The Business Assistance Program shall operate independently of the Industrial/Commercial
Inspection Program".

Page 27, Part 4.B.3.d "Other Commercial facilities (contributing or We recommend the "other commercial" sites to be defined as follows: Those facilities having activities
potentially contributing to the impairments of corresponding to SIC codes 33XX, 34XX, 35XX, 4612, 4613, 4619, 4731,4783, 4789, 4925, 4932, 5031,
receiving waters)" 5039, 5051, 5082, 5083, 5084, 5085, 5172, 5211, 5989, 7221, 7212, 7213, 7217, 7218, 7219, 7261, 7622,

7623, 7692, 7693, and 9629.

Page i8, Part 4.B.5.b "Automotive Service Facilities" We recommend defining "Automotive Service Facilities" as SIC codes 75XX, and 5014.

Page 28, Part 4.B.7.a "Each Permittee shall provide oral notification Our enforcement staff deals with nuisance discharges almost on a daily basis. These flows are stopped
to the Regional Board of non-compliance with and appropriate enforcement actions are taken. Reporting all incidents would not be practical. We
existing storm water regulations (within 3 days recommend reporting only serious discharges of sewage or hazardous material to the RWQCB as detailed
of discovery) or create an adverse impact or in the draft permit language. All other discharges should be reported in writing by the 10~h day of each
nuisance as it relates to the quality of the month.
receiving waters of the State within its
jurisdiction, within 24 hours of the discovery. Replace passage with, " For discharges to the MS4 of sewage and hazardous materials that are a threat to
Such oral notification shall be followed up by a public health and safely, and the quality of receiving waters, each permittee shall provide verbal
written report to be submitted to the Regional notification to the Regional Board of non-compliance Within 24 hours of discovery followed by a written
Board within 5 days of the incidence of non- report within 5 working days. All other discharges will be reported in writing to the Regional Board by the
compliance." 10th day of each month.

Page 28, Part 4.B.7.b "Permittees shall develop and submit criteria Recommend modifying as follows:
by which to evaluate events of non-compliance
to determine whether they create an adverse "Pcrmitt~c~ The Principal Permittee in conjunction with the co-Permittees shall develop and submit
impact or nuisance. These criteria shall be �,r-iter-ia procedures ~ to evaluate. ""
submitted in the SQMP and Annual Report for
Regional Board review and subject to Regional
Board Executive Officer’s approval."

Page 29’, Pad 4.C. 1 Programs for Development Planning Recommend modifying as follows:

"...require all planning priority development and redevelopment projects, to the maximum extent
practicable, to,"
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CITY OF LOS ANGELES: BUREAU OF SANITA IION, STORMWATER MANAGEMENT PROGRAM
Comments on the First Draft of the 2001 NPDES Municipal Stormwater Permit

Location Passage Comments/Recommendations

Page 29, Pad 4.C. 1 Programs for Development Planning Define planning priority projects. Definition must be consistent with the Development Planning Model
Program.

Page 29, Pad 4.C.l.b "Maximize the percentage of permeable Recommend modifying as follows:
surfaces to allow more percolation of storm
water into the ground; .... Maximize the percentage of permeable surfaces to allow percolation of storm water into the ground,

except in the Harbor area and in the San Fernando Valley (SFV), where prior approval by the SFV
Watermaster, also known as the Upper Los Angeles River Area (ULARA) Watermaster, is requiredi"

The Upper Los Angeles River Area (ULARA) Watermaster is concerned with percolation of storm water
into the ground in the San Fernando Valley area. The Pod of Los Angeles has also expressed concerns of
the feasib!lity in the Harbor area due to the high groundwater table.

Page 29, Pad 4.C. 1.d "Minimize pollution emanating from parking Recommend deleting this subsection. It is redundant with the SUSMP requirement.
lots through the use of appropriate treatment
control BMPs and good house keeping
practices;"

Page 30, "Divert roof runoff to vegetated areas before This violates section 91.70!3.9 of the building code, which requires all roof water be delivered through a
Pad 4.C.3.a.4 and 5    discharge" non-erosive via gravity to a street or watercourse if the slope of the underlying natural ground exceeds 3%.

Under Finding #7 (page 4 of the draft permit) the major concern with urban developments in hillside areas
is the potential for increase volume and velocity o! storm water runoff that will greatly accelerates
downstream erosion and impairs stream habitat. This will be true in rural areas where there are no
concrete curbs, gutters, or storm drains. Under section 91.7013.9 there will not be any downstream
erosion and impairs stream habitat because all the roof drainage will be carried to the City’s storm drain
system via non-erosive devices.

Therefore, it is recommended that item (4), "Dived roof runoff to vegetated areas before discharge" be
deleted.

Page 30, Pad 4.C.3.b SUSMP Since this permit is supposed to consider watershed solutions and that in some cases it may make more
sense to develop regional solutions that could address existing as well as new development. The following
change is suggested:

After (7) add in the following paragraph:

"Or the Permittee shall demonstrate how a watershed solution using regional controls has been developed
that would lead to better water quality results Ihan individual new and redevelopment sites meeting lhe
SUSMP standards".

Page 30, Pad 4.C.3.b SUSMP Project Categories Recommend changing title of item (4) to "Automotive Repair Shops" to be consistent with the definition title
on Pad 5 of page 46, or vice versa.

Page 31, Pad 4.C.4 Numerical Design Criteria Include "Structural BMPs" in 1s~ paragraph. The revised paragraph shall read as follows: "The Permittees
shall require that post-construction structural or treatment control BMPs incorporate..."

Page 31, "....for Los Angeles County" Recommended change: "...for Los Angeles County, or"
Pad 4.C.4.b.2
Page 32, Pad 4.C.6    Definition of Acre Define acre as 43,560.
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CITY OF LOS ANGELES: BUREAU OF SANITATION, STORMWATER MANAGEMENT PROGRAM
Comments on the First Draft of the 2001 NPDES Municipal Stormwater Permit

Location Passage Comments/Recommendations

Page 32, Part 4.C.6.a USEPA Phase II requirements Change sentence to read as, "One acre or greater..."
Page 34, Part 4.C. 10 Mitigation Funding Please explain whal this entire section means. Are subsections _a through c identified as potential funding

sources? Define items a through c.

In item (a), define conditions of impracticability. (Same as existing permit?)
Granting of waivers, including waivers of impracticability, shall be the responsibility of the Regional Board.
Item (b) needs clarification. "Legislative funds become available"...to who?

Page 35, Part 4.C.12 General Plan Update Under the State of California General Plan Guidelines, each City is given 5 years to update the General
Plan. This item gives each Permittee 540 days from permit adoption date. In order to effect a complete
and appropriately detailed update to the General Plan, it is suggested that the time allowed should reflect
the State General Plan Guidelines of 5 years. Therefore, change the deadline of 540 days to 5 years from
permil adoption date.

Page 35, Part 4.C. 14. Developer Technical Guidance and The City of Los Angeles has developed three technical guidance manuals, which are entitled,
Information "REFERENCE GUIDE FOR STORMWATER BEST MANAGEMENT PRACTICES", "DEVELOPMENT

BEST MANAGEMENT PRACTICES HANDBOOK, PART A - CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITIES", AND
"DEVELOPMENT BEST MANAGEMENT PRACTICES HANDBOOK, PART B - PLANNING ACTIVITIES".
The City’s technical manuals already provide such information as identified on Page 35 Part 4C14bl-5 for
development projects with the exception of the Peak Flow Control numerical criteria (relerred to on Page
29 Part 4C2). The Peak Flow Control numerical criteria will be developed by the Permittees upon the
adoption of the Permit as described in Page 29 Part 4C2. If the Board determines that the City’s technical
manuals are not sufficient to meet the requirements enumerated in Part 4C14, then for the purposes of
countywide consistency, the Principal Permittee should develop the technical guidance manual.

Recommend modifying as follows:
"b) Principal Permittees shall develop...."

Pg. 39, Part 4.E. 1 Public Agency Activities Please revise the listing of Public Agency requirements to be consistent with the succeeding Sections and
Topics.

Page 40, Part 4.E.3.a "Each Permittee shall...from construction Change sentence to read: Each Permittee shall...from construction aet4~ activities at all public
activity at all construction sites." construction sites.

Page 40, 41 There are two subsections under Part 4.E numbered "3", one on page 40 and one on page 41.

Page 41, Public Construction Activities Management Items 4 and 5 address City staff ensuring effectiveness of BMPs. II has always been the City’s contention
Part 4.E.3.b.4 and 5 that staff is not responsible for ensuring BMPs are effective. Staff may be responsible for ensuring BMPs

are in place and operational, but should not be liable for "effectiveness."
Page 41, "Each Permittee shall obtain coverage...under Delete b) and c). Replace with "Each Permittee shall comply with Part 4.D of this Order."
Part 4.E.3.b and c separate permit until March 10, 2003."

Page 4t, Part 4.E.3.b Vehicle Maintenace/Material Sto~age... Recommend modifying as follows:

"Each Permiltee shall implement BMPs to "Each Permittee shall implement BMPs Io minimize pollutant discharges to the maximum extent
minimize pollutant discharges in storm practicable in storm water..."
water..."
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CITY OF LOS ANGELES: BUREAU OF SANITATION, STORMWATER MANAGEMENT PROGRAM
Comments on the First Draft of the 2001 NPDES Municipal Stormwater Permit

Location Passage Comments/Recommendations

Page 42, Part 4.E.3.c "Each Permittee shall require that all Recommend modifying as follows:
vehicle/equipment wash areas..."

"...for new facilities or durin~ redevelopment of existin9 sites wash areas."
Page 42, Pad 4.E.3.d "Each Permittee shall, for each municipal We would like to maintain the current Permit provisions (Part 2.1V.C.8 of Order 96-054), which allow

yard...obtain separate coverage under the municipal yards covered under Phase I of the Federal Storm Water Regulations, to seek coverage under
State of California General Industrial Activities the municipal permit.
Storm Water Discharge Permit"

Page 42, Part 4.E.4.g "Each Permittee shall regularly inspect storage Revise to read: "Each Permittee shall r-egu~’~4y annually inspect storage areas."
areas."

Page 42, Part 4.E.5.b "Classify priority catch-basins to be those that Please clarify how the 40 percent full figure came about---is there any science behind it. This figure is very
are 40 percent full" subjective to individual judgement, especially in the field.

Page 43. Part 4.E.5.a "Inspect and clean catch basins between..." Change to "Inspect and if necessary clean catch basins...."

Page 43. Part 4,E.5. "A review of current storm drain Change to ".... appropriate storm water BMPs are being utilized to protect water quality;"
Second b maintenance...appropriate storm water BMPs

are being utilized to water quality;"

Page 44, Part 6.c "Each Permittee shall require that sawcutting Change paragraph to read:" Each Permittee shall require that sawcutting wastes be recovered and
wastes be recovered and disposed of properly disposed of properly."
and that no case shall waste be allowed to
enter the storm drain."

Page 44, Part 4.E.7 "Each Permittee shall continue to repair Recommend modifying as follows:
essential public services and infrastructure in a
manner to minimize environmental damage in "Each Permittee shall continue to repair essential public services and infrastructure in a manner to
emergency situations such as: earthquakes,., minimize environmental damage in emergency situations such as, but not limited to: earthquakes .... "

Page 44, Part 4.F "Permittees shall eliminate all illicit connections Does this mean revising the Model Program?
and illicit discharges to the storm drain, and
shall document and report all such cases. To
accomplish this, the Permittees shall revise
their Program for Elimination of illicit
Connection and Illicit Discharge...including
performance measures and schedules."

Page 45, Part 4.F. 1 .a "Implementation: Upon Executive Officer Does this mean "Upon Executive Officer approval of the revised Model IC/ID Program" ?
approval of the revised IC/ID Program...and
available for review and approval by the
Regional Board when requested."

Page 45, Part 4.F.1 .b General Elements -" . .the Lead Permittee The term "Lead Permittee" is not defined in the permil. Are we to assume this is the "Principal Permittee?"
shall have the capability to locate all permitted
discharges..."

Page 46, Part 4.F.3.a "Respond, within 72 hours o! discovery or a It is our recommendation that the response time be changed to three (3) business days instead of 72
report of a suspected illicit discharge, with hours.
activities ..."
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CITY OF LOS ANGELES: BUREAU OF SANITATION, STORMWATER MANAGEMENT PROGRAM
Comments on the First Draft of the 2001 NPDES Municipal Stormwater Permit

Location Passage Comments/Recommendations

Page 48              "Environmentally Sensitive Areas .... ...Natural Area by the California Department of Fish and Game... or Endangered Species (RARE)
beneficial use; or _~n ................ ~ the Pcr..m.ittees ~ environment~!!y ~on’_.iti,:e for ,;;~tor

Page 51 Definitions Add new term, "Pollution Prevention" and definition, which emphasizes source reduction methods for
reduction and elimination of pollutants entering stormwater. The restricted definition will more clearly
define what is being required of the regulated community and what is being enforced by regulators. If
undefined, the term will default to include multi-media source reduction, in process recycling, conservahon
of energy and natural resources.

Page 57; Item F Proper Maintenance and Operation These requirements seem to have been copied from an NPDES permit for a wastewater treatment plant.
Page 59, Item L Bypass They are not applicable to a stormwater permit. "Facilities and systems of treatment" have not even been

proven to be effective. How can it be that the non-operation or bypassing of such facilities can be deemed
harmful or non-compliant? Please ensure that these sections are deleted.

Page 73, Monitoring "The Principal Permittee shall develop and The RWQCB should have more mass emission sites up each of the 5 major watersheds instead of just
and Reporting implement a tributary/source identification measuring concentration in various tributaries. Data from each of these proposed mass emission stations
Program, IlCl monitoring program." represents the contribution from the next upstream mass emission station and all the ancillary storm drain

contributions. Watershed-based source control should be targeted in the proposed mass emission
reaches that contribute the most pollutant of concern.

If the RWQCB still wants to have these tributary stations, then flow should be added to the requirements
so that the different tributaries could be compared to each other based on pollutant loads.

Page 75, Monitoring " Reference stations shall be selected in These reference stations will be difficult to find and are probably not comparable to the more urban
and Reporting stream reaches that are not listed as impaired downstream reaches.
Program, lIE2 on the 303(d) list and that are not

representative of urban stream conditions,
based on surrounding land uses and a lack of
upstream point source discharges."
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CITY OF Los ANGELES
BOARD OF C A L IFOR N I A ~EPARTMENT Olr

pUBlIC__ WORKS

e

PUBLIC WORKS

COMMISSIONERS BUREAU OF SANITATION

ELLEN STE~N

VALERIE LYNNE SHAW
¯ ~ ~qEs c,e*,÷ JAMES F LANGLEY

MARIBEL MARIN RICHARD J. RIORDAN JOSEPH MUNDINE
~e~s,oe~7 ~eo ~e.~c~;~ MAYOR DREW B SONES

STEVEN CARMONA - VINCENT J VARSH

WOODY FLEMING June 4, 2001 ......... ~,.E-_-o.s

Mr. Dennis Dickerson
Executive Officer
California Regional Water Quality Control Board
Los Angeles Region
320 West 4t~ Street, Suite 200
Los Angeles, CA 90013-1105

Dear Mr. Dickerson:

REQUEST FOR MODIFICATION OF COMMENTS ON FIRST DRAFT NPDES PERMIT

We are requesting modification of two technical comments on the first draft NPDES Stormwater
Permit, submitted to your office on May 16, 2001. Please replace the previously submitted
comments, specifically related to Page 13, Part 2, Paragraph 1 and Page 20, Part 3, Section J
with the following:

Location Passage Comments/Recommendations

Page 13, "Discharges from the MS4 that It is recommended that the following
Part 2 cause or contribute to the be added, prior to the first paragraph

violation of water quality (1): "Except in accordance with this
standards or water quality Order:"
objectives are prohibited."

R0002280
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Dennis Dickerson
June 4, 2001
Page 2

Page 20, "The Principal Permittee shall Although not specifically stated, it
Part 3.J submit a Storm Water appears from this passage that the

Monitoring Report on August reporting period for monitoring
15, 2002 and annually on requirements is based on the fiscal
August 15 thereafter..." year (July 1 through June 30 of each

year). The Storm Water Monitoring
Report for this period is then due on
August 15, only about six weeks
later. This time period is too short to
perform thorough assessments and
reporting of the vast array of data
that will be collected during the year.
This report should be due three
months after the conclusion of the
year’s sampling.

Recommend modifying as follows:

"The Principal Permittee shall submit
a Storm Water Monitoring Report on
October 1, 2002 and annually on
October 1 thereafter..."

Should you have any questions or comments, please contact either Mr. Gary Lee Moore or Mr.
Morad Sedrak, of my staff, at (213) 847-6346 and (213) 847-6353, respectively.

Sincerely,

’~/Judith A. Wilsor~, Director
Bureau of Sanitation

GLMIMF SISHNIJMH: dam
h :\adm\backu p~per~per07617, doc

cc: James F. Langley, Assistant Director, BOS
Gary Lee Moore, Stormwater Program Manager, BOS
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CITY OF Los ANGELES
BOARD Or C A L IFOR N I A DEP~TMENT

PUBLIC WORKS ~
PUBLIC WORKS

COMMISSIONERS BUREAU OF SANITATION

ELLEN STEIN
P~ES~E)ENT JUDITH A W1LSON

VALERIE LYNNE SHAW
~ c-: =,,~ES,OEN~ JAMES F LANGLEY

MARIBEL MARIN RICHARD J. RIORDAN JOSEPN MUNDINE

STEVEN CARMONA VINCENT J VARSH

WOODY FLEMING June 29, 2001

,"’I,

Mr. Dennis Dickerson
Executive Officer
California Regional Water Quality Control Board
Los Angeles Region -
320 West 4~h Street, Suite 200 ’
Los Angeles, CA 90013-1105 --

Dear Mr. Dickerson:

CITY OF LOS ANGELES ADDITIONAL REVIEW COMMENTS ON THE FIRST DRAFT OF
THE 2001 LOS ANGELES COUNTY MUNICIPAL STORM WATER NPDES PERMIT

We are transmitting the attached additional comments on the first draft of the 2001 Los Angeles
County Municipal Storm Water National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System Permit. These
comments deal with issues that are governed by official policies of the City of Los Angeles and
are impacted by the draft Permit.

As we noted when we submitted comments on technical issues on May 16, 2001, any official
position of the City of Los Angeles with respect to legislation, rules, regulations or policies
proposed to or pending before a local, state, or federal governmental body or agency must first
be adopted in the form of a resolution by the City Council with the concurrence of the Mayor.
Attached please find the City’s position on the draft Permit with supporting documentation.

Once again, the City appreciates that the Regional Board will give due consideration to
incorporating the City’s comments into the final Permit.
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Dennis Dickerson
July 2, 2001
Page 2

If you have any questions, please contact me at (213) 473-7999 or Gary Lee Moore, of my
staff, at (213) 847-6346.

Sincerely,

Judith A. Wilson, ~ir~ctor
Bureau of Sanitation

JAW/GLM/MFS/SHN/AAS:Im
h \adm\backup\per\perO7630 doc

Attachments

cc: Xavier Swamikannu, Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board
James F. Langley, Assistant Director, Bureau of Sanitation
Gary Lee Moore, Stormwater Program Manager
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CITY OF LOS ANGELES
INTER-DEPARTMENTAL CORRESPONDENCE

DATE: .lune 18, 2001

TO: Councilmember Mark Ridlev-Thomas, Chair
Environmental Quality and Waste Management Committee

FROM: Ronald F. Deaton -- -
Chief Legislative Analyst -

William T. Fujioka, Director        -
Office of Administrative anc~ Research Services                         ,..,-

SUBJECT: POLICY ISSUES RELATED TO THE DRAFT 2001 NATIONAL POLLUTION
DISCH.:MRGE ELIMINATION SYSTEM CN’PDES) .M-L ."N’ICIPAL
STOtLMWATER PERMIT

BACKGROUND: The Los .amgeles Regional Water Quality Control Board (Regional
Board) recent!y issued a draft 2001 N-PDES Municipal Stormwater Permit for review and
comment. The NPDES permit is reissued every five years and the existing permit expires on July
31, 2001. This permit identifies the waste discharge requirements for municipal storm water and
urban runoff discharges witFJn the County of Los Angeles and the incorporated cities (except
Long Beach ~d Santa Clanta). The County of Los ,amgeles is the principal permittee and ti~e
City of Los .~:geles and 82 other jurisdictions are co-permittees.

A Council Motion regarding the 2001 NPDES Municipal Stonn~vater Permit was
introduced on May 18, 2001 (CF#0t-1020). This motion directed the CLA and OARS to
prepare a report for the Environmental Quality and Waste Management Committee on various
policy implications of the draft 2001 N"PDES permit.

The deadline for the receipt of comments was May 16, 200l. City staff prepared and
submitted technical comments to the Regional Board on that date (see attached). There were,
however, several substantive policy issues associated with the proposed permit. In light of the
new charter, which states that any official position of the City of Los Angeles with respect to
pending agency regulations must have first been adoFted in the form of a Resolution by :he City
Council with the concurrence of the Mayor, this report has been prepared.

The Regional Board has issued a schedule that states that there ’,,,’ill be two more draft
permits; a second draft of the permit will be issued on June 29, 2001 and a final draft will be
issued on September 6, 2001. The proposed adoption date by the Regional Board is scheduled
for October 25, 2001.
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ANALYSIS: The proposed permit contains the follo~<ng major new reqmrements tor c~t~es

1. Public Agency Activities

Proposed Permit - Stormwater runoff from urban streets is a contributing factor m the
contamination of coastal waters and beaches. Pollutants, litter and debris on city streets enter the
storrn drain system and are channeled directly to the ocean. Street sweeping has been {denttfied
as a best management practice to reduce storm water pollution. The proposed pertm: contains
language that would require all jurisdictions to conduct hi-weekly street sweeping. The Reg~ona~
Board’s fact sheet states that the change in frequency for street sweeping has been included to be
consistent with the Ventura Count?" Municipal Storm Water Discharge Permit.

Current Practice - The existing permit requires a municipality, to implement a street
sweeping progam that sweeps the streets at least monthly, and where feasible, more frequently in
areas generating sig:nificant refuse. The Bureau of Street Services sweeps approximately a0’~ 0 of
the City’s 13.100 curb miles of paved dedicated streets weekly and the remainder o,~,’~ a month.
In commercial areas where persistent litter is a problem, the streets are s~vept weekly or daily.
The annual current cost for the street sweeping activities is approximately 57.5 million of which
54.9 is paid from the Stormwater Pollution Abatement Fund (SPA.F). The current discretion given
to municipalities allows the City of Los Angeles to provide street sweeping services more
frequently in areas that generate more debris and less sweeping in areas that are less populated.

Impact on City, - Staff estimates that hi-weekly street sweeping will increase the City’s
cost by an additional $4.6 miiiion annually, $3.6 million in staff costs and $985,334 in expense
costs. Additionally, a one-time capital cost for the purchase of additional street sweeping
equipment is estimated at around $7 million. The cost to the ratepayer would be an additional
charge of S4 a year for the annual costs alone, and the average residential Stormwater Pollution
Abatement Charge would need to increase from $23 to $27 a year. This would increase another
$7 or more if the equipment was purchased with SPAF funds. Moreover, the South Coast Air
Quality Management District’s fleet rules require the City to replace its street sweepers with ones
that use alternative fuels when new equipment is purchased. The cost of new and upgaded
facilities for natural gas sweepers has not been estimated at this time, however, it is expected to be
substantial.

The proposed permit states that the increased street sweeping requirement apply until the
implementation of a trash total maximum daily load (TM.DL) program, which is currently under
development for the Los Angeles River and Ballona Creek. Compliance with the trash TM-DL
will require the City to develop a plan to reduce trash in the waterways by the implementation of
new structural devices to capture litter before it reaches the waterways. Although difficult to
estimate, capital and operation~maintenance cost estimates are in the neighborhood of $900
million for full capture devices. The proposed permit would require the City to spend millions of
dollars to implement hi-weekly street sweeping, which will be necessary only until the trash
TMDL is finalized.

Recommended City Position - Delete the requirement for bi-weekly street sweeping.
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2. Programs for industrial/commercial inspections

Proposed Permit - The proposed permit includes language that would require the City to
move from educational visits to site inspections and require the Citv to inspect all
industrial commercial sites under the Regional Board’s jurisdiction, in addition to the City’s
jurisdiction. Additionally, the proposed permit would add categories of industrial and
commercial businesses within the City, almost doubling the list from 15,000 to 25.000
businesses. The required inspections would involve a thorough review of the ph’:sica! st,~:c:ure
and layout of the business, as well as a review of their corrumon practices. It is estimated that,
depending on the type of business, the new inspections would average ~.vo hours, not includin~
expected ~’ollow-up visits, which may be necessary for a majority of the businesses.

Current Practice - The existing NPDES permit requires the City to conduct educationa!
site visits, which are typically brief in duration. Staff activities are limited to distributing
brochures and other info,~’-qonal handouts.

Impact on City - Staff supports moving from site visits to full inspections of
industrial;commercial sites. This will allow the City to thorou~ly review industriaL.commercial
stormwater impacts and begin enforcement actions on violators. Additionally, staff is supportive
of increasing the nffrnber of industrial/commercial sites that are under the jurisdiction of the
permittees. It is estimated that a.n additional ~’o new inspectors would be necessary to fulfill the
new NPDES requirements to inspect industriaL/commercial sites under the City’s jurisdiction,
which would cost $175,081 per year. Additional attorney costs for anticipated legal actions,
which are difficult to estimate, may also be necessary. The SPAF anticipated some additional
costs associated with the proposed NPDES permit and included $530,000 in the 2001-02 budget
(See Table I).

The proposed permit, however, also assigns the responsibility for industnalicommercial
inspections currently under the Reg!onal.Board’s jurisdiction to the City. The Re~onal Board
receives permit fees from between $250 and $500 from General Industrial Activities Stormwater
Permits for their industrial/commercial inspections. Staff strongly opposes the requirements of
the draft pertnit that passes these responsibilities to the City. These responsibilities clearly
belong to and should remain with the Re~onal Board. Staff estimates that an additional four new
inspectors, beyond the previously mentioned two inspectors, would be necessary to carry out this
requirement, at a cost of $350,000 per year.

Recommended City Position - Support the Re~onal Board’s responsibility for
inspections of industriaL/commercial sites that are under their General Industrial Activities
Stormwater Permit.

3. Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plans (SUSMPs)

Proposed Permit - Include administrative projects in the SUSMP project categories.

Current Practice - on January 25, 2000, the City Council adopted a policy position that
endorsed, in concept, the SUSMP requirement for developments as proposed by the Regional
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Board. The Regional Board’s proposal included discretionar?’ and mimstenal tadministrativeI.v
approved) prbjects. Although the SUSMP requirements ultimately adopted by the State Water
Resources Control Board (State Board) for the current N’PDES pertnit apply only to discretionary
projects, the Regional Board has the authontv to add ministerial projects when the NPDES
permit is re-issued. As a result, the draft NPDES permit expands this section to include
ministerial projects.

Impact on CiR - The inclusion of ministerial projects in the draft NPDES pe:-mtt for
SUSMP project categories is estimated to require four additional staff at a cost of S-,t32.779. The
Stormwater PolIution Abatement Fund (SPAF) anticipated some additional costs assocmted with
the proposed NnPDES permit and included $530,000 in the SPA_F 2001-02 budget (see Table

Recommended Ci~’ Position - Support the requirements for Standard Urban Storm
Water Mitigation Plans (SUS.~IP).

4. Implement Requirements for Peak Flow Control.

Proposed Permit - The proposed permit requires all development that drains to soft-
bottom charmeIs, including the entire upper Los ,Angeles River region (the San Fernando
Valley), to show that a post-development peak runoff discharge rate does not exceed the pre-
development runoff discharge rate.

Current Practice - The current peak flow control requirements are implemented as part
of the existing SUSMP requirements imposed through the CEQA review process. This condition
is applicable to the SUSMP project categories where developments will result in increased
potential for downstream erosion. It is applied to only developments that have site runoff
discharge directly to soft-bottom channels.

Impact on City. - Typical peak flow control measures include detention, retention, or
infiltration systems. These measures, however, are limited for new developments in the Sat_
Femando Valley, due to the Watermaster’s restriction against any infiltration systems. Staff
prepared a .sample peak flow calculation, assuming the need for detention/retention, which
resulted in a system the size of an average swimming pool for a one-acre development. If this
example is accurate, the need for additional open spaces for detention, retention and infiltration
systems will severely constrain development in the San Fernando Valley.

Recommended City. Position - Since this requirement is not defined in detail and may
have significant impact, staff recommends the Peak Flow Control requirement be deleted until
consensus language is developed.

5. Small Construction Site Requirements.

Proposed Permit - The proposed permit states that for construction sites of less than one
acre, the proposed permit would require the implementation of structural and non-structural
BMPs, as ~vell as site inspections.
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Current Practice - Under the cun-ent pen-nit, for sites less than two acres of disturbed
soil, construction projects are required to implement minimum BMPs, which consist o~" ~ood
housekeeping practices. Dunng routine inspections, City inspectors observe practices
compliance with minimum requirements. There are no inspections specifically conducted to
look for storm water compliance.

Impact on Ci~" - [n essence, this proposed requirement would make ever), project
subject to storm water conditions, which would be over 30,000 projects per .,,’ear m the C~tv of
Los Angeles. "Less than one acre" does not have a lower limit and goes si~mificantly be?ond the
intent of the upcoming federal stormwater regulations. Many proJects less than one acre do not
cause an adverse impact on water quality. Those that do not cause an adverse impact are not
being regulated at the state or federal level and will not be regulated in the immediate future. If a
s~,te that is less than one acre does cause an adverse impact on water quality, then current [ocaI,
state and~or federal ordinances, laws and regulations ~ve the authontv for agencies to take
enforcement action.

Staff estimates that an additional eight staffwould be necessa~ to conduct this activity at
a cost of approximately $809,456. This would increase the stormwater pollution abatement
charge by about a dollar a year for residents.

Recomme~ided Ci~ Position - Delete the additional requirements on the City to require
structural and non-structural BMPs and site inspections on construction sites less than one acre.

6. Laro.er Construction Site Requirements.

Proposed Permit - For construction sites greater than one acre, the proposed permit
would require the review and inspection of BMP implementation plans during construction and a
Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) on site.

Current Practice - Currently, the City is required to inspect construction sites o f two
acres and above for compliance with a SWPPP. Should violations be discovered on sites
between two and five acres, the City conducts follow-up activities. If the construction project
site is five acres or over, the City notifies the ReNonal Board for follow-up activities. The
Regional Board is responsible for issuing State Genera! Construction Permits and conducting
follow-up activities for sites five acres and above. BeNnning in 2003, however, federal
regulations will require the Regional Board issue General Construction Permits for sites one acre
and above. The issuance of these permits will al!ow the Regional Board to collect fees for site
inspection activities. As the proposed permit is currently written, however, cities will be required
to inspect these sites, while the Regional Board collects the fees. It is more appropriate for the
Regional Board to begin this activity in 2003 and fund their work through their permit fees.

Impact on the City - It is estimated that the cost to hire an additional two staffto review
and inspect BMP implementation plans and SWPPPs would cost approximately $188,339. This
would cost the ratepayers an increase of several cents on their Stormwater Pollution Abatement
Charge.
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Recommended Ci~ Position - Until March 2003, current permit requirements shouid
be maintained, whereby permittees are responsible only for SWPPPs for sites 2-5 acres and after
March 2003, require that the Regional Board take responsibility for inspecnons of construction
sites ~eater th~ one acre. If the Regional Board is willing to transfer the funding from permit
fees to the City for the responsibility of inspection of construction sites greater than one acre. the
City may want to reconsider this position.

7. Responsibilities of the Principal Permitee

Proposed Permit - Assigns Los Angeles County. as the Pnncipal Pennittee, the
responsibility of coordinating permit activities and negotiate NPDES requirements with the
Regional Board. The proposed permit identifies the Executive Advisory Committee I EAC)
representatives and the County as the agencies who will conduct formal discussions with the
Regional Board on behalf of the permitees.

Current Practice - The existing permit does not give a formal role to the EAC.

Impact on the Ci~" - The proposed language will not allow the City an independent
voice when permit coordinating activities take place. As the largest jurisdiction in the region.
is reasonable to provide a separate, permanent voice to the City of Los ,Angeles on this body.

Recommended City. Position - In addition to the Pnncipal Permittee and the EAC, add
the City of Los ,Angeles as the agencies to conduct formal discussions with the ReNonal Board
on behalf of the permittees.

RECOMMENDATION:

That the Council

1. Forward the attached policy comment matrix to the Regional Board, which details the Cit2,,"s
recommended changes for the draft 2001 N-PDES Municipal Stormwater Permit, specifically,
the Council’s positions to:

2. Request deletion of the requirement for bi-weekly street sweeping;

3. Support the Regional Board’s responsibility for inspections of industrial/commercial sites
that are under the General Industrial Activities Stormwater Permit;

4. Support the requirements for Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plans (SUSMP);

5. Request deletion of the requirement for peak flow control until consensus language is
developed;

6. Request deletion of the additional requirements on City to require structural and non-
structural BMPs and inspect construction sites less than one acre;
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7. Request that until March 2003. current pert’mr requirements be maintained, whereby the City
is responsible only ~’or SWPPPs for sires 2-5 acres and after March _00:, require that the
Regional Board take responsibility for inspections of’construction sites ~eater than one acre;

8. Add the City of Los Angeles to the Principal Permittee and the Executive Advisory
Committee (EAC) as the agencies to conduct formal discussions with the Regional Board
behalf of the permitees.

FISCAL I~IPACT STATE.~IE.NT:

The total cost of the proposed permit, as written, would cost the City over S13.a million tsee
Table 3). The staff recommendations for the proposed 200I NPDES Municipal Stonnwater
Permit wiiI cost a total ofS607,860 (see Table 2). This total cost includes additional staffcosts
ofS432,779 t-or the expanded SUSMP implementation requirements and S175,081 for the
addition of two inspectors to conduct expanded industrial!commercial site inspections..-~v
increase in attorney costs have not been calculated at this time, however, it is not expected to be
si_~nificant the first year of the permit and may be revisited in future years if costs escalate
substantially.

The 2001-02 Stormwater Pollution Abatement Fund included S530,000 for expected new
NPDES permit requirements. The estimated staff costs of $607,000 will leave a shortfall of"
approximately $70,000 in the SPAF for these activities. All of the staffwill not be necessar? the
first year of the N~PDES permit implementation. In future years, however, the SPA_F was
budgeted to absorb an increase of $200,000, which will leave the SPAF short by $400,000
annually for permit implementation activities.
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CITY OF LOS ANGELES: BUREAU OF SAN,TA,,,JN, STORMWATER MANAGEMENT PROGRAM
Comments on the First Draft of the 2001 NPDES Municipal Stormwater Permit

Localion Passage Commenls/Recomrnendalions

Page 4,Findings "These env~ronmenlally sensitive area include Recommend modifying as follows:
Item 6 . .. Significanl Natural Areas, and imp,3ired

_ waler bodies listed under Clean Waler Act "These environmentally sensilive area include... Signilicanl Nalural Areas, arid impaired waler I~d~o~
Seclion 303(d)." lisled undot~ Clean Wale~ A(;I ~e(;lion 333(d)."

hnpaired waler bodies are nol necessarily synonymous wilh environmentally sensilive areas, the City
believes thai Ihere ate separale regulatory I)rovisions to address and deal wilh impaired water bodies su~ h
as the TMDL process, which takes inlo consideration l)o!nl ~!)(_~ 9_on.poinl source _pollulion for these

Page 4, Findings "The increased volume, increased velocily, Recommend adding Io lhe end of Ihis senlence: "in water bodies susceptible to Ihese effects".
Ilem 7 and..."

Page 4, Findings "Signilicanl declines in the biological inlegrity Recommend rewording Ihis lexl as follows because 10% may nol be Ihe slandard:
Ilem 7 and physical habilat of slreams and olher "Sludies have demonslraled Ihat increasi,lg impervious cover can lead Io declines in habilal qualily and

receiving walers have been found Io occur associated biodiversily."
with as lillle as 10 percent conversion from
n~_a l__u _r a_ l_ ! _o im~pervious surfaces."

Page 5, Findings "Sludies indicate tbal facililies...fueling D~i~ypo~-;t-)-hica~l ~r~or i;~-pa~e,iiii~is (...~e~vice lacililieso)
Ilem 11 (aulomolive.. ~..."
Page 8, Findings " .These criteria apply Io discharges...." Recommend Ihe senlence be changed: "These apply ~s~ambi~nl cril~;ia-ibr i~ii~f~~’~a~’e--walers"
Ilem 25

The current language inaccuralely describes the legal requirernenls. ]tie CTR criteria apply as alnbiunt
criteria for surface waters, the crileria do not apply directly to discharges as stated here. Also, lhe Slalu
Implementation Policy (SIP) specifically states in toolnole ! on {)age 1 thai "this Policy (toes not al)t)ly
regulalion of storm water dischar(]es_~".

Page 9, Findings "California Waler Code (CWC) Section Waler Code Seclion 13263(a), in addition Io Ihe requirements-Ii~t~d, ;e~-u~res I-h~--~e-~io~-~ii3-oard when
Item 37 13263(a) requires that.. " setting wasle discharge requirements to take into consideration "life provisions of Section 13241

economic considerations." Tile Los Angeles Superior Court in life permit appeals for the Los Angeles-
Glendale, Tillman, and Burbank Waler Reclamalion Planls confirmed Itlis requirement in Ihe final
Slalement of Decision issued on April 4, 2001. lifts decision is binding on Ibe: Regional Board.

’ . .other wasl~ discharges; and the need to prevent nuisan{:e. ,arid the provisions of Section A 132 and

Page 10, Findings "California Water Code (CWC) Section 13370 Recommend changing "comply" to "be conslstoni, i~’~ -(~-i~f(~i:iiia 01;gia~s :af~ i~-Ii~u-i~e;;n~iir~g
Item 38 el seq Requires...". wasle discharge requirements must merely "be consistenr’ with CWA re(luiremenls.

Page 10, Findings The Regional Board is the.. " Recommend replacemenl of word "or" wilii~;f~)r’’ iii ih~ ii;sl s~-iienC~. - -
Item 39
Page 10, Findings "To meet this objeclive, Ihis Order requires Recommend modilying as Iollows: ....
Item 43 implementation of BMPs intended to reduce

}ollutanls in storm waler and urban runoff "To meet this objective, this Order requires Implem~.’ntalion el [}MI)s i{ll(.~n(te(J I() reduce I)elhlla;ds ii~                                                                                                                                                                                                           ., ........ ....
such that ultimalely their discharge will noilher water arid urban runolf to the Maximum Exlenl Practicable (MEt)) 5liLII lhal ullifflillely Itlelf (hb(.h,If(jl:

cause violalions of water qualily objective: nor will neilher cause violalions of water qualily obje(:live5 nor cfeale (.:o~dilions el nuisance .i
creale condilions of nuisance in receiving waters." "
walers."
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CITY OF LOS ANGELES: BUREAU OF SANITATION, STORMWATER MANAGEMENT PROGRAM
Comments on the First Draft of the 2001 NPDES Municipal Stormwater Permit

Localion Passage Com,nenls/Recommendalion~

Page 11, Findings Add a new finding (presumably belween Ilems Recommend reference Io non-chaplet 3 CEQA requirements Iol Ihe adOl)lion ot wasle discharge
#45-47). requirements. Chapter 1 of CEQA requires Ihe Regional Board explore alternatives and miligation

measures that might cause less impacl on Ihe environment lhan Ihe action/Order proposed.

Recommend modyilying as Iollows:

"lhe action 1o adopt a NPD,FS permit is exempl from the provisions of Chaplet 3 of Ihe Calilornia
Environmental Qualily Act (CEQA) (Public Resources Code Section 21100, et seq), in accordance wilh
Section 13389 of the California Water Code."

Page 12, Part 1 "Each Permittee shall effectively prohibit non- Recommend modifying as Iollows:
storm water discharges inlo Ihe MS4 and
watercourses, excepl where such discharges " ...covered by a separate individual or general NPD.ES permit, or granted an exemption by the
are: Regional Board, the Executive Officer, or the State Water Resources Control Board, for... "

1. covered by a separale individual or general This modification would maintain the inlent of the curren{ Permit and include sources previously g~anh:d
NPDES permit for.. " exemption irom lhe Re io~nal~Bo_a_[_d_o[__St__a~le _W_ale_r_Resou_rce_§ _C_oql[o! Bo_ard_.

Page 12, Part 1.2 ".... and meel all Ihe conditions specified by We recommend reinstaling Part 2, Section II.C.4 (p. 33-3q) of Order 96-054, which describes
Ihe Regional Board Execulive Officer (and procedures Io obtain additional calegories of exemt)lions.
which must be included in Ihe revised

~SOMP)..."
Page 12, Part 1.2.a "a) Categories el natural flow:.. " Recommend modilying as Iollows:

"a) Categories of nalural flow:

(1) Natural springs and rlsi~ natural ground waler; .Uncontaminaled natural grou_=n_d_ __w. al_er-. .. :’;

Page 12, Part 1.2.c Add now relerenco ilems. 9) Washing of/irolemorgency vehicles; and
10) P()luldu walor sources wllh Ul)l)rOl~d~du ItMl’~

Page 12, Part 1.2.c.1 Discharge Prohibilions: Recommend modifying as follows:
&2

"Reclaimed and potable landscape irrigation "Reclaimed and polable landscape imualion runoll;"
runoff;"

’Waler line flushing el polable walo[ dislaibulion
"Water line llushing of polable water
dislribulion syslems;" Line flushing wilhin Ihe system is necessary to prolec! Ihe huallh and sal~ly ~l Ihe public In some

when flushing occurs within the dislribulion syslem, (:hlorination is increased a~ld then Ihe waler is
~ec~h_lo~ri_n~al_e.d_. |t~o_w_ev_e~r: d_ur_in~j the Ilush, lhe w;~ler may no! I)e Io i)ot;d)lu w~dur sla~dards

Page 13, Part 12.c.6 -"Dewalering of lake~ and-d~;~r~atq~e - - Recommend modilying as follows:
Iounlains;"

"Dewalering ot lakes, reservoirs, potable water tanks, ;~nd (Je( or~lhv(~ fountains with appropriate BMPs
applied;"

Page 13, Part 1.2 "Th~--~-Reg~on-~i Boar~-Ex~e~ut~v~ (~ffi~-e;- rn--a~- Recommended modifying as follows:

Last paragraph add or remove categories of non-slormwater
discharges above. Furthermore, in Ihe event "... in the event Ihat any of the above (;;]l~J~orit~s Of llofl.slotmw~H~:r tiis(:hargus are deltt[m=~=ed to I~t:
thai any of Ihe above catet3._ories of non- s_i~nlficant source ot .po~ll~ul’_anl_s. ~n£1 _cause an adverse signili~:anl impact . Ihe d~schar(ju w=ll
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CITY OF LOS ANGELES: BUREAU OF SANITATI,..,,I, STORMWATER MANAGEMENT PROGRAM
Comments on the First Draft of the 2001 NPDES Municipal Stormwater Permit

Localion Passage Comlnenls/Recommendatior~s

slormwaler discharges are delermined.., in longer be exempt.. "
consideration of anli-degradalion policies."

Page 13, Part 2 "Discharges from the MS4 that cause or An intro sentence needs to be added thai says before paragraph I, "[~X~ei;i iii a~c-(~rdaiic~e with-li~is Ordur "
contribute to the violation of waler qualily ]his is an extremely important change Io i)rolect lro~n citizen erflor(:enlenl ove~ an alleged violation
slandards or waler quality objeclives are Receiving Waler Limilalions.
prohibited."

Page 13, Pad 2.1 and "1. Discharges Irom Ihe MS4 Ihal cause or The Order includes Ihe "cause or conlribule to" la,~(JLl~i(Jt~~:.t~,~l~-~oi~i 40 ~iCF~
2.2 conlribule Io Ihe violalion of water quality not applicable Io slormwaler discharges as stormwater is regulated under § 122 44 (k), which allows BMt

slandards or waler qualily objeclives are where effluent limilalions are nol feasible. ]he language should al leasl be changed Io read:
)rohibiled." "1. Discharges lrom Ihe MS4 Ihal are demonstraled to cause or ~:,onhibule to Ihe violation of applicable

waler qualily standards or water quality objectives are prohib~led."
"2. Discharges from Ihe MS4 of storm waler, or "2. Discharges from the MS4 of slorm waler, or non-slorm waler, for which a Pen~illee is responsible sh~ll
non-slormwaler, for which a Permillee is nol cause o~ �,onlribule to a condilion of nuisance."
responsible shall nol cause or contribute Io a
condilion of nuisance."

Page 13, Part 3 "The Permillee shall comply wilh Ihe permil To prolecl from e~lforcemenl je-op~r-dyi-il:l~ iang~:,~g~musl read: "[lie Permillee shall ~ ~t~-i~ned to be in
lhrough limely implemenlalion of conlrol compllance_¢,omply wilh the requireme~ds of Ihis permil Ibrough limely imptemenlalion ol conlrol
measures and olher aclions Io reduce measures and olher aclions Io reduce to the Maximum Extent Practicable pollulanls .... Ihe
)ollulanls in Ihe discharges in accordance wilh shall assure allempl 1o come Into compliance wilh discharge prohibilions and receiving waler
Ihe Storm Waler Quality Managemenl Plan by complyir~g wilh Ihe following procedure:"
(SQMP) and ils components and other
requirements of this permil including any The cunenl wording is not proleclive against polenlial entorceme~l actions and is nol consislenl will~ the;
modilicalions. If exceedances of water qualily SWRCB Policy sel forth in Order 99-05.
objectives .... by complying with the following
)rocedures."

Page 13, Part 3.a "a) Upon a delerminalion by either Ihe Remove the "or conlribuling Io" language¯
Permillee or Ihe Regional Board Ihal
discharges are causing or conlributing to an
exceedance...The Regional Board may
require modifications !o the Report."

Page 17, Part 3.F.2 "The Principal Permillee shall modify Ihe Include discussion ol Ihe process lot Ihal inodilicalion and Ihe linleli~le/or c0i-~ii)iiaii~:~, -~v-tii(:i~ ;~-~U~I
SQMP Io comply wilh wasle load allocalions a public review.
developed and approved pursuanl Io the
process for the designalion and
implementation of Total Maximum Daily Loads
(TMDLs) for i_m~oaired waler bodies."

Page 18, Part 3.G.1 .b Prohibit the discharge oi "unlreated" runoff. Muddy by adding Ihe word "untrealed" lot e i~:h i~a~i(j~ldl ~s
and g "b) Prohibil Ihe discharge of untreated wasll waters Io Ihe M.~4 hum the ~:l~;alm~g of gas slaliu~s <~r

aulomolive facilities¯"
"(:) Prohibil the dis(:tla~ge of untreated fur!()!l h~ lh~." M~;4 fr~rr~ frl(~l}lt(: ~.lz~t(; ’,,v~t~,hi~ ~j 5tea~
"e) Prohibit the dis(~i~a~ge of untreated ~uilull to Ihu MS,I Ir~i~ 5lor~Uc ~.’~s ~l materials conl:~mi~i

"g) Prohibil Ihe discharge of untreated runoll trom ihe washing el h>xic malerials from paved or
areas to the MS4. "
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CITY OF LOS .ANGELES: BUREAU OF SANITATI~.o, STORMWATER MANAGEMENT PROGRAM
Comments on the First Draft of the 2001 NPDES Municipal Stormwater Permit

Localion Passage Commenls/Recommendalions

untreated runoff to..."

#~6~-i~-#~ ~ i~e "Pt0hi~il tt~u diScha,ge-~(~i i~tl~ Ms4 Recommend modify as follows:
If ore slorage areas of materials containing..."

"Prohibit the discharge of [unoll Io Ihe MS4 from sit)rage areas el materials conlainlng grease .... and
........... uncovered [ece lades conlainin( hazardous illalcrlal5 uldess such containers are new and uno............. £ ............. £ ................ period."

Page 18, Pad 3.G.1 .j "Prohibil spills, dumping, or disposal of Recommend modilying as follows: ......................
malerials inlo Ihe MS4, olher Ihan storm waler,
such as:" "Prohibil 6pi116~ dumping~ or disposal ol m~ ~crials into Ihe MS4, . . "

~ills are nol deliberate, inlenlional ~Ct~ where,# ~[nt~ing and dist~£~ are. _
Page 18, Pad 3.G.1 Add a new reference item after j). "Conlrol spills Io Ihe maximum exlenl praclicable."
Page 18, Pad "Fuel and chemical wasles, animal wasles, Recommend modilying as follows:
3.G.1.j.4 garbage, balleries, and olher malenals.. "

adverse... "

"other malerials" is overly broad, lotJ opoll-endud, arid (cdtll)dalll wilh Ihe phrase "such as" Ihat
Ihis subseclion.

Page 19, Pad Paragraphs (k) through (p) are not [elated to ~�~~i~ ~5~1~ appropriatetopic huz,dinu re, items (k) through (p) and [e,~;~be~ing
3.G1 .k-p (a) Ihtough ~) in thal they do not reflecl a appropriate.

£a~ o~ Eo~]i#itions or conlfols.
Page 19, Pad 3.G. 1.p "Adopt and implement an agency-specific The City is unable ~ ~d~l~t-~ ~ew 0~ ~nd a current o~dinanc~ im~ncdiatcly ut>~f]~--~o~ioll ~1 Ihl~

storm water and urban [uno# ordinance or Order. The City recommends modifying as follows:
amend an existing one, if necessa~, to be
able Io enforce all requirements of Ihe permit, "Adopt and implement an agency-specific slOtil) walt[ aild u~ban runoff ofdiRallce or amend an
effective immediately upon Ihe adoption of this one, if necessa~, to be able to enforce all ~equirements of lhe permit, effective im~]~ialey ut~n 9
Order." month~ after the adQ£ti_£~ £[ ~l]is O[{]~[."

Page 19, Pad 3.H " ..Pefmittees to address their programs Recommend modifying as follows:
specifically for that padicular situation and
change lhem accordingly to address the "...for Ihal padicular situation and change them accordingly Io address the problem if continued
I)[##~m’}" im£1~montatl£n of th~ ~MP is n£t expected to address tq~

Page 20, Pad 3.J "The Principal Pennillee shall submit a Sierra Allhough not specifically specilied, il appears l~om Ihis passage that Ihe tel)Oding period io~ mun~lt~ln
Waler Monitoring Repeal on August 15, 2002 requirements is based on the fiscal year (July 1 through June 30 el each yea~) ]he Sierra Water
and annually on August 15 thereafter..." Monitoring Roped lot this period is Ihen due on Augusl 15, only abOLll six weeks later. This I.ne

Ioo sho~l Io pedorm Iho[ough assessmenls and ~epofling ul Ihu vast array el dale lhal will be
duriRg Ihe year. This roped should I)c duu six niolllhs after the col~clusioR of the year’s samlJllnU

Page 24. -~e--0~lreaci~ ............................... The phrase "corporal~ Head~; iS tOO limilin }, USl)uCii~lly 1~ large coq~o~aho~ls whos~ ollicers are luc~dcd
Pad 4A.2. a al~d 1

J out of the areas. Therelofe. change "coq~o~ate hu~,ds" lu "corporate or management company"

CADocumenls and Selll~gs£~souzakl.ocal Sell;;~gs~Tumt)~Tech~lical Comments dec I’ugu 4 (~l 9
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CITY OF LOS ANGELES: BUREAU OF SAI’,;;TATIL,0,~, STORMWATER MANAGEMENT PROGRAM
Comments on the First Draft of the 2001 NPDES Municipal Stormwater Permit

Localion Passa~je Commenls/Recornmendalions

Page 24, Part 4.A2.b "Permillees shall develop and implement a Change to "Permittees shall implenlent a Business Asslslancu Program ." Pu[mitlees may be able to
Business As~islance Program... establish cooperalive ellods with exisling business assistance programs to accomplish this

wilhoul undue burden ot developing a brand new pzog[am II iIl~ty also be more cost elleclive for them
)adnor wilh other orfl~lZ~s.

Page 24, "On-sile lechnical assistance or consultation Ihe insedion of Ihe wold "SlUllliWat~[" i{l Ironl ol "t)ollution {)levenlioll".

Pad 4.A.2b. 1 via telephone to identify and implement
pollulion prevenlion methods and best
~a~en~ ~lices"

Page 25, "Permillees shall conduct Iollow-up Move "Permitlees shall conduct lullo~-up independent of II~e Burliness ~s~c~ P[~g~ ~a ~n
Pad 4.A.2.b.4 independent el the Business Assislance priorilies of Ihe Industrial/Commercial Inspection P~ogram" to P. 28 Pad B 5. C) ]he placement of Ibis

Program, based on the pdorilies el Ihe statement implies Ihat some lype of follow-up is [equired by Ihe Business Assistance Program.
Industrial/Commercial Inspeclion Program"

Aller "The Business Assislance Program ~hall be a conlidu=dial and non-enforcement program", add
lollowing: "The Business Assislance P~ogram shall operalu independently of Ihe Industrial/Conlmerc=al
~peclion Program".

Page 2?, Pad 4 B.3.d "Olher Commercial lacililies (conlribuling or We recommend lhe "other commercial" sile~ to be defined as Iollows: ~hose lacililies having aclivities
polenlially conlribuling Io Ihe impairmenls of corresponding Io SIC codes 33XX, 34XX, 35XX, 4612, 4613, 4619, 4731, 4/83, 4789, 4925, 4932, 50~ I,
receiving waters)" 5039, 5051, 5082, 5083, 5084, 5085, 5172, 5211, 59~9, /221, 7212, 7213, 7217, 7218, 7219, 72tJ1,

7623, 7692, 7693, and 9629.

Page 28, Pad 4.B.5.b "Aulomolive Semite Facilities" We recommend defining "Aulomolive Service Facilities" as SIC codes 75XX, an~ ~0~-- -

Page 28, Part 4.B.7.a "Each Permiltee shall provide oral notificalion Our enlorcemenl slall deals wiih nui~-ance i]ischa~ges almosl on a ~laily basis. Th~e llo~rd
1o the Regional Board of non-compliance wilh and appropriate enforcement aclions are laken. Reporling all incidents would not be praclical
existing storm waler [egulalions (within 3 days recommend repealing only serious discharges ot sewage or hazardous male[ial to Ihe RWQCB as
el discover) or create an adverse impact or in the drab i)e~mit language. All giber discharges should be reported in willing by Ihe 10"’ day el ea~:h
nuisance as it relates to the qualily of the m,)nlh.
receiving walers of the State within
jurisdiction, within 24 hours of the discover. Replace passage with, " For discharges to the MS4 of sewage and hazardous materials thai are a
Such oral notification shall be followed up by a public health and safety, and Ibe quality el receiving waters, each permillee shall provide verbal
wdllen repeal to be submitted Io Ihe Regional ~olificalion 1o the Regional Board of non-compliance wilhin 24 hours of discove~ followed by a w~llen
Board within 5 days of the incidence of non- ~epod within 5 working days. All olher dischaiges will be iel)ollud in w~lln9 to Ihe Regional Boa~d by Ih~:

Page 28, PaM 4 .B.7.b "Permillees shall develop and submit crileria Recommend modifying as follows:
by which Io evaluale events of non-compliance
Io determine whelher they creale an adverse "Pefmilleee The Principal Pormilloe in conjunclioll with Iho co-Pormiltees shall develop a~=(l
impact or nuisance These criteria shall be ~ile[ia #rocedures by which Io uvalualu . "
submilled in Ihe SQMP and Annual Repeal
Regional Board review and subject to Regional
Board Executive Ollicer’s

Page 29, Pad 4.C.1 Programs for Developmenl Planning I~ecommend modilylng as

Rev. 5115/01 9:50 AM



CITY OF LOS ANGELES: BUREAU OF SANITATIL,.., STORMWATER MANAGEMENT PROGRAM
Comments on the First Draft of the 2001 NPDES Municipal Stormwater Permit

Localion Passage Commenls/Recommendalions

........ De~in~ pl~nl~in~ priorily prOjeCts. Deliflition iliLiSl b~ ~onsi~t~nt with the Developlnen[ Planl~ing MudulPage 29, Pad 4.C. 1 P~og[ams Io~ Devclot)menl Planning
Program.

Page 29. Pa~ 4.Cib "Max,mize Ihe p~cenl~y~)~r~[-~eab~- ’ Re~n~men~,n~)~ilying as tollows:
sudaces to allow more pe[colalion of storm
waler inlo Ihe ground;" "Maximize Ihe percenlage of permeable surfaces Io allow t)ercolalion ol storm water inlo lhe

ex~epl In the Harbor area end in lhe San Fernando Valley (SFV), where prior approval by Ihe
Walerma~ter, al~o known a~ Ihe Upper Los Angele~ River Area (ULARA) Walerma~ter, i~ required,"

~he Upper Los Angeles River Area (ULARA) Walermasler ~s concerned wilh percolalion of slorm waler
inlo lhe ground in Ihe San Femando Valley area. lhe Pod ot Los Angeles has also expressed conc~m~
Ihe leasibilil~ in Ihe Harbor area due Io lhe ~!9~ 9r~9~Jw~[ ~!~.          _

Page 29, Pad 4.c.i.d ;M~imize pollulion emanaling l[om parking Recommend deleling Ihis subseclion. II is [~dundanl wilh Ihe SUSMP requirumenl.
lois Ih[ough lhe use ol app~opriale I[ealmenl
conl~ol BMPs and good house keeping
~taclices;" _

Page 30, "Dived roof runo[f 1o vegelaled areas before This violales seclion 91.7013.9 ol Ihe building codu, which ~cquires all roo[ w~te~ be delivered Ih~ough
Pad 4.C.3 a4 and 5 discharge" non-erosive via g~avily Io a slreel or watercourse il Ihe 5lope ol the underlying natural ground exceeds

Unde~ Finding 07 (page 4 of the drall pemul) Ihe majo~ cuncem wilh udmn develot)menl~ in hills~du
is Ihe polenlial for increase volume and velocily ol slorm waler nmoll Iha[ will greally accelerale5
downstream erosion and impairs stream hab~lal. I his w~ll he Irue in rural a~eas where there are no
concrele curbs, gullers, or sloon drains Under se~:lion 91.7013.9 Ihe~u will not be any downslream
erosion and impairs slream hahilal because all lhe fool dfaillage will [)e carried 1o Ihe Cily’s 51olln
syslem via non-erosive devices.

I he[efo[e, it is recommended thai item (4). "Divert ~ool ~unoll Io vcgclalcd a~eas bclo~e discharge"
deleled.

Page 30, Pad 4.C.3.~ S~M~ ..................... Sii~e~his I~rl~l-i~- s~l~pos~ 10 ~0~l~ider walershed solulions and Ih~l in som~-~s-~--i~ ~~y make mum
sense Io develop regional solulions Ihal could address exisling as well as new development 1 hu
change is suggested:

Alter (7) add in lhe lollowing paragral)h:

"O[ Ihe Permillee shall demonsl~ale how a wale~h~d ~oluli~n usl~lg ~egi~nal ~:onl[ols has been
Ihat would lead Io belier water qualily rosulls Ihan ill(livid[l~tl i~w and reduvelopmenl sties meelinu
StJSMP standards".

Page 30, Pad 4.C.3 b -~-SMP ~r~j~c~-~i~;~S ........ Recommend changing lille ol item (4) lu "~,l,,;,;ullvu ~e!,ai, Sh~ps" io b, ~o,,sistenl will~h~del,,ml.,, htl,~
0,1 ~ ~ ~ [)~ ~(~, or vi~:e ve,sa.

Page 31. Pad 4.C.4 ~e[lc~l-Design C[ileria Include "Structural BMP~" ~n ~
shall [e~i~e thai l)osl-c~[~l[u~:~[on st[uclu[al or truahncnl ~:ont~ul tJMI ’~

Page 31, ~o} (o~ AnDotuS c~l~~ .... Rec~n~m~e~ change:" .for l os Angulus Co[lilly, Ol"

Pad 4.C.4.b.2 .......... _ ...............
Page 32, Pad 4.C.6 Definition of Acre _ ............_. _

Define .....acre as ~3~560._

CADocumenls and Sell~ngsbnsouza~Local Sultings~TeHIp~]e(:hnical CoHllllefllb doc                                                                                 [’~tgu U of U
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CITY OF LOS ANGELES: BUREAU OF SANITATIt...0, STORMWATER MANAGEMENT PROGRAM
Comments on the First Draft of the 2001 NPDES Municipal Stormwater Permit

Localion Passage Commenls/Rucommendations

f;age ~#~-Pa~-4 C6 a USEPA Phase II fequ,re~ne,,Is " Chang~ se~ien& Io ;~ad ~. "olie ~t~fe or grealer "

sources? Define ilems a through c.                                  -

In Item (a). define colldilions of impfa(;ticability (Same as UXlStillg
Grantillg el waivuls, illcluding waivuis ol Ilnprat; cability, shall be the rUSl~onsibility of the Regiollal
Ilem (b) needs clarilicalion. ’"Legislalive tunds bu~:omu available"...to who?

Page 35, Pa~ 4.C. 12 Ge;~er~l-#lan u~al~ Under the State el California General Plan Guidelines. each City is given 5 years to updale lhe G~ne~al
Plan. This ileal gives each Permiltee 540 days lfonl pemUl adoption dale. In older Io effect a complelu
and appropriately detailed update Io Ihe General Plan. il is s iggesled Ihal Ihe lime allowed should
the Slale General Plan Guidelines el 5 years. ]hu,c~loru, change Ihe deadline ot 540 days to 5 years

..................................... #~[~i~lion date.
Page 35, Pad 4 C. 14. Developer [echnical Guidance and The Cily el Los Angeles has dev~op~d I~~e lucbnical g~ida~)ce m~s wi C~ ~f~ ~ii~

Info~malion "REFERENCE GU DE FOR STORMWA~ER BESI MANAGEM[:N l PRACIICES" "DEVEI ~PMEN ~
BEST MANAGEMENT PRACTICES HANI)BOOK, PAR [ A - CONS I RUCI ION ACT V TIES", AND
"DEVELOPMENT BEST MANAGEMEN [ PRACI ICTUS ttANDIJOOK, PART D - PLANNING ACTIVI Iit
The Cily’s lechnical manuals aheady ptovidu such inlunnnlion as idc~Hllied on Page 35 Pad 4C 14bl ~ lt~
dovolopmenl projecls wilh Ihe excepliun el Ihe Punk t low Co~lrol numerical cnleria (reluffed Io on Page
29 Pa~ 4C2). The Peak Flow Con#el numerical c~itu~ia will be developud by Ihe Pennittees upon
adoplion of Ihe Pemlit as described in Page 29 Pad 4C2. II the 8oard determines that lhe Cily’s
manuals are nol su#iciont 1o meet Ihe r~qui~um~nls enumerated in Pad 4C 14, Ihen for Ihe purposes ul
count~ido consistency, the Principal Putmiltue should duvelop Ihe lechnical guidance manual

Recommend modilying as lollows:
.............. =b) Princi£al Permitlee6 shall dewlop...."

Pg. 39, Pa~ 4.E.1 Public Agency Aclivilies -~l~a~ r~v~-I]~]~lin~ o~ P~ic-Aguncyruqui~umonts I,~ bu t:unsislunl wdh lh~ succucdu=~jScchu~=~
Topics.

Page 40, Pad 4.E.3.a "Each Pem~illeo shall...from conslruclion Change senlence Io ~ead: Each Permitleu shall ..l~um cullslruclion ~ii~ly activi~i~al all public
aclivily al all conslfuclion siles," conslruclion siles.

are in ~lace and o lefal Ollal bul ~hould lie liahle luf "ullet;livclit~ss "
Page 41, "Each Pelliiilieu sliall obtain covefage...undof Delele b) alld c). Replace wilh "Eat:h PCliliilluu slit~llcoinl)ly wiili P~ill ,I l) tJf Ilil~ Older "
Pa~ 4.E.3.b and c sepafalo pofmll unlil March 10, 2003."

I
minimize pollulanl discharges in sierra I pra~ll~lbl# in slorm waler..."
water. "

Rev. 51~01 950 AM



CITY OF LOS ANGELES: BUREAU OF SANITATIO,,,, STORMWATER MANAGEMENT PROGRAM
Comments on the First Draft of the 2001 NPDES Municipal Stormwater Permit

Localion Passage Comme~ls/Recommef~dalions

Page 42. Part 4E.3c "Eai;h Pefmillue-~hall requir-e li~al all ...... Recon~mend mo~Ji~;i~~s follows:
vehiclu/equipmunl wash areas..."

" for new facililies or ~ufin~ ruduvulul)menl of ttxlbtlll(~ 61lu~ wash areas "
Page 42. P~d 4.E.3.d "Each Pe~n~ilt~u-sh~il. ~ e~ch municipal " W~-WS~I~ ii~e Io mainlain Ihu currenl Pe[mil p,ov~s,on5 (P~,,I 2 IV C U of O,du, U6054). which allow

yard..oblain separale coverage under the municipal yards covered under t~l~asu I el the I udu~zd ~t[~rxn W~lu[ I~uuul,dlO~ls, to suck covulage
Slale of CaNornia General Industrial Aclivlties Ihe municipal pem~il.
Storm Waler {)ischar£e Permit’ ’

Page 42, Pa~ 4.E.4U "Each PermiIiee shall reuularly inspect s~or~Uo R~vis~ to {~ad: "E~h PunnH{ue shall ~uUulady ~mnu~Hy ~n~i)~i slu{aUu a~a~ "

Pago 42, Pan 4.E.Sb "Ciassily prion{y catch-basins to be {hose that Pleaso clari~y how lho 40 p~c~[~l~ ~i~j~ .;a,,~e abo~t---i~ {i~(u ~n~ Sci~ b~h~n~.--T~i~ fi~u(~

aro 40 percen{ lulF subjective {o individual juduemenL eSl)eC~a, y in U~e

Page 43. Pan 4.E~a ~t)~�~ ~nd ~i~an catch basins between.. " Cha~e I~-;’]~ ~d if ne6assary clea~ c~lch hasins "

Second b maintenance...at)propdalu slom} waler BMPs
ate being ulilized Io water quality;"

Page 44, Pan 6.c "E~ P~rmit~e sh~fl f~~-uif~-lh~awcu~ii~+g " Change parag{aph to read:" Each I’u~mittut~ shall ~uquuu thud .~+wuutti~+g w++stus tic ~ec()vu~ud

wasles be recovered and disposed of properly diSl)Osed of i)ropedy+"
and that no case shall waste be allowed to
enle[ the storm drain."

Page 44, Pad 4.E~ + "Each Pcrmitlee shall continue to repair Recommend modifying as follows:
essenlial public so.ices and infrastructure in a
manner Io minimize environmental damage in "Each Permittee shall continue to repair essunll~d i)ul)lic su~vl(:os ~+nd inhast[ucture i1+ a manne+
emergency situations such as: eadhquakes,., minimize environmental damage i~l emergency silu~lions such as, but not limited to: earthquakes,

Page 44, Pad 4.F ~t~e~+;~]~m~at~ll~connections D~es thqs-~+~3~++~inu ti;e Model
and illicit discharges to the storm drain, and
shall document and roped all such cases. To
accomplish this, the Permittees shall revise
Iheir Program lot Elimination el illicit
Connection and Illicit Discharge...including
peflormance measures and schedules." -

Page 45, Pall 4.F.1 .a "implementation: Upon Execulive O~cer Do~ii~za~{ ’:0~gn ~X~uti~ Ollicu~ al)i)rowil Oillie levisud Mt)del IC/I[) Program" ?

approval of the ~evised IC/ID Program...and
available for review and approval by the

shall have tl~e capability to locate all i)ermilted
discharges..."

Page 46. Pad 4.F.3a                     "Respond-, ~tl~h0t;rs ~i-~~ ~ - It is our ;e~Omll~el{dation that the {eSl,O,,sc {llllC t)tt ch,Hi(ltt(I, to ll,Icu (3)t,uslnu~s days instead

report ota suspected illicit discharge, wilh honrs.
activities .. " . .......

Roy. ~1~01 9:50 AM



CITY OF LOS ANGELES" BUREAU OF SANIIATION, STORMWATER MANAGEMENT PROGRAM
Comments on the First Draft of the 2001 NPDES Municipal Stormwater Permit

Location Passage Commer~ls/Recommendalions

Page 48 "E~,lvil~.~m~Jlllally Sensilive A~eas" ’%..Nalura~;~a by file california DupaHmenl ~1 ~:i~h am] Game... u[ E~danu~red Si)eci~s (~RE)

~-~i-~ D~linitiolls Add new term, "Pollution Prevention" and dclinillOl~, which Unll)hasize~ suu~c[~ [eduction metiluds for
reduclion and eliminalion el pollutants ~llle[lllU stolnlwater l he [esl~it:led dclHiillull will more cleady
define whal is bein~ requi[~ el Ihe re~ulal~d colnln[~l~ily and whal is b~nU enlo[ced by [egulalo[s I1
undefined, the leim will delaull Io include inulli-media 5Duice I~(ItlClioll, III t)[oge55 [ecycling,
~ energy and nalu[al [esou[ces.

Page 57, Ilem F P[oper Mainlenance and Ope[alion These [equirements seem Io have been copied flora an NPDES I~ermil for a waslewale[ I[ealmel~l
Page 59, Ilem L Bypass They ale nol applicable Io a slormwaler pe[mil. "t:acililies and syslems el Irealmenl" have nol even

p[oven to be etleclive, ttow can il be Ihal Ille non ol)el~liOll o[ byl)assillU el such lacihlies call be

Page 73, Moniloring ~l~i~ci~e[n~i~-~ s~a~v-~l~p~nd -- The RWQCB should have more mass emi~;ion sties up each el Ihe 5 major wale[sheds inslead el
and Re~ding implemenl a Iribulary/source idenlificalion measuring concenlralion in va[ious hibulanes. Dala Item each el lhese t)[oposed mass emission slal~t~
Program, IIC1 monilodng program." [epresenls Ihe conlribulion flora Ibe nexl utJ~lfealn mass el~issioll slalion and all Ihe ancilla~ 5loire

conlribulions. Walershed-based source conl[ol should be la[~eled i~l Ihe p[opo~ed mass elnissloll
reaches Ihal conldbule Ihe mosl pollulanl el concern

11 Ihe RWQCB still wanls Io have lhese I[ibula~y ~l~li[)ns, Ihc~ flow ~hould be added to Ille

Pa~e 75, Monilorin~ ~’-~el~r~-nc~ S[~Zi~;~S-~b~ii ~ sei~i~-i~ .... These reference slalions will be difficult Io t~d and are probal)ly nol cumparable Io the more
and Repo~in~ slream reaches Ihal are nol lisled as impai[ed dewnslream reaches.
Program, lIE2 on Ihe 303(d) lisl and Ihal are not

represenlalive of urban stream condilions,
based on surroundin~ land uses and a lack of
~ean~ poinl source discharges."               _

C:\Docui~nents and Settlrlgs’~l~souza\Local G~tt~ilgskl-~ml)kTechnical Comments
IRev 5/15/01 9:50 AM



TABLE 1

SPECIAL PURPOSE FUND SCHEDULES

SCHEDULE 7

STORMWATER POLLUTION ABATEMENT FUND
The Water Qualit,I Act of I~,~7. adding Section 402(P) to ~he ~e~eral Water ~{luticn Conlrot Act. :~vides ~at :he

~ar=e municipal slorm cram sys:ems. T~e CJ~ enac:ed a S:orm~let ~llulion AbatemeR~ Charge (An:c/e 4.2 ot Chap:er
5 ef me Los Angeles Mbmc~at Code~ on a~l :~pe~:es in ~e CI~ in or~er to ~eat aRC a~ate sto~water. The charge ~s
sased on s~ormwater ~ncff and ~lut~nl ~oac~ng assoc,,ate~ w~h P~¢e~, s~ an~ ~a~ u~.

999-00             ~00(]-0~                                                             :001-~2

~ P~r Vea#s Un~ ~om~na~cr~ .................................. 9,0~ 1,275

2781~ 5C9 28 C30~ Sto~tef P¢llud~ A~ate~l Charge ..............................

.........................................................
2~ 534 ~,690.000 G~t ~ei~u~ent ..........................................

........................................................... 755.0C0

~8.269.,~7 $ 43.580.806 To=t R~ue ..........................................................................

.~PENO~UR~S APPROPR~TIONS

5~ .~94 75,~ P~nnin~ ................................................... 79.~72
Publ~: W~:

59.9~8 " ~

:89 ~40 18g.0~ ~a~ ~mmis~ ...................................... 239.:~t

7.I 19.710 7915000 $~ ...................................................... 8,~ 1~,0~
,,3~,.5~ 4.880.0~ S~t ~s ......................................................... 4.879.818

73 :CO -- ~a~on and ~s .............................................................

~ 3.0~4 e82 4.270.0~ CI@ Ph#~l ~ant ............................................................. 4.~7,000

$~t ~u~ose Fund
- ~- -~ 5 374.0~ eela~ ~ s~ ................ 5.374.201

-- ,- N~ St~wat~ ~e~it ~e~en~ ............................. 530 CCO
- 5~0.0~ £mergen~ ~s~n Ccntingen¢l ................................

.90.. On Call COn~ors (Emergencz Fu~:s) .......................... 1.759 53Z

~6 ~4 C.1 S 31.355 6~ TO~I ~roor~tions ................................................................ $     35.553.1~

R0002300



TABLE 2

DRAFT STORM WATER PERMIT: ADDITIONAL REQUIREMENTS AND ESTIMA TED COSTS

New Requirement i Oept.lBur. I Position Class. # No. of Base Related Total Cost
I

l Positions SalarylPosition CostslPosition

PROGR,a, MS FOR INDUSTRIAL/COMMERCIAL INSPECTIONS                                             -

InsPect industrial/commercial i

$57,566
s~tes. City jurisdiction, for

Bur. San.,
Industrial

comohance w~th ordinances,
SMO

Was[e 4292 2 $29.975
3erm~ts and BN1P Inscectcr

molementation. (Part4B) ;

Legal action pursuant to I
insoectlons of i
industrial/commercial sM:es.

, City AItcr,qe,,’
general, for comoHance ,.~=t~ "
ordinances, permits and BMP
~m~lementatlon. (Part 4. B)

PROGRAMS FOR DEVELOPMENT PLANNING and CONSTRUCTION

Imolement requirement for
Standard Urban Storm Water ! I
M~tigat~on P!ans (SUSMP) for !Oeot. Bldg & Associate    7240 4 $65.87511 $42,319 $432,7791
m~nistenal orojects for tt~e Safety Engmeer
SUSMP "~rolect categones. (Part
4C~

Total Annual Cost: $607.860

GENERAL NOTE: This cost estimate does not include costs related to implementing TMDLs.

R0002301



TABLE
DRAFT STORM Wf "~? PERMIT.- ADDITfONAL REQUIREMENTS AN" "STIMA TED COSTS

New Req,Jirement Oept./Bur. Position Class. ~ i No. of E~ase jl Related Total Cosi:
I Positions Salary/Position I Costs/Position

PROGRAMS FOR iNDU, STRIAIJCOMMERCIAL INSPECTIONS

Inspect mdustnal/commeroal
]ndustnal                                $57,566s~tes. City junsdict~on, for

Bur San.,
Waste 4.292 2 $29.975 $175.081compliance w,th ordinances.

SMD
3erm~ts and BMP Inspector
~m01ementation (Part 4. B)

Ins#ect Industnaltcommerc;at
s~tes. S’.ate ~unsdictlon. for IndustrTal
comcliance w~th orOinances. Bur San..

I SMD
Waste 4.292 4 357,566 S2’9 975 $350. ! 52

#erm~ts and BMP Ins2,ector

!~mplementat~on (Part, 4. B)
Legal act;on pursuant :o

t~nsoect~ons of
~,nOus[nal/ccmmerc;al S~:es.

City Attorney
!general. for comoliar~ce
lorO~nances, permits and BMP !
’,molementat~on. (Part 4 B~
PROGRAMS FOR DEVELOPMENT PLANNING and CONSTRUCTION

Implement redu~rement for i i
Standard Urban Storm Water
Mitigation Plans (SUS,",,1P) for     Dept. Bldg. & Associate
m,n~stenal projects for :he       Safety        Engineer    724.0       4 $432.779

SUSMP project categcnes. (Part
i4 C~

For construction s~tes less tr’an I Associate
7240 6 $65,876 $42,319 $649.168acre. ~m01ement redumements for

Dept. Bldg. &
Engineer

str’~ctural and non-structural
BMPs and ~nspect s~tes dunng

Safety
Building

4211 2 $48,797 $31.347 $160.298wet weamer. (Part 4 D) Inspector

For construction s{tes greater
Associatethan 1 acre. rewew and inspect 7240 1 $65,876 $42.319 $108,195

BMP ~molementatlon plans and Dept. Bldg. &
Engineer

Local Storm Water Pollution Safety
P,evention Plan (Local SWPPP). Building

4211 1 $48,797 $31.347 $80,144
(Part 4. D) Inspector

PUBLIC AGENCY ACTIVITIES

Motor
Sweeper 3585 23 $48,414 $69,372 $2,709,088

Sweep streets that generate low               Operator
Bur. St.volumes of trash not less than two              HD Truck
Services                3584       7             $41,380        $59,293     $704,714

t~mes Per month. (Part 4.E) Operator

Truck
3583        2              $40,639         $58.232      $197,741Operator

i General Serv,ces lnter-Oepartmental Expense: Estimated annual costs for General Services for fuel, maintenance {labor and
[.matenals) related to additional sweepers, trucks, and !oaders."
Total Annual Cost: $6,377,614

Cap,tat costs for purchase of ec;u~pment for 8ureau of Street Serwces to perform additional street sweeping (24 Compressed

iNatural Gas (CNG) powered motor sweepers. 3 Tractors. 1 Pushback Trader, 3 Lt. Over-the-caD-Loaders. and 6-HO Over-the-~
Leap Loaders). | $7.065.000
Total Capital Cost: $7,065,000

[ITotal Costs, Annual and Capital: $13,442.61~j

° The cost of faolities for the CNG ;x:~wered equipment has not been estimated at this time. Additional ovem=ght parking for me equipment
may be redu=red at the N0rthndge Facili~.

GENERAL NOTE: This cost estimate does not include costs related to implementing TMDLs.

R0002302



Comments on the First Draft of lit(. 2001 t~IPDES Municipal Stormwater Permit

Policy Issues

Location Passage Comments/Recommendations

General Commenl The City slrongly opposes Ihe requiremenls of the drall Pen,fit thai pass responsibililius
el induslrial/commercial silos and conslruclior= sites. We are pleased Io hear Ihal Ihe tixeculivu Ollicer has t,Jken the ~amu posilion as
Ihe Cily againsl the proposed transfer el responsibililies. These responsibililies cleady heleng Io and ~huuhJ ~na=n with the State and
the t~,egional Water Qualily Conlrol Board. Specilically, for:

Industrial/Commercial Sites: Inspections would include Phase I facililies thai operate under NPI3EG pe.nils issued by the Regional
Board. Shifting responsibililies for inspoclions will put the Permiltees in Iho posilion el acling as agents el the State, create signilicalll
Iinancial burdens for the Permittees, and expose the facilities to being regulaled al bolh Ihe Slate and local levels. This will create
situations where inconsistencies in Ihe inlerpretalion and application el regulalions can double the potenlial liabilily of a given tacilily.

~ Conslruclion Silos:
O a) Less than 1 acre - Regulalions for silos less than 1 acre are unnecessary. "l ess than 1
~ beyond Ihe inlenl of the Federal Phase II program. Many projects less than 1 acre do not cause an adverse impact on waler
I~ qualily; lhose Ihal do not cause an adverse impact are nol being regulalod al lhu State or Fed~.’ral level and will nol he regulated in
~ the immediale fulure. If a silo thai is less Ihan 1 acre does cause an adverse impacl un water qualily, Ihun cu~re it ocal, State
t,~ and/or Federal ordinances/laws/regulations give the aulhorily for agencies Io take enforcement aclion

b) 13elween 1 and 5 acres - Federal regulalions (Phase II) for silos 1 acre and grealer will be in ellect beginning Ma~ch 2003
Therefore, increases in regulalions for sties 1 - 5 acres should be deferred until Ihal lime, when Ihu SI~Ie will nludily its General
Conslruction Permit to include these silos and take on the responsibilities to inspe~:l Ihenl, Unld March 2003, currenl Penn=it
requirements should be maintained, whereby Permillees are responsible only lot tocal SWPPI~s lot silos 2 - .5 acres.

c) Five or more acres - Regulating Ihese sites belongs wilh the Slale under the ,Slalewide General Constru~:tion progra[n

Page 10, Findings "These induslrial and conslruction sties and The responsibilities for Slale General Induslrial and Gune=~l Conslruclio=l Pe==nits
Item 39 discharges are also regulaled under local laws should remain with Iho State (please rulerencu General Comme=d above).

and regulalions."
Recommend modifying as follows:

"[hese induslrial and conslruclion sites and discharges ale al~o can also be tegulaled
under local laws and regulalions."

Page 10, Findings "A ministerial projecl ~nay be made The California CEQA delines which i)r~)jecl:s
Ilem 41 discrelionary by adopting local ordinance project cannel be made discrelionary hy ariel)ling local (~.t~n;l~=~:e. A~y ~nod=licalio~=s

~rovisions Ihal c[eale decision-making and/or additions Io CEQA must be done at the stale level
discrelion."

Recommend deleting Ibis sentence.,, I
Page 14, Part 3.A.1 Second paragraph, second sentence:" Recommend changing lhe~iig~i;Jge

ttowever, the Principal Permillee..." Los Angeles, and five [upresent~ltives el Ihe Walu~shed
designated by lhe Execulive Advisoly
with lhe l~e~lional tJoanl on heh~.ill of lh~"



Comments on tile First Draft ot: lhe 20~. NPDES Municipal Slormwaler Permit

Policy Issues

Location Passage CommentslRecommendations

Page 19, Part "m) Conlrol Ihe conlribulion, or polenlial [hose para[.Jraphs ovedap the [usI)Un~bilities ul Ihu Glat~ w=du (3~nc~l ~lu~m Walu~
3.G. 1 .m and n conlribulion..." Permits associated with Indusl[ial Adivitius and Cunstmd=un Adivitie5

"n) Carry out all inspection, su~eillance..."
Recommend modifying as

"m) .,.discharges el ~lorln waler runoll asSOclalud wilh illdusllial adlviliu5 (including
conslruclion aclivilies) nol already covered by lhe Gl~tu Gune[al Indusltial Aclivilies
Storm Waler Permil or Iho Slale General Con~truclion Aclivilies Glenn Wale[ Pem~il
its MS4... "

"n) ...and [equi~e regular fel)od5 IlOln indusleial tat: es, llOl alruLttJy (;ov~red hy the
State general Industrial Aclivitieg Storm Water Pem=it, dischaeuing...’’

Page 23, Pad 4 A. ld "~1~ ~i~e sh~ll provide all School Revise Io read:
Disl~iclg wilhm ils jurisdiction wilh materials,
including videos, live presentations, brocl~ures, "~a6h The Principal Permillee iu cuope[alion and courdi~l~ho~l witl~ the othur
and other media necessa~ to educale a Permittees shall provide all School Dislricl~ wilhin ~1~ Ihci[ junsdiclion wllh g ale
minimum of 50 percenl of all school children including vide6; live i)resenlalions with visual IllediLl, bluC U US, ~lnd oll=~ media
(K-12) every 2 years on storm water pollution." necessa~ Io educate a minimum el 50 i)e~cenl of all s(:l~()()l chd(hen (G~adeg K-12)

eve~ 2 years on storm water pollution."

Page 25 Part 4.B ~e Bullel Change to "Enlor~me~l The implementaliun el i)~oper st()m~wale[ Pollution Pe
"Enforcement el Pollution Prevenlion and source reduction and ~onl~ol measurus al Industrial/Commercial ~iles"
enforcement conlrol measures at
Industrial/Commercial sites."

Page 26, Pad 4.B3.a NEW: ""All industrial groups regulated under NEW: In accordance wilh the General Comment on Page 1, Ibis ilem shuuld bu
Phase I.. " deleted.

Page 26, Pad 4.B.3 c "Reslauranls. The County Health Department The passage appears Io imply assigning Counly tleallh inspeclurs Ihe task of
Code shall he amended to facilitate inspecling reslauranls for BMPs. It is our recommendaliun that a more direct
compliance wilh this Order. At a minimum, the be added. For example, "Reslau[anl lhe Princil)al Perm~tlee 5hL]ll insi)ecl
Code shall be modified to require inspections and other food eslablishmenl~ to ensure cumt)lia~icu with Ihi~ Ordur, and Ih~ GOLlllly
for " Health Depadmenl Code shall be amended Io la~ililalu Ihe implem~ml~li~m ol

requirement."

C:~Documenls and Sell~ngs£nsouzaXl u(:al Se!~inUS~ [umpUune 18 ite[ation P lilu dtall doc



Comments on the First Draft of the 200"~ ..PDES Municipal Stormwater Permit

Policy Issues

Location Passage CommentslRecommendations

Page 26-28, Part "Source Identdication (Industrial/Colnmercial In accordance with the General Co=r~1~e~lt on page 1, tile Pen]|itlees a=e reSl)Of~sit)le fur
4.B.2 & 5 /Giles)" Ihe updaling el their dale ba~e~ a{~d Ihe t~egiol~al t~,();.tld I~ reSl)Of~sil)lu lur IllLIIIItLtlllll’|

its dale base. This item should bu duleled.

Facilities that are already covered under both tile Gunmetal Indust=ial and
permils should not also be covered u~der Ihe M[=~i~:il~l perlr~il. Ir~specliof~ and 13MP
requirements for Ihese permits should remain the responsibility primarily of the
RWQCB.

Page 27, Pad 4.B 4a "Each Permitlee shall implemenl, or require Please relerence General Com~r=e~=l, located at Ihu t~t~ ~Jl t~a~;le 1
lhe implementalion ol, Ihe designated
minimum BMPs, as approved in Resolution Recommend modilying as follows: "E~ch Per=f=iltee shall ill~plcH|e=ll, of reHulre the
No. 98÷08, al each industrial/commercial site implementalion of, the designated minimunl IJM].~s, as approved il= Resolulio~ No.
within ils jurisdiclion." 08, at each induslrial/commercial sile, olher Iha~ Ihose la~:ilities that have a/Slate

General Industrial Aclivilies Storm Water Permit, within ils jurisdicti,~ "

Page 27, P.art 413.4 b "Each Permillee shall implement, or require Please reference General Comme~l, Iocaled al lhe lop of Paue t.
implementation oi, additional controls for
Industrial/Commercial sites tributary Io Clean Recommend modifyinu first hall o! Pad 4 .Lt.4 b as lullows:
Water Act section 303(d) water bodies (where
a sile discharges pollulanls for which the water "Each Permillee shall implement... Ior Ind[=slHal/(;o=limurc~al sites, ulher Iha,~ those
body is impaired) as necessary to comply with facilities Ihal have a Slate General Industrial Aclivilies Storm Waler Per~il, tributary to

;;~ Ihis Order. Each Permillee shall implement, or Clean Waler Act... "

0 require implemenlation of, addilional conlrols
O for Industrial/Commercial siles wilhin or Recommend separating arrd modilyi~lu se(:el~d hall of Par1 4 L~ 4 t) i~lto Pad 4 B 4c as
I~ direclly adjacent to or discharging directly to Iollows:
(:~ coaslal lagoons or other receiving waters
~ wilhin environmentally sensitive areas as "c) Each Permillee shall implement, or require impler=fe~tation ol, addilional conlrols for

necessary to comply with Ibis Order." IndustriallCommercial sites, olher Ihan those lacililies that have a State General
Industrial Aclivilies Sierra Waler Permit, wilhin or directly adjacenl to or dischargi~U
directly to coastal lagoons or other receiving walers wilhi=~ e~wiro~lfr~enlally sensitive
areas as necessary Io comply with Ihis Order."

Page 27, Part 4.B.5.a "Each Permittee shall conduct Industrial site In accordance with Ihe General COllllllelll Jill f)a(je I, we rec()flllflefld ihal Ilem 5a
inspections..." modi|ied by lhe addilion o! the lullowing: "~ ther than Ihose lacd~lius Ilf~tl have a Slate

General h]dustrial Aclivilie~ StoHn ware!~



Comments on the First Draft of the 2001 b DES MunicipaIStormwaterPermit

Policy Issues

Location Passage Comments/Recommendations

Page 27, Part 4.B.5 b "Each Permiltee shall establish inspection In accordance wilh Ihe Gerleral Co{nmenl oil page1 arid Ihe revised Part 4.B3 a we
fiequencie~ lot tacililies.., recommend trial the 4u’ row of Ihe lat)le lie deleled. ]hu lullow~ng ~llspecliu~ s~:hedule

is recommended:
1. Automotive Facilililus - twice during Ihe pennil cycle.
2. Industrial/Commercial -- once during Ihe permit l~)r all: ~ecorld visit lu those

with exposure.
3. Reslaurants - will be dune by Pd~ :ipat Pen~|illee

Page 28, Part 4.B.5.b Table Add aslerisk Io "olher commercial" in the

Page 28, Pad 4 B.5.d "To the extent thai Regional Board slaff has In accordance wilh lhe General Coltlmenl on page t, this itenl ~hould be deluled
conducled an inspection of an
Industrial/Commercial silo during a particular
year, Ihe requiremenl for Ihe responsible
Permillee to inspecl this silo during the same
year will be salislied."

Page 29, Pad 4.C.2 Peak Flow Control This item requires thai all projecls, regardless ul size or types, must show that the post-
development peak discharge tale must nol exceed Ihe pro-development rate. This will
cause undue hardship |or developmunls, palticularly irl Ihe Uppe~ Los Ai~gelus River
Area where there is limilod open space tot dete~llionhelention. Typical peak flow
control measures include delenlion, relenlion, or inlillralion systen~s. In addilion, Ihu
Upper Los Angeles River Area (ULARA) Watennasler is concerned wilh polunlial
ground waler conlaminalion from stormwaler infilhaliur~ in Ihe San Fer~a~ldo Valley, and
will not allow any inlillralion systems. The result ca~l be a limil on or slopping new
developments in Ihe Upper LA River Area (See Exhibil 1). In addilion, tile PrincipaI
Permitlee needs 1o be involved Io ensure courltywide consistency

We are also unclear as to whal peak flows are inlended Io be conlrolled. For
eslimaling purposes, we calculaled Ihe amou~l of rul~ofl generated by 0.75 inch el
rainlall on a 1-acre aparlmenl buildi~lg developmeel. II was assumed thal Ihe site was
100% pervious prior to developmeld a~d 90% irnperviou~ allot develupmer~t.
Calculations show that the amouJd of runolt would increase by approximately 16,700
gallons, which would require a cal)lUre 5yslem with a capacily equivalel~l to arl
average-sized (15 |1. x 23 ft. x 6 It ) residunlial swilnrnirlg pool. If Ibis assurnl)li()n is
correcl, then Ihe capture system for bigger sites would be several times larger Iharl
swimming pool. Therelore, the need lur a(ldiliorlal open space for capture syslenls will
put severe constraints on new develOl)llrelrl% and place an onerous burder~ orl
developers that may result in reducir|g the it Jmber of dew:l~pmerll projects.



Comments on the First Draft of the 2001 r~PDES Municipal Stormwater Permit

Policy Issues

Localion Passage CommentslRecommendations

Since this requirement is net defined in detail and ~lay have signifi~:anl impa~:l, w~
recommend the Peak Flow Control requirenlenl be dululed unlil consensus lanuuage
developed.

Page 30, Pad 4.C.2.e "Sofl-bollom segmenls of olher receiving Replace phrase to read as, "unli~led reaches of slruanls, creeks or nvers within Los
waters wilhin Los Angeles Counly" Angeles County."

This is consistenl with Xavier Swamikannu el [ ARWQC[J in his description of natural
fresh water slreafns.

(Need to allach map Ihal shows which reaches are sell bollom seg~nenls)

Page 32, Pad 4.C.5 "Applicabillly of Numerical Design C~ileria" Change ilem (a) Io read as follows: "Single-family hillside ho~l~e develol)nlents Ihal
[esull in Ihe c[ealion of 10,000 square lecl or ~e el u~q)c[vious surface
Change item (c) to read as follows: "tndusl[ial/Com~nercial developmenls thai [esull in
the creation of 100,000 square feet or more el imperious surface area."
Change ilem (d) 1o "Automolive Repair Shops"
[he crilefia specified 1o[ [elail gasoline oullels in ~le~n (e) should be required and nol
suggesled. However, remove Ibe 2 c~ile[ia where values are projeclud. ] lie revised
senlence should read as follows: "Relail gasoline oulluls wilh s~x or more
dispensers, or with 24 or more dispensing reelers, or 5,000 square feel or more of
imperious sudace area."
For reslauranls in item (f) change Io "5,000 square t~ul or u~o~e ol impervious
area."

Page 32,33, "Slip Specific Miligalion" These added calegodes have gone beyond Ihe scope el Phase II In addilion, many
Pad 4.C.7.a.1-8 lhese calegories are being deall wilh in olher regulations, lhe lede[al regulation lot

stormwaler is Io conl[ol pollulanls via applicalion el BMPs Io Ihe MEP il lhe discharge
is a significant pollulanl source thai c[eales an adverse ~mt)acl lu the envffonmenl, an
individual NPDES permit is required and il is no longer regulaled by Ihe Municipal
permit.

$he Cily recommends lhal Ihese calego~ies be re~noved ~]nd allow Iht~ other regulations
already sel such as Ihe Federal Phase I and t~hasu II i)~o9~a~/~s to ;ugulale Ihese siles

Delete Ihe term "replacemenl" because [eplacemenl should ~lol I~iggur SUSMPPage 33, Pad ~ C~ ~

requifemenls. Ilisnolconsistenlwithlhetexl~nlhe SUGMP[~oafdO~defandwdl
"Signilicanl redevelol)menl means Ihe crealion signilicanlly increase redevolop~nenl (:~)sls, a~d illll)(~(Je fudcvulol~fn~l
or addilion or replacement el 5,000 square eel Impacts should be evalualed al~d lakcn ~to
el imperious surface area on an already



Comments on the First Draft of the 2001 ..PDES Municipal Stormwater Permit

Policy Issues

Location Passage Comments/Recommendations

developed site."

Pages 36-39, "Programs for Construction Siles" Modify the text in this section in accordance wilh Ihu Gunural Comment on page 1.
Pad 4.D

l he General Conslruclion ~clivilies Storm Water I)e[mil (GCASP) and lhe General
Industrial Activilies Storm Water Permit (GIASP) should bu rele[enced in this Municipal
permit, not reslaled or modilied by this municipal t~e[mil. 1 hese aclivilie~ are already
regulaled under the respective permits and should nul bu additionally regulated under
the Municipal NPDES Permil.

Page 36, Pad 4.D "D. Programs for Construction Sites" Add Exempl Projecls in the calegones ul conshuclkm:

Permillees may exempl cerlain types el Development Conslruclion Projecls hem
program that pose a minimum risk of storm water pollution. I hesu i)[ojects are exempt
Item any storm waler conslruction conlrol measures including the minimum BMP
requiremenls. A specilic lisling el exenlpl i){ojecls is included in Ihis sucl=un Additional
exemplions may be delermined by Ibc Peflnillee and ~hall be l)~Ovided Io Ihu Regional
Board wilh a justilicalion for their desiunalion (for i)urposes el nulilicalion)

A list of specilic lypes el Devulol)menl Co~slfucli(Jn I’[oju(:15 thai a=u deemed lu be
exempl include:
¯ Rouline mainlenanco Io mainlain odginal line and uradu, hyd=aulic capacity, or

original purpose el facility;
¯ Emergency construclion activities required to immediatuly prelect public health and

safety;
¯ Interior remodeling with no outside exposure el construction materials or

conslruclion wasle Io sierra walef;
~ ¯ Mechanical pe~mil work;
O ¯ Eleclrical permit wo~k;
~ ¯ Sign permit work.

Other types of Dovelopmenl Conslru(:liun p~ojucts may bu dusiunutud u~ uxempI il all
three of the following criteria are met:
= No significant soil disturbing activity (unless adeguale co~drols a~e provided):
- No oulside slo[age or eXlJOSU[e Io sierra water el consbuclion male~ials

conslruclion wastes (unless adeqeale (:onl~ol~ a~o i)=ovidud): and
¯ ] he activity poses a minimal risk el stom~ water

Page 36, "D. Programs for Construction Sites" Modify Ihe text in this section in u~:(:o~dz~nce ~l~l Ihc (~=al C~).u~c~it o=l l~a~ ~ -



Comments on the First Draft of the 2001 NPDES Municipal Stormwater Permit

Policy Issues

Location Passage CommentslRecommendations

sites refer to areas of dislurbed soil For exafviple, 5 ~lr more acres meal]s a
conslruclion sile with 5 or more ac[es el dislu{bed soil. Olhe~ise
designalions will encompass ALL prolecls, includi~g project5 where
i~volved wilh no oulside e~l)OSUre el male[ials, ~r other5
permit work. ]hese lypes of p[olecls do nol have a~ly inlt)acl Io sierra water l)ollulion
and should be exempled hem the requirements el Ihi~ permit, ttence, a calego~
exempled projects should be included Ior Ihese ac~ivilies Ihal are determined Io have
no potenlial signi~canl effect on sierra waler quality Io i{~clodu emergency aclivilies
required lot public safety and routine mainte~}a~lcu to mai~l~aH~ origi~lal grade Ii~e or
hydraulic capacity.

Include a calego~ for exempt projecls and change Ihe categories Io

Construclion sties wilh 5 or more acres of dislu~bed soil
Conslruction sties wilh 1 Io 5 acres of dislu~hed soil
Conslruclion sites with less Ihan 1 acre of dislu[bed soil
Exempt Projecls

Page 36, Pad 4D. 1 "For conslruction sties less than 1 acre.. " Modify Ihe lext in Ihis seclion i~l acco~da~lce with lhe Gc~ural Com~u~ll o~ page 1

Change lille to read, "For conshuclion sties wilh less Ihan 1 acre el d~slu~bed soil.."
Most of Ihe p[ojecls under this category of co~lsl[ucliol~ siles wilh
dislu[bed soil have minimum, il a~y, ~mpact to sierra waler pollulion. W~lh limited
resources, we should locus on conshuction sites with o~e acre or greal~r of disturbed
soil for BMP implemenlalion that have grealer impacl o~ sierra wale[ i)ollulion, lhe
section Part 4Dlc-bulleled items are nol consisle~d wilh Ihe Model Program.
Therefore, section 4Dlc should be remove i~ its e~tirely and let)laced with a minimum
set of requirements in accordance wilh the Model

Page 36, Pad 4.D. 1 .b "Train employees in targeted posilions...       Sufficienl lime should be allowed fo~ Ihe accomt)lishme~l
(180 days trom adoplion of this Order), a~d . " lollowing Ihe revised Conslruclio~ Develol)me~d t~[~)g~am i~

Recommend revising Pad 4.D. 1 h to [ea~ a5 follows: "I
posilions... (one (1) yea[ hem ad~ptio~ el the Order), a~d.."

Page 37, Pad 4.D.2 "For conshoctio~ 5ires o~e acre a~d greater..." Modify the lexl in Ibis secliu~ i~ ac(:o~da~;u wilh lh~ (Sc~u~t C~e~t o~ page 1

one acre or more of dislu[bed sod a~d g~ealoL e~ch (’(t~m~ltee shall [e(lUire Ihal in
addition to Iho {e(juirumelds el D. I ahovu, ~t~_~_~.__~_~j)~]la
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implementation of a Local Slonn Water Pollution Prevenlion Plan (Local SWPPP)

Page 37, Part 4.D.2.a "Will result in soil dislurbance of one acre or Change Ihe phrase to read, "Will iesull in one ac~e or more ol dislu~bed soil . "
more in size;"

Page 37, Part 4.D.2e "No construction-related materials, wastes..." Recommend modifying as follows: "No 6Construcliun-relaled materials, wastes, spills,
o~ and residues shall be di66harged from II’e t~oji=~l ~ile to 61reels, drainage |astlilie~ ~
adjaset~t i~ope~ties by wind o~ ru~oll kept, nsite lo the maximum extent practicable;"

Page 37, "In addition, each Permillee shall ensure lhe Recommend moving Parts 4.D.2.d-g lu Iollow immedialely allot Part 4.D.1 because
Pad 4.D.2.d-g following minimum requirements are effeclively Part 4.D.4, Iho calegory for co~lslruclion silos el live acres and greater, refers Io lhe

implemented al all conslruction silos requirements of Part 4.D.1, not Part 4D.2.
regardless of size: d. e, f, g"

Recommend modifying as follows: "d) Sedimenls generaled on the project silo shall be
relained ~i~q9 aelequale 6lruslural dtairiago ,t~[llruls ons~le Io lhe inaximum exlenl
praclicable;"

Page 37, Part 4.D.2f "Non-slorm water runoff from equipment and Recommend modifying as follows: "Non-storm waler runoll Item equipment and
vehicle washing and any other activity shall be vehicle washing and any olher aclivily shall be cunlained al Ibe p~oj~l 6ilu arid Ireatod
¯.. before discharge and/or conlained and hauled oli silo Io an approved disposal lacilily;

and"

Page 37, Part 4.D.2.g "Erosion from slopes and channels will be Recommend modifying as follows: . .. BMPs inc.ludi~ig, bul riot limited Io such as:
prevented by imptemenling BMPs including, limiling of grading.., and covering erosion susceptible slopes.~

bul not limited Io:..."

Page 38, Part 4 .D.2 "The landowner shall sign a stalement to the Recommend modifying as follows: "The landowner or agent of Ihe laildowner shall sign
(alter g) ellecl:" a statement to the effect"

Page 38-39, For silos erie acre and greater... Recommend modifying sentence to read as follows: "For construction situs wilh one
Part 4.D.3 acre of dislurbed soil and grealer, each Permdlee shall inspect.

Modify the text in this section in accordance with the General Commenl on page

Page 39, Pad 4.D.4 "For sites 5 acres and 9realer, . . " Recommend modifying as follows: "Fol collstluclJo~i sites wllh .5 acl~s arrd g[ealer
disturbed soil, each Permitleo shall require thai Ihe Colldiliorls in [) 1 above and:"

Modily the text in this seclion in accordant,: with the (_;uner~d Comment ol~ page 1.
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Comments on the First Draft of thu 2001 i,,, OES Municipal Stormwater Permit

Policy Issues

Location Passage CommentslRecommendations

Page 39, Pad 4.D.4 a "Or~ March 10, 2003, Ior siles one acre and Change the sentence to read, "On March 10, 2003, for sites ofle acre a~ld
greater, each Permitlee.. " disturbed soil, each Permittee..."

Modify the text in this sectidn in accordance with the General Comment on page 1.

Page 40, Part 4.E.3.b "Each Permittee shall comply with Paragraph should read:" Each Permiltee shall comply with requirements ol
requirements 1,2, and 3 in Ihe and D.3 (Page 36-39) in the Conslruction...at all public co~lsl~uction sites:"
Construction...at all public construction sites:"

Delele 4.E.3.b.2 through 4.E.3.b.6 because they are already covered u~der D.2 and
D.3.

Page 44, "At a monlhly average not less than 2 times The Regional Board has nol provided any data Ihat supports a bla~ket requirement for

Part 4.E.6.a.2 per monlh in areas generating moderate bi-weekly slreet sweeping. Also, no analysis has bee~l done at the state level on
volumes of trash on traffic collector slreets and merging the efforts of the Permit and Ibe proposed Trash TDML Io ensure a
residential areas." comprehensive, cost-efficient approach that will result in real water quality be(relils.

Recommend modifying as follows:

"At a monthly average not less Ihan 2 ti,~es once per I~onlh in areas generalif~g low or
moderate volumes o| trash on Irall~c colleclor streets and reside~dial areas."

Page 44, Part 6.b "Permittee -owned parking lots shall be kept Change Paragraph to read: " Permittee-owned parki=~g lots shall be inspectud no less
clear of debris and oil buildup and cleaned no than 2 times per month Io determine if cleaning is necessary. I1 clearling is necessary,
less than 2 limes per month and/or inspected it shall be performed wilhin one business day ol inspection."
no less Ihan 2 times per month to determine if
cleaning is necessary."

Page 73, Monitoring "Permiltees shall participate ii~ tributary Level of participation, linancial or olherwise, i~ r~ot deli=~ed ]hi~ scheme creates a

and Reporting moniloring when the majorily of a monitoring negative incentive for Permittees who have the ~ajolily area of a mo=~itoHf~U slation

Program, IIC3 slalion sub-walershed is located in Iheir sub-watershed.
jurisdiction."

Page 76, Monitoring "The Principal Permittee and the City of t.os The City has voluntarily participated in the developn~e~fl of life colifor=n bacteria TMDL

and Reporting Angeles shall participate in the SCCWRP’s by provirring over $500,000 in monies and in-kind lesli~g services. No n~enti(~ is made

Program, IIF development and calibration of water quality of other cities Ihat have runolf e[~leri~*j II_~_e l (_~_A_~!U_eI_e_~ !~_i_vu! "_a.!!L~ ~a_!!!a__M~_~L~i~:~a
models.. " Also, no limits are put on the extent of participation. Acco[dl~g to lhe language as

wrillen, the Cily could be required to participate lot the ef~tire 5-year span of Ihe Permit,
if SCCWRP is unsuccessful at calibrating Ibe inodel
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CO~qNI CAT i ON

TO:            LOS A!~GELES CITY COUNCIL                                  File No. 01-1020

FROM:        cOUNCIL MEMBER MARK RIDLEY-THOMAS, CHAIR
ENVIROI~MENTAL QUALITY AND WASTE MANAGEMENT COMMITTEE

_:uhi~c Comments

Reccmmenda-_Lsn for Cou--.s~" a_-:icn, as £--.L--~a--ed hv >!O:Lon R/iley-_-hsmas

ma-_r’_x ,,a:-_ached on the C~unc~_! :’’= ~n the -c~_nt CI_A and
,~_ =     -~=S’              " - " .... " ~ 2331

b.    Sumoor~ the Los ~ge!es Regional Water Quality Control Bcar!’s
~<Regisna!     Board)      responsibility     act     insDect=ons     of
=ndustriai!commercia! sizes that are under the General -ndustria!
Activities Stormwater Permit.

Suc~or~ t~= ~= ..... ~ for ~tandard Urban Storm Water Mit:cacion
Plans (SUSMP) for discretionary and ministerial projects.

ReQuest a claria4~ation of new .~aK =cow Contro~
al! development that drains to soft-bottom channels.

Remuest deletion of t~:    "~-~ - ] remui o~.a_     _ rements on the City to
requi~= st.~c.u~al and non-=._u_.~_al Best Manacement Practices
<BMP] and inspection of construction sites =hat are less <=hat one
acre.

,~.~st= -hat unt~.- March 2003, maintain current                                                            .permit re~airements,.
o,~=~=m, -~= Ci=y is resDonsib!e          for Storm Water Pollution

Prevention Plans (SWPPP) for sites 2-5 acres and after March 2003,
recuire that the Regiona! Board take responsibility for inspections
of construction sites @rearer than one acre.

g.. Add the City of Los Angeles to the Principa! Permittee and the
Executive Advisory Committee (EAC) as theagencigs to conduct formal
discussions with the Regional Board on behalf of the permitees.
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___m~..ts torequ-~= =~ allow the washing ~ow’n
scenes.

Fiscal !mpact Statement: The Chief Legislative .<<alyst (CLA) and the
~::~= of Administrative and ResearchS~_=~ces ~       (O~RS) remorts that
tota! cost of ~h~ proposed ~ ~- ~ ~ en ...._ _ p__m.~, as .w~_tt     would cost the ~tv o~_
$!3.4 million (Table 3 of the joint CLA and OARS report dated June
2001, contained on ~ Coun.ci~ :~=~     -~= star ...... ~ -~    : ....
proposed 20C! NPDES Municical S~__mwa.___ Permit will csst a ~t~i

’ Tabi= 2) This total cost i-~ "~= ~dd~

.of $432 779 =or, _ ._~e exmanded SUSMP imp! ~=~- -~ .................
"~ - ~---e~" ....... ~ .... excandei~_7=,09! for -w= addition of two .... ~ .... =
Lnduszria!/commerc~a! site insDect!ons. .<ny increase in attorney c~sts
ha’;e not been calculated at =his time ~ .... =~ ~- ~ ....... ~ - he

___= ..... ~ .... s_ year of ~= permi =nd may be
’;ears i: costs escalate substantia!iv.

The 200"-02 Stormwater Pollution Abatement Fund (SPAF) ~--~,d=.d $533,.~95
=~ expected new NPDES permit requirements. The estimated star: costs of
~<~07      , 000 will                 _~_~e~==" a     shortfa!~ of approximately $70                                            , 000         _.~- -~= .... SPAF                                                                                     for
these activities    All of the staff ~ ~ " -¯ wL._ not be necessary _~= :~ ~._ ~__s    year
of the NPDES pe-~mit implementation. In .... ~uture years ~owev~_=~, the        SPAF
was budgeted <o absorb an increase of $200,000, which will leave the SPAF
short by $400,000 annually for permit implementation activities.

On May 15, 2001, Council referred Motion (Ridley-Thomas - Galanter),
relative to the draft 2001 NPDES Municipal Stormwater Permit, to the
Environmental Quality and Waste Managemenn Committee ~or consideration.
Said Motion directed the CLA and OA!~S to prepare a report for the
Environmental Quality and Waste Management Committee on various policy
implications of the draft 2001 NPDES pe.~-mit.

The Los A~.geles Regional Water Quality Control Board (Regional Board)
recently issued a draft 2001 NPDES Municipal Stormwater Permit for review
and comment. The NPDES permit is reissued every five years and the
existing permit expires on July 31, 2001. This permit identifies the
waste discharge requirements for municipa! storm water and urban _~unoff
discharges wlthin the County of Los Angeles and the incorporated cities
(except Long Beach and Santa Clarita) . The County of Los Angeles is the
~__nclDa~ permit~ee and the City of Los ~nge!es and 82 other

~    ~-~-~ ~ -permittees]u__sd.~.o,~s are co .

The proposed permit contains the following major new requirements for
c~ties: Public Agency Activities, Programs for industrial/commercial
inspectionsl Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plans (SUSMPs),
Implement Requirements for Peak Flow Control, Small Construction Site
Requirements, Larger Construction Site Requirements, and Responsibilities
of the Principal Permittee.
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tb.at o~ -_he seven new requi~=    ~- "_he ..... "" ’             ~ --~
Public Agency Activities requirement "which contains language :ha< would
require al ~urisdictions to c~..,uc~ b~ -weekly st~==~ sweesinm

- ~- requires a munic~malitv to ~ ~= ~- t~exisz=ng De_m_ ~ . sweeping. _mp__me.._ ~ s
program that sweeps the streets at least monthly, and where feasible,

m~n--a~-~m s_m .,~__a,,~ re:use ..... Bureau
~_ s~s sweeps aDDroxima~=~v ~ % of the Clt~/’= 13    0 curb ~ les

~= paved m=d~-a-=~ streets .w~=b]y and -m= ~= ~ ~=~ once     mon:h.
csmmercl~! areas w..e.~ serslszenz ] ~ ~’=~ ~s a urob!em, Lhe s:reezs are

~ctiv=t=es is approximately $7.5 million of which $4.9 m~!i=sn !s maid
from -~= ...... Scsrmwa~=~ Pollution ~a-_m_nz~= =        .:’~H~.._ ,’SPAF),           .       -~= .... current
-_~screzion c_ ..... ~_.. %o municiDa!ities_ allows -<-=_..~ ~.tv~ of Los :<ngeles
.... ~=    ~==~ sweeping se_/_c~s                    "                -hat ~enerate
mo-= debrzs and less sweeD~c in areas that are less cccula~ed

~= CLA and OARS f_:aher report that ~{ ,
increas= ..... ~= -~,tv’. s cos" by          an       - "~’<~- ~ $4. ’ ~ ~ .~ =c._ ...... a~ 6 mil!~on annua_:y, S3
million ~ staff costs and $985 334 ~ expense costs ,--- , ,n _ . Addit=onaily
one-time caoital cost for "~=    ’~-~ - pu .... ate ~= additional s ..... sweeD=ng
eqTuzpment is estimated at around $7 million. The cost :s the ratepayer
would be an additional charge of $4 a year for the anr.ua! costs alone,
and the average residential Stormwater Pollution Abatement Charge would
need to increase from $23 to $27 a year. This would increase another
or more if the equipment was purchased with SPAF funds. Moreover, the
South Coast Air Quality Management District’s fleet rules require the
C!ty to replace its street sweepers with ones that use alternative fuels
when new equipment is purchased. The cos~ of new and upgraded facilities
for natura! mas sweepers has not been estimated at this time,
is expected to be substantial.

The proposed permit states that the increased street sweeping requirement
apply unt{~~ .      .~ the implementation of a trash total maximum daily load (TMDL)
program, which is currently under development for the Los Angeles River
and Bal!ona Creek.     Compliance with the trash TMDL will require the C~v-~.
to develop and implement a plan to reduce trash in the waterways.
Although difficult to estimate, capita! and operation/maintenance cost
estimates are in the neighborhood of $900 million for full capture
~_~s      The proposed new permit would require the City to spend
mi’!ions of dollars to implement bi-week!y street sweeping, which will be
necessary only until the trash TMDL is finalized.

The Regional Board has issued a schedule that states that there will be
two more draft permits; a second draft of the permit wil! be issued on
June 26, 2001 and a final draft will be issued on September 6, 2001. The
proposed adoption date by the Regional Board is scheduled for October 25,
2001.
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-~ CLA -~p -’~" that -~ F~r_ 3e~artment was s~~ ~ an ~x .....

storm dra~n discharge orohib~t~on ~q~ i-~ ~-      a~     -~
practice of washing down residual blood from trauma scenes. The CLA
reports that data from the Los ~geles County Department of Health

.v~_s indicates that the smal~ amounts of fluid from this practi~=
w=ll have no negative health effects. The Chair asked staff to exmlain

. - .... ’     was to delete ~h= requirement regard=ng Peakwhy their ._~omm~nda~on
Flow Control when their~_po__ .... indicates that <hey’ we-=~_ uncertain about
the intent. The Chair suggested that, procedurally, staff shou!
=eek -~a-~fication -eca-d~-c -~ .... ’ ..... ior to .....

The Environmental Quality and Waste Management Committee Chair concluded
his~.~=~a._~o~" - of this matter and recommended that Counc~i~ assrsve.~ the
recommendat=ons of the CLA and O.<RS as amended. The Chair recommended

~u.._ii re~aest, a clarification of the new Peak F
~_ma_~_men_s :or    i deve!opment <hat d.a_..s to soft-sottom cnanne±s,
r~ther than approving staff’s recommendation to delete them. The Chair
further~=-~__~mme~.d_d~ ~ that Council reqaest an exemption to ~h=~._ Storm Drain
DischarGe s~. ._on~s.._on requirements to al!ow the washing dowry, ef residual
blood from trazma scenes, as re~aested by the Fire Department. This
mat-_r~= is now submitted to Counc~_. for consideration.

Respectfully Submitted,,

Council                 Rid!ey-Thomas, Chair
Environmental Quality and Waste Management Committee
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*lOTION

Any official position of the City. of Los Angeles with respect to legislation, Pales, regulations or
policies proposed to or pending before a local, state, or federal governmental body or agency must have
r-u-st been adopted in the form ofa Resolunon by the City Council with the concurrence of the Mayor: and

The Los Angeles Regional Water Quali~ Control Board recently issued a draft National Polluuon
Discharge Elirmnat~on System (NPDES) Mumcipa[ Stormwater Pe,’-rmt for review and comment: and

The County of Los Angeles is the principal perrmtee and the City of Los Angeles and ~5 other
3urlsdicnons are co pem-atees of this pe~mlt; and

Th~s perrmt identifies the ~vaste discharge reqmrements for munlclpa[ stopm water and urban
:’anotf discharges ,.vithm the Count?.’ of Los Ange!es and :he ,.n¢orporated cities {except Long Beach and
Santa Ciantat: and

It ~s cr,,tical :hat :he City monitor Me var:ous :egulatow act:ons and provide input :o ensure
federal, state, and regmnal programs mtegrate v,~th one another, are reasonable, mclude appropriate source
control by state and federal a_oenc~es, and are consistent w~th the City’s water qualiw zmprovement goals
and policies; and

The City. supports the implementanon of programs that reduce water pollutmn and protect Me
beneficial uses of the region’s water bodies: and

The City’must ensure that water pollution control strategies and mandates can be realistically and
J cost efficiently implemented and funded, result m real water quality benefits, and successfully integrate

with o~er environmental mandates and considerations.

NOW, THEREFORE, I MOVE that by adoption oft.his Resolution, the Office of Admimstrative
and Research Services (OARS) and the Office of the Chief Legislative Analyst (CLA) are directed to
prepare a report for the Environmental Quality, and Waste Management Committee on the following issues
regarding the draf~ 2001 N"PDES Municipal Stormwater Perrmt:

!. The City of Los Angeles’ role in tbrmal discussions w~th the Regional Board, along w~th
the Principal Perrmtee and the Watershed Management Conm’attee representatives on the
Executive Advisory Committee (EAC), regarding stormwater quality management plan
implementation, momtormg and reporting;

2. The cost and appropriateness of an increased street sweeping program and its connection
to the upcoming Trash Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) program;

3. New obligations assigned to the cities for additional inspection and enforcement
activities on industnab~commercial and construction sites and appropriate perrmt fees
~unding;

4. A proposed new inspection program tmaeline and its consistency with the upcoming Los
Angeles Standard Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plan (SUSM’P) requirements; and

5~ The accurate incorporation of federal and state rules.
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Public Works Department 3621 Bell A~enue Manhattan Beach. CA 90?66-4795

Telephone (3 t 0) 802-5300 FAX ~ 310) 546- [ 752

RFCE!  

Mr. Dennis Dickerson
Calitbrnia Regional Water Quality Control Board
Los Angeles Region
320 W. 4t~ Street. Suite 200
Los Angeles. CA 90013

Dear Mr. Dickerson:

ADDITIONAL COMMENTS ON DRAFT NPDES PEP&,IIT

.ks a member or the Ballona Creek Watershed Committee, the City of Manhattan Beach concurs with the
questions and comments submitted earlier by the watershed. In addition to the comments compiled and
submitted bv the Ballona Creek Watershed cities, the City of Manhattan Beach has the following
comments and concerns:

A general comment is that the draft permit adds numerous detailed responsibilities, which cannot be
absorbed into the current heavy workload of City staff. The number of inspections, reports: revisions to
codes, General plan, and CEQA documents with follow up reporting to the Board is staggering. The
administrative burden created by this draft permit without a funding mechanism will likely result permit
compliance failure and in ultimate NPDES program failure. The Co-permittees need an opportunity to
talk ~ith Board staff to address the concerns created with the new permit.

In addition, we have the following comments.

1. Under the Findings Section. It clearly spells out the pollutants of concern and that "’Permittees can
implement control measures to reduce entry, of these pollutants into the storm water...". However, no
mention is made of "source reduction", i.e., reducing the compounds at the source which is primarily
from the products of a modem society. In other environmental regulatory, efforts such as solid waste
and air quality programs source reduction is a fundamental and primary, thrust of the regulations. We
continue to voice our strong concern that the NPDES regulatory, effort fails to attack the source of the
pollutants in anv meaningful way. There are many options for legislation and rule making which
could, at least, require the manufacturers and vendors of the products which produce the violating
compounds, to pay for some of the clean up and control measures referred to in the draft permit, if not
reduce or eliminate the offending products. We continue to believe that placing the entire
responsibility for stormwater clean up with the owners of the stormwater conveyance svstems is
futile. Unless and until funds are available for full stormwater treatment facility construction and
operation, the current program of behavior modification, good housekeeping, and structural BMP’s
will have minimal affect on the problem at best.

City of Manhattan Beach Web Site: http:!/www.ci.manhattan-beach.ca.us
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2. Administration of the programs and requirements of the proposed permit are potentially veu
significant in cost. The current City budget does not anticipate many of the costs associated with
programs required by the draft permit. State laws such as Proposition 13 (1979) and Proposition 218
severely limit the City’s ability to raise funds for property related services. It is recommended that
the Regional Water Quality Control Board and the State Water Resources Control Board, through
their sphere of influence, request State legislation which will provide funding to permittees, or at
least, enable permittees to assess business owners and other property owners for their fair share ef the
pollutant loading to the receiving waters. This could be done with an assessment based on a
combination of land use and business code. This is a key missing piece of the solution to storrnwater
pollution,

3. Finding 42. This finding states that ’...a ministerial project mav be made discretionary by adopting
local ordinance provisions that create decision-making discretion." While this may be theoretically
possible, it is not a political reality.

4. Section C. 10. Why has the Mitigation Funding provision been added back to the SUSMP section of
the permit’? It was removed from the original SUSMP provisions.

Part 4. Section ". Programs for Business. Smaller agencies simply will not be able to provide this
"open ended" service. This is an area that should be addressed at the State level. A State business
assistance program ~vould be better to assure a consistent message is received by participating
businesses.

\\:e appreciate the opportunity to comment on the draft permit. Please accept these additional comments
lbr your consideration in processing the new permit.

Sincerely, ¯

Nell Miller, Director of Public Works

Co Geoff Dolan, City Manager
Robert Wadden, City Attorney
Richard Thompson, Director of Community Development
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",’.~~ ".,"’#*~%~’~’~
4319 East Slauson Avenue ¯ Maywood. California 90270

.o,,~lt~O~,V,.,..,, Tel: {323} 562-5000 ¯ Fax: {323} 773-2806

May 16, 2001

Mr. Dennis Dickerson
Executive Director
Regional Water Quality Control
Board - Los Angeles

320 W. Fourth Street, Suite 200
Los Angeles, CA 90013-1105

Subject: Review Comments on Draft Los Angeles County Storm Water and Urban
Runoff Permit

Dear Mr. Dickerson:

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the April 13, 2001, Draft Municipal Storm
Water Permit. This permit will have a significant impact on the daily lives of the
residents and businesses of Los Angeles County. A large percentage of the economy
of Los Angeles County is tied to tourism at the beaches along the coast and at the
inland lakes and streams. It is in everyone’s best interest to protect these resources.

The Regional Board must recognize the limited resources available at the municipal
level to support these programs. The Clean Water Act (C, WA) establishes a Maximum
Extent Practical (MEP) standard for Storm Water Permits. This permit, in several areas,
attempts to apply numeric standards to Municipal Programs. The application of numeric
standards will make compliance with the permit impossible for the municipalities and
subject them to numerous citizen lawsuits.

While we recognize the importance of the CWA and the intent of this draft permit, we
must also address the cities’ ability to comply with the requirements without exposure to
unnecessary liability. The following comments reflect the cities’ desire to comply with
the CWA and the Regional Water Quality Control Board’s (Board) permit. Where
suggestions are made, they are intended to provide the Board with alternative wording
that we believe will comply with the MEP intent of the CWA. The Board will receive
many comments from lawyers and others familiar with the statutory requirements of the
CWA. My comments will focus on the affect of the draft permit on the cities of Los
Angeles County.
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May 15, 2001
Page 2

1. Part 2. Receiving Water Limitation sections 1 and 2. Section 1 is so broad that the
cities and the County will face liability for "cause(ing) or contribute(ing) to the
violation of water quality standards or water quality objectives". Section 2 will pose
the threat of liability for "cause(ing) or contribute(ing) to a condition of nuisance.
These two provisions must be revised to allow the cities and the County to operate
the Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System (MS4) without fear of litigation from
NRDC or other environmental groups for minimal impacts on water quality. Each
and every resident of Los Angeles County depends on the MS4 to protect our
homes and businesses from the real threat of flooding. The system has been built
up over the years to efficiently carry storm runoff to the ocean. To convert this
system to a full treatment system will take years. The Board cannot leave the cities
and County open to litigation if you expect the improvements to be accomplished.

2. Part 3G(n). Legal Authority for inspections, surveillance and monitoring of Industrial,
Commercial and Construction sites. This paragraph is overly broad. Cities and the
County have the authority to investigate violations of law. Normally this occurs when
the Police Department or the District Attorney is notified of a violation. These
agencies are trained to conduct investigation and have the legal support to obtain
the needed warrants to capture private records. These techniques are generally
reserved for cases of some significance. Unfortunately, police agencies and
prosecutors have not been convinced that discharges to the MS4 are important
enough when they compare it to their workload involving thieves and murderers.
Thus, it is not sufficient to ask cities and the County to certify to their legal authority,
because the authority is granted by the State Judicial system. The greater question
that should be asked is "has the crime been elevated to the degree needed to cause
enforcement by local authorities." In extreme cases it is likely that the effort will be
made, but for most incidents it is unlikely that any action will be taken to investigate
or enforce minor illegal discharges.

This section will be used to convict cities and the County of violating the Storm
Water permit due to lack of detailed investigations and prosecutions. This will not be
difficult to prove. We do not believe that the Board should be creating regulations
that will subject the cities and the County to broad liability.

3. Part 3G(p). Adopt and implement an agency-specific storm water and urban runoff
ordinance. The requirement of this paragraph that the ordinance be "effective
immediately upon the adoption of this Order." This requirement is not practical.
Cities and the County have a procedure to adopt ordinances. These procedures are
derived from State Law that governs City and County authority. We must conduct
public hearings before an Ordinance imposing restrictions on property rights can be
adopted to allow the public to provide input to the process. Then unless there is a
significant public health and safety concern involved, the ordinance will take effect
thirty (30) days after the second reading of the ordinance. Thus, the requirement
that the cities and the County adopt a new ordinance and have it effective upon the

R0002322



May 15, 2001
Page 3

approval of this order is impossible. I would suggest that a 180 day schedule be
specified like the Board imposed for the SUSMP provisions.

4. Part 4A(2)(b). Business Assistance Program. While the principal involved with the
Business Assistance Program is good, as currently written the program is flawed.
The first problem is in the definition of a small business. Any business that has 99
employees is not a small business. To pay these employees even at minimum
wage, the business must have significant revenue. I believe that the number of
employees must be reduced to "less than 25 employees" or the business must be
tied to actual revenue, say less than $1,000,000 in gross revenue. By setting the
size of a small business at one of these levels, the cities and the County will not be
assisting businesses that can afford to obtain assistance on its own. The cities and
the County have already offered to assist businesses that may not have a clear
understanding as a result of the Educational Site Visit program. In most cases the
offers were not well received. The businesses often treated the contact as an
attempt to penalize the businesses rather than to help deal with the Storm Water
Issue. The second issue with the program is the provision that states that the
program "shall be a confidential and non-enforcement program." In most cities the
ability to have two separate departments, one to assist businesses and another to
enforce the regulations, will be impossible. Thus, the city employees charged with
helping the businesses in a non-enforcement manner will likely be the same people
that will visit and investigate violations of the business. I would suggest that the first
visit be designed to assist the business to understand the program. Any future visits
will involve enforcement that will then become progressively more severe. Without
the ability to implement the program in this way the cities and the County will lack
credibility when enforcement is required.

5. Part 4B. Programs for Industrial/Commercial Inspections. This part of the permit is
the most objectionable part of the draft permit. This attempt by the Board to transfer
its obligation to inspect and enforce against Phase I Industries and State
Construction Permits without transferring the source of and the authority to collect
revenue is unacceptable. It is clear to all cities and the County that the State has not
adequately funded the inspection part of the NPDES program. If the State were to
adequately fund the program they would have to include employees to perform the
plan review, inspectors to train and to verify compliance in the field and prosecutors
to enforce against violators. These are the same provisions that the Board is
expecting the cities and the County to implement, yet the Board does not implement
the same programs.

As a City agent I do visit sites to verify compliance with State and Local Building
Codes and other regulations to ensure that the Health and Safety of the public. But,
for the Board to require that the cities and the County take over its responsibilities
and liabilities because the Board will not adequately fund the program is
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Page 4

unacceptable. Until complete and adequate funding is provided, the cities and the
County must insist that this provision be removed.

6. Part 4B(4). BMP Implementation. This section is vague and contradictory. The first
paragraph starts by saying that the City "shall require the implementation of the
designated minimum BMP’s, as approved in Resolution 98-08, at each
industrial/commercial site within its jurisdiction." While this will be a formidable task
by itself, the paragraph then ends by requiring the Permittee’s "shall also implement
or require any additional site specific BMP’s ... which are more stringent than those
required under the Statewide General Industrial Permit." This requirement I find
confusing when I review the Permit. The General Industrial Permit does not cover
all Industrial/Commercial businesses in my town. So as I read this requirement, I am
required to impose harsher standards on non-regulated industry than the State
would have the authority to impose on the Phase 1 industries identified in the CWA.
I question if the Board has the Legal Authority to accomplish this requirement, much
less force the permittee’s to impose these standards. The other question that this
requirement raises relates to the conditions that would trigger these harsh
requirements. It is not clear if I am to impose this harsh standard on all of my
business, or just those few that I deem to be gross violators. I believe that without
clear requirements the City would stand little or no chance of prevailing against a
court challenge.

I would recommend that the Board revise this requirement to limit the city obligations
to the requirements of Resolution 98-08.

The second paragraph requires the Permittees to "implement, or require
implementation of, additional controls for Industrial/Commercial sites tributary to
CWA section 303d impaired water bodies ... as necessary to comply with this order."
The paragraph also requires the cities to impose additional standards on
Industrial/Commercial sites within or directly adjacent to or discharging directly to
coastal lagoons or environmentally sensitive areas. Both of these requirements are
vague as to intent and are impossible to enforce on businesses that may have been
operating in the same location for twenty or more years. These businesses are
going to ask, and rightly so, what proof the Permittees have to justify the imposition
of new operating restrictions.

I believe that the section, as written, is unenforceable and will be overturned in Court
action. Since the City is damned if it imposes the requirement and damned if it fails
to impose the requirement, each Permittee looses this battle. This section must be
written with some justification for its inclusion in the permit.
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7. Part 4B(5)d. Regional Board Inspection Coordinatior~. This section states that if the
Regional Board has performed an inspection of an Industrial/Commercial site the
Permittees do not need to inspect that site. The section leaves unsaid how the
coordination will happen between the Permittees and the Board. If the Board is to
conduct an unannounced inspection of an Industrial/Commercial site they must
follow up within a set time with a notice to the Permittee that the inspection has
taken place. I also believe that the Permittee should be notified of the Board
findings so that problem businesses can be monitored.

8. Part 4C(3)b. Board Revisions to the SUSMP Projects. I must request clarification
on the change made to the Hillside Residential property. As written, item b(1) states
that single-family hillside residential developments of "10,000" square feet or more. I
have heard Permittees describe this as 10.000 square feet of disturbed area or
10,000 square feet of lot area. It is unclear how the Board intends this provision to
be enforced. Clarification is required.

9. Part 4C(8). Redevelopment Projects. The wording used in this section does not
agree with the definition of Redevelopment as contained in the definitions in Part 5.
This section must be revised to match the Definition since the definition was
established by State Board Action on the SUSMP Petition.

10. Part 4C(12). General Plan Update. As noted at the Board Workshop on April 24th

the requirement for every City to modify its general plan to reflect Storm Water
Quality issues will take longer than 540 days (18 months) allowed in the permit. I
believe that the Board must participate in a workshop with Planning Directors from
all Permittees to establish the elements of the general plan that must be revised.
Through this process all Permittees will perform the revisions correctly the first time
rather than have to correct a flawed document. State Law limits the number of times
that the General Plan can be modified in any one-year. The Permittees need to
identify all elements that will be affected before contracts are issued for these
amendments. Once the workshop is held, the Board should then allow not less than
three years for Permittees to budget for and complete the General Plan Update.

11. Part 4E(1). Dry Weather Diversions. The Board has provided detailed requirements
for all Public Agency activities except dry weather diversions. It is not clear if the
Board is requiring all Permittees to implement a dry weather diversion program or if
the Board is only mentioning this as a possible Public Agency activity. In either case
it appears that the Permit’tees should be provided with direction from the Board on its
intent on dry weather diversion. If there are no specific requirements this subgroup
should not be listed at all.
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12. Permit Wide Requirement. Throughout the Permit the Board includes requirements
that the Permittees maintain computer records of a wide variety of activities. Without
standards for the design of these data bases the County as Principal Permittee will
get information that is in any number of formats. Not all Permittees have the same
computer system support and few Permittees have GIS capabilities. The Board
should mandate that the Principal Permittee develop an application that contains all
of the data that the Board wants collected. The Principal Permittee should then be
required to supply the application to the Permittees. Through this means the
Permittees will provide information that is uniform and transferable.

The comments included above do not represent all of our concerns about the draft
permit. But, due to the limited time available to conduct this review the important areas
have been highlighted. At this point I understand that the Permit will not be presented
to the Board until September or October, depending on the Boards schedule. I
understand that the Board cannot negotiate with each Permittee individually, however I
hope that the Board will address these issues by incorporating the requested changes.
Permittees support the Clean Water Act and the Boards desire to clean up the waters of
Los Angeles County. However the resources available to implement new regulations
are not unlimited. The Board will get cooperation if they propose a practical permit
based on MEP Technology. Any permit based on numeric limits will not be supported
and will only lead to Board fines and legal actions challenging the proposed permit.

If you would like to further discuss this issue or have any questions, please contact me
at (562) 908-6214.

Sincerely,

CITY OF MAYW,

William C. Pagett,
City Engineer

Copy: City Manager
City Council
City Attorney

ELK:mr
1244.4\1001k105
06-130
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Xavier Swamikannu
California Regional Water Quality Control Board
Los Angeles Region
320 W. 4th Street, Suite 200
Los Angeles, CA 90013

Re: Comments - First Draft LA County Municipal Storm Water NPDES Permit

Dear Mr. Swamikanu:

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the First Draft of the LA County Municipal
Storm Water NPDES Permit. The solicitation of input from all permitees and other
interested parties is critical in attaining a permit that will be acceptable, and continue to
insure protection of the beneficial uses of all receiving waters in the Los Angeles Basin.
It should be noted that the revised permit is a substantial improvement from the current
permit, as it provides better clarification in certain areas. As with any "draft permit, there
is always room for improvement, and in response to your request, the following are
comments on the draft permit ("permit").

Federal, State and Regional Re_clulations (Pg. 8, No. 31}

There appears to be a discrepancy concerning the interpretation of the State Board’s
decision concerning approved requirements for new development and significant
redevelopment projects in the SUSMP. Based on the State Water Resources Board’s
recent decision, ministerial projects, projects in environmentally sensitive areas (ESAs),
and retail gasoline outlets were removed as categories subject to SUSMP requirements.
However. the last sentence in this section places these categories back into the NPDES
permit. This sentence should be deleted.

Receiving Water Limitations (Pg. 13, Item 1 & 2}

The City is concerned with this language and instead prefers the existing permit
language. As an alternative, remove the following provisions as mentioned lay the
Principal Permittee:
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¯ Discharges from the MS4 that cause or contribute to the violation of water quality
standards or water quality objectives are prohibited.

¯ Discharges from the MS4 of storm water, or non-storm water, for which a
Permittee is responsible shall not cause or contribute to a condition of nuisance.

The City objects to the proposed permit language because it does not allow
implementing the permit and its programs as a means of achieving compliance with
water quality standards and objectives. The language immediately places all permittees
into non-compliance, and has the potential to expose all permittees to third party
litigation. This language also seems to undermine the whole purpose of the permit,
which is to accept some exceedances of water quality standards/objectives (as
contained in the Los Angeles Basin Plan) provided that permit conditions are met. It is
simply impossible for any municipality to prevent all discharges that cause or contribute
to the violation of water quality standards or objectives.

Leqal Authority (Pgs. 19, l(m & n)

Under these subsections it states, permittees are required to control the contributions,
or potential contributions of pollutants in discharges of storm water runoff associated
with industrial facilities .... and control the quality of storm water runoff from industrial
sites.

The definition of "industrial sites" needs to be clarified to exclude those industrial sites
currently under the responsibility of the State. Alternative lanc~ua_cle could read
.... "runoff associated with industrial facilities (excluding industrial sites under the
jurisdiction of the State).

Secondly, permittees are being requested to possess legal authority to enter, sample,
inspect, review .... industrial facilities discharging polluted or potentially polluted runoff
into the MS4. There is a serious concern with this requirement. Many municipalities
proceed with caution when the possibility of entering private property under its own
jurisdiction is an issue. As there are legal requirements for such actions (obtaining a
warrant), it becomes more problematic to inspect and enforce at an industrial facility that
is under a permit issued by the State. Cities and Counties do not posses this legal
authority.

If the expectation is for municipalities to undertake this responsibility, we would
appreciate some technical assistance to in developing such authority. However, we
prefer that the inspection of State industrial facilities be removed.
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Outreach and Education (Pgs. 22-23)

School District Education

The permittees are being asked to provide educational materials, in various media
forms, to all School Districts within its jurisdiction in order to educate a minimum of 50%
of all school children (K-12) every two years. While the City concurs that constant
outreach and education is important in order to continue to raise storm water pollution
prevention awareness, a 50% minimum requirement to educate all school children can
prove to be difficult and costly.

Different grade levels require different materials suitable to reach the target audience,
this results in having to create separate materials for each group or several clusters of
groups. This could result in unknown personnel resources expended and substantial
costs to comply with this requirement. Under the current permit, the Principal Permittee
has assumed responsibility for this task. Utilizing flood control funds, it has visited every
subject school in every city and unincorporated areas of Los Angeles County If the
Principal Permittee agrees to continue performing this task as a means of satisfying this
new requirement, the City has no objection to this requirement. However, if the
Principal Permittee decides not to assume this responsibility, this requirement requires
modification, including the elimination of the numeric requirement.

Business Assistance Proqram

Permittees are being requested to develop and implement a confidential program to
assist small businesses that meet certain criteria, with understanding and complying
with storm water regulations. Such assistance includes: (1) On site technical
assistance; (2) availability, distribution and discussions of applicable BMPs; and (3)
access to information concerning environmental consulting services.

While this program contains merit, the proposed new task is problematic because it
expands the commercial facilities category from facilities that are known potential
pollutant contributors (i.e., gas stations, automotive facilities, etc), to include any
business that have less than 100 employees, lack funding for private consulting, lack
expertise necessary to understand and comply with storm water regulations, and have
requested assistance or was referred through the industrial/commercial inspection
program.

This expansion could include business, such as consulting agencies, tailor shops,

R0002330



Comments - First Draft NPDES Permit
May 15, 2001
Page 4

barbershops, and hundreds of others that can be questionable as pollutant generators.
This new requirement would be extremely costly to cities, and is suspect to the
justification on why it is necessary to perform outreach to these types of businesses.

It is recommended that this requirement be removed, or that adequate funding be
provided to the permittees to implement this program.

Programs for Industrial/Commercial Inspections (P.qs. 25-28)

The "permit" proposes to require permittees to conduct inspections and if necessary, to
take enforcement action against all Industrial/Commercial facilities including:

¯ industrial facilities subject to General Industrial Activity Storm Water Permit
(GIASWP) requirements

¯ constructions sites subject to General Industrial Activity Storm Water Permit
(GCASWP) requirements

The Regional Board staff’s current opinion is that municipalities are "ultimately
responsible for the quality of storm water discharges to the MS4", including those
discharged from GIASWP subject-facilities and GCASWP-subject construction projects.

However, many municipalities disagree with this position. The proposed requirement
would impose additional cost burdens on municipalities. This is unfair given that: (1) the
State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) and, by extension, the Regional Board,
have already assumed responsibility for this task; and (2) the State collects fees from
subject industrial facilities and construction sites.

Addressing the position that municipalities are responsible for discharges to the MS4
from GIASWP-subject industrial facilities and GCASWP-subject construction projects, it
appears that an oversight of the fact that the state has elected to regulate discharges
from industrial facilities and certain construction projects (i.e., those that disturb 5 acres
or more or soil disturbance) just as it has elected to regulate discharges to the MS4
from municipalities.

Additionally, the "permit" calls for inspections to insure compliance, implementation of
pollution prevention methods including requiring its use by industrial/commercial
facilities, source identification databases, BMP implementation including requirements
of business to also implemented applicable BMPs, reporting requirements, and other
programs and procedures.
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Not withstanding the disagreement on ultimate responsibility over GIASWP and
GCASWP-subject facilities/projects, upgrading the current program to this proposed
"inspection/enforcement" program will result in costly impacts to the County and
municipalities. Many permittees currently have limited resources (i.e., staffing, funding)
to assume such a comprehensive addition. Expanding the scope of inspections will
have a significant impact on personnel resources to comply with this requirement. This
may necessitate hiring of additional personnel that many municipalities may not be able
to undertake at this time.

Secondly, as the definition of "commercial" business appears to have been expanded,
this will result in expanding this program to businesses that may be considered
questionable for necessitating such inspections and requirements. Unless funding is
proposed for the permittees, this expansion should be removed or revisited to discuss
cost effective alternatives.

Programs for Development Planninq (P_qs. 29 - 35)

Elimination of Discretionary Approval from the SUSMP Evaluation Process

The new permit proposes to remove "discretionary approval" as an important criterion
for determining if certain categories of projects and redevelopments would be subject to
Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plan (SUSMP) requirements. Currently, a
project is subject to SUSMP requirements if it is one of the 8 types of development
projects/redevelopment projects and if it is subject to discretionary approval (i.e., CEQA
clearance, conditional use permit, or other action involving the subjective judgment of a
municipal official).

During the SUSMP hearings, an attempt to remove discretionary approval was
undertaken in March of 2000. That attempt was immediately challenged by a coalition
of cities that resulted in the restoration of discretionary approval by the State Water
Resources Control Board. Most cities still want to retain discretionary approval to
enable them not to require costly and questionably effective infiltration/treatment
controls unless there is a compelling reason to do so. The City is aware that the
Regional Board’s attempt to eliminate discretionary approval was motivated by the
understandable need to "close a loophole" that enables cities to exempt subject
projects from all SUSMP measures by simply not requiring them to undergo
discretionary approval (e.g., a coincidental EIR or mitigated negative declaration).

There is, however, an alternative to these extremes. Although the City is opposed to
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eliminating discretionary approval it may consider:

¯ Requiring the 8 categories of projects to be subject to all SUSMP measures
except infiltration or treatment controls, which would remain discretionary. This
means that (a) general mitigation measures (e.g., not increasing peak runoff from
pre-development levels, protecting slopes and channels, etc.) and (b) use-
specific mitigation measures (e.g., canopies for gas stations, and runoff control
design requirements for wash areas, service bays, and loading docks, etc.)
would be prescribed for all subject projects.

¯ Requiring infiltration/treatment controls (designed to meet the .75" or other
numeric standards), only when the chemical constituents contained in runoff from
the completed project would have impairing a beneficial use of a receiving water
as determined by its listing as pollutant on the 303(d) list of impaired water
bodies.

To require non-discretionary project to also become subject to the SUSMP requirement
would create undue burdens on those projects that will have minimal impacts to storm
water pollution, and possibly create problems in the area of development of affordable
housing.

Addition of Previously Removed SUSMP Cateqories

The proposed "permit" also attempts to include those categories (Retail Gasoline
Outlets, Restaurants, Projects in Environmentally Sensitive Areas) previously removed
by the State Water Resources Board as a result of the challenge of coalition of cities.
During the challenge process, many municipalities expended a considerable amount of
staff resources and funding to raise their concerns with these categories within the
SUSMP program. These concerns remain the same, and these categories should be
removed from the "permit". Permitees continue to work to mitigate storm water in these
categories without having to institute costly and unnecessary measures.

Addition of Mitiqation Fundinq

The proposed permit also attempts to reinstate the establishment of mitigation funding
mechanism within the SUSMP process. During the discussions of the SUSMP
program, the municipalities expressed concern over the establishment of this type of
funding mechanism. The administrative and cost burdens that would be created to
incorporate and manage this kind of program has been presented and as a result, this
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item was also removed by the State Board. This item should also be removed from the
permit.

General Plan Amendment

The "permit" proposes to require municipalities to incorporate "watershed and storm
water quality and quantity management considerations no later 540 days from the
permit adoption date." The current permit requires this element to be incorporated into
General Plans when they are updated.

The need to update municipal General Plans to include a storm water quality element
has always been unclear. It appears the SUSMP program has negated the need for a
General Plan storm water quality element because the SUSMP requires the prescription
of controls for new developments and redevelopment projects that operate to minimize
post-construction runoff pollution. As a result, why is a storm water quality element
needed, especially if the need is being addressed and considering most municipalities
may already be fully developed?

Unless the Regional Board staff can justify the purpose of adding a storm water quality
element addition to General Plans, this requirement should be removed.

Program for Construction Sites (Pgs. 36 - 39)

Lowerinq the Limit for Local SWPPPs

The "permit" proposes to lower the limit for requiring local SWPPPs (Storm Water
Pollution Prevention Plans). Currently, local SWPPPs are required from construction
projects that are expected to cause a soil disturbance of 2 to under 5 acres, by grading,
clearing, and or excavating. The proposed permit would lower this threshold to between
1 acre and under 5 acres.

Lowering the threshold here seems to be associated with the change in Phase II
municipal NPDES regulations. In 2003, the threshold for construction sites requiring
General Construction Activity Storm Water Permits (GCASWP) will be lowered from 5
acres to 1 acre. Apparently, Regional Board staff believes that this should have
corresponding affect on the next level of construction requirements. The City disagrees
with this rationale. The reason the existence of SWPPPs is to enable
inspection/enforcement personnel to determine compliance with BMPs that are intended
to: (1) reduce sediment and chemical constituent discharges to the MS4; and (2) certify
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that no illicit discharges would be released to the MS4. -

For larger construction sites, a SWPPP is necessary because of the time it would take
for inspection personnel to do a walk-through. However, for smaller construction sites,
this really is not a problem. Inspection personnel can easily identify if basic BMPs that
really do not require SWPPPs are in place. Thus, to require permittees to require local
SWPPPs for projects even less than 2 acres would be a burden on personnel resources
and funds where there is no need. Given that the threshold for determining GCASWP
construction sites will be lowered in 2003 from 5 acres to t acre, and that the current
permit requirement of prescribing minimum BMPs to construction sites of 2 acres and
under has been effective, there is no reason modify with the requirement at this time.

The "permit" should maintain the current soil disturbance requirement for local SWPPPs
(2 and 5 acres) until 2003 when 1-plus acre projects will require GCASWP coverage.

Education/Traininq for Contractors

The "permit" requires the permit’tees "implement an education program to discuss storm
water pollution prevention and controls at construction sites and distribute educational
materials targeted to the construction community during meetings, workshops, pre-
construction meetings, and inspections."

The current requirement is to provide over-the-counter developer/contractor information
regarding development construction requirements. While the City concurs that
continual education of the construction and development community is vital to ensuring
the elimination of potential pollutants from construction sites, the additional requirement
is unnecessary and would impose additional unnecessary costs on cities. Currently,
communicating construction program requirements to contractors/developers is a
simple task, it involves:

¯ providing, over-the-counter, written materials and verbal information regarding
requirements associated with the three categories of construction projects

¯ providing a list and description of construction-related BMPs.

The draft permit proposes additional tasks that accomplish the same thing, but in more
elaborate and costly terms. This requirement should be removed as it would not
augment the City’s ability to inform contractors/developers of their obligations under the
municipal NPDES permit.
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Public Agencies Activities (Pgs. 39 - 45)

Vehicle Maintenance/Material Storaqe Facilities/Corporate Yards Manaqement

The "permit" purposes that each municipality for each corporate yard covered under
Phase I of the Federal Storm Water Regulations, shall obtain a separate coverage in a
State California General Industrial Activities Storm Water Discharge Permit (except for
cities under 100,000 in population need not file until March 10, 2003). In addition, after
March 10, 2003, permiteeS shall also attain the same coverage for public construction
sites 1 acre or greater.

If permittees are being required to obtain separate coverage for the above listed
projects, the State should waive all fees associated with issuance of a separate permit,
as this will create additional administrative time and cost for cities to file for separate
coverage.

Storm Drain Operation & Maintenance

The draft permit proposes to increase the frequency of clean-outs of priority catch
basins (40% full) from once a year, just prior to the wet season (October 1 to April 30),
to twice a year, from May 1 to September 30 (during the dry season).

It appears that the justification for this requirement is based on the fact that the Ventura
permit (adopted in June of 2000) currently includes it. Increasing the frequency does
not make sense. Whether a catch basin is full at any level during the dry season is not
an issue, because trash and other material trapped in it are not going to enter into
receiving water. The hydraulic mechanism required for transporting is not present (with
the exception of a rare storm event). This is why, historically, catch basin clean-outs
are done just before the wet season. While storm events during the dry season do
occur from time-to-time, they are so rare as to warrant imposing such an additional
expense on municipalities.

This requirement should be removed as it may have little impact reducing trash
discharges to the receiving water. Additionally, the zero trash TMDL for Los Angeles
River and Ballona Creek watershed-resident cities would make this requirement
unnecessary, and also denies permittees the option of resorting to more cost-effective
trash reducing BMPs.
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Streets and Road Maintenance

The "permit" proposes to increase the frequency of street sweeping to at least 4 times
per month "in areas generating high volumes of trash and "an average not less the
twice per month in areas that generate moderate volumes of trash on traffic collector
streets and residential areas."

The current permit calls for a minimum of sweeping once a month. Street sweeping is
essentially a trash-reducing BMP. Given the cost associated with increased street
sweeping, and that there are less expensive trash-mitigation BMPs available, this
additional requirement should be eliminated.

Parkinq Lots

T~e "permit" proposes to increase the frequency of parking lot cleanings from once a
month to twice a month. Under the current permit, only parking lots with 25-plus spaces
are subject to monthly cleanings. The scope of this requirement is enlarged to include
every municipal parking lot, regardless of size, and increases the cleaning and
inspection frequency from once a month to twice a month.

The justification for making this requirement more stringent is not clear. Have there
been scientific studies that have concluded parking lots have been substantial pollutant
contributors to receiving waters?

This additional requirement should be removed, as it will result in additional costs to
many municipalities, unless data can be provided to show that an increase in parking lot
cleanings from once a month to twice month would improve receiving water quality.

Definitions (P.qs. 46 - 54)

The definition of "Environmentally Sensitive Area" appears to have been expanded.
The definition should be modified to the version submitted by the Principal Permittee
(County of Los Angeles).

The definition of SUSMP should be revised to read:

means the Los Angeles Countywide Standard Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plan. The
SUSMP shall address conditions and requirements of p~ew p/anning pdority
development and redeve/opment projects
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Other Chanqes to the Permit

Meet and Confer Process

The "permit" lacks reference to the meet and confer process present in the current
permit (Administrative Review). This provision is intended to resolve compliance issues
prior to a Regional Board enforcement action. There are occasions when compliance
could be the result of misinterpretation or misunderstanding on the part of staff.

The meet and confer provision is intended to allow the resolution of disagreements as a
result of misinterpretations or misunderstandings before issuing Notices of Violations,
then ultimately an enforcement action. Since there is the possibility that the final
approved permit will contain provisions that are open to interpretation, the meet and
confer process must be retained. To utilize the State’s Enforcement policy (Order 96-
030) will possibly create adversarial relationships between the permittees and the
Regional Board.

We request that the Meet and Confer process remain in the permit.

Pro,qram Implementation Time Frames

In the proposed "permit", permittees are being requested to implement/revise many
additional programs in each of the program elements. The proposed 180 day time
frame is not a sufficient amount of time to properly revise and implement each of the
revised programs because of budgetary and personnel constraints for many of the
permittees.

Many cities contain small numbers of staff that are responsible for the NPDES program
in addition to other duties assigned to them. The revised requirements take time to
create/modify, train applicable employees and implement. The proposed time limit
would more than likely not be met. Additionally, most cities require a minimum of one
year of advanced time to budget for new costs. Some cities need two years.

We respectfully request a revision of the 180-day implementation time frame.
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Limited Use of the Maximum Extent Practicable (MEP) Lan,qua,qe in the Permit

The "permit" references permittees to maximize or minimize various discharges
potential pollutants within some of the program elements, without use of the Maximum
Extent Practicable language included within the requirements. Without this reference,
permittees are suspect to potential litigation. Please refer to comments submitted by
the Principal Permittee as to the appropriate locations to include the MEP language.

In summary, the City of Monrovia sincerely appreciates the effort and time invested by
the Regional Board staff in developing the first draft of the Los Angeles County
Municipal NPDES Storm Water Permit. As the permit develops, the City looks forward
to continuing to work with Regional Board staff to create permit that is cost effective and
efficient to continue to insure protection of the beneficial uses of all receiving waters in
the Los Angeles Basin.

Should you have any questions, please feel free to contact me at (626) 932-5544, or
Louis Celaya at (626) 932-5577. Thank you for your time and consideration in this
matter.

Sincerely,

David Fike
Director of Public Works

cc: City Manager

John Harris, Richards, Watson & Gershon

Dennis Dickerson, Executive Director,
Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board
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May 16. 2001

Mr. Dennis Dickerson
Executive Officer
California Regional Water
Quality Control Board
Los Angeles Region
320 West 4th Street
Los Angeles, CA 90013

FAXED AND MAILED

Reference: Comments in Regard to Draft Municipal NPDES Permit

1. InspectionlEnforcement of GIASWP Facilities and GCASWP Construction Sites (Part
4.A.2)

:. Proposed New Requirement

The draft permit proposes to require permittees to conduct inspections and, if necessary, to take
enforcement action against: (1) industrial facilities subject to General Industrial Activity Storm
Water Permit (GIASWP) requirements; and (2) construction sites subject to General
Construction Activity Storm Water (GCASWP) requirements. Regional Board staff is of the
opinion that municipalities are "ultimately responsible for the quality of storm water discharges to
the MS4" -- including those discharged from GIASWP subject-facilities and GCASWP-subject
construction projects.

-Issue

This proposed requirement would impose an additional cost burden on municipalities. This
is unfair, given that (1) the State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) and, by
extension, the Regional Board, have already assumed responsibility for this task; and (2) the
state collects fees from subject industrial facilities and construction sites. As to the notion
that municipalities are responsible for discharges to the MS4 from GIASWP-subject
industrial facilities and GCASWP-subject construction projects, Regional Board staff
overlooks the fact that the state has elected to regulate discharges from industrial facilities
and certain construction projects (viz., those that disturb 5 acres or more or soil disturbance)
just as it has elected to regulate discharges to the MS4 from municipalities. In other words,
the state has preempted this presumed responsibility.
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- Recommendation

Discuss with Regional Board staff cost-effective alternatives. These include: (i) continuing
¯ the site visit program (only if funded by the principal permittee); (ii) requiring municipalities to

compel industrial facilities to obtain a GIASWP (e.g., as a condition for a business license);
(iii) reporting industrial facilities that do not have GIASWPs to Regional Board staff for
enforcement action; (iv) reporting GIASWP industnal faci~ties tl3at appear not to be in
compliance with permit requirements (usually non-implementation of BMPs) and, if
necessary, to conduct joint enforcement action.

2. Eliminating Discretionary Approval from the SUSMP Evaluation Process (Part 4.C.3)

.7 Proposed New Requirement

The draft permit proposes to remove "discretionary approval" as an important criterion for
determining if certain categories of projects and redevelopments would be subject to Standard
Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plan (SUSMP) requirements. Currently, a project is subject to
SUSMP requirements if it is one of the 8 types of development projects/redevelopment projects,
and if it is subject to discretionary approval (i.e., CEQA clearance, conditional use permit, or
other action involving the subjective judgment of a municipal official).

-issue

The Regional Board -- together with the environmental community - attempted to remove
discretionary approval when it adopted the SUSMP in March of 2000. That attempt was
immediately challenged by a group of cities, which resulted in the restoration of discretionary
approval by the State Water Resources Control Board. Most cities still want to retain
discretionary approval to enable them not to require costly and questionably effective
infiltration/treatment controls, unless there is a compelling reason to do so. The City is
aware that the Regional Board’s attempt to eliminate discretionary approval was motivated
by the understandable need to "close a loophole" that enables cities to exempt subject
projects from all SUSMP measures, by simply not requiring them to undergo discretionary
approval (e.g., a coincidental EIR or mitigated negative declaration).

- Recommendation

There is, however, an alternative to these extremes. Although the City is opposed to
eliminating discretionary approval, it would not be opposed to:

i. Requiring the 8 categories of projects to be subject to all SUSMP measures
except infiltration or treatment controls, which would remain discretionary. This
means that (a) general mitigation measures (e.g., not increasing peak runoff from
pre-development levels, protecting slopes and channels, etc.), and (b) use-specific
mitigation measures (e.g., canopies for gas stations, and runoff control design
requirements for wash areas, service bays, and loading docks, etc.), would be
prescribed for all subject projects.

ii. Requiring infiltration/treatment controls (designed to meet the .75" or other
numeric standards), only when the chemical constituents contained in runoff from
the completed project would impair the beneficial use of a receiving water, as
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determined by its listin,q as pollutant on the 303(d) list of impaired water bodies).

3. Making 40,000 f~ IndustriallCommercial Facilities SUSMP-Subject

,~ Proposed New Requirement

The draft permit proposes to add -- no later than March 9, 2001 - 1-acre
industrial/commercial development projects to the list of subject SUSMP projects. Further,
it seeks to define 1 acre as 40,000 square feet instead of 43,560 square feet.

-Issue

Adding 1-acre industrial/commercial facilities to the SUSMP-applicabte list appears
inappropriate. This new requirement is based on the anticipation of the Phase II rule
pertaining to the new developments. It is inappropriate, because the Phase II rule here
applies projects that "result in the land disturbance of greater than or equal to 1 acre" - not
1 acre of impervious area.. In fact, the Phase II rule here would seem to apply to all new
development projects, including land-use determined SUSMP projects.

- Recommendation

Eliminate this requirement and reevaluate SUSMP requirements against the Phase II rule,
as it relates to controlling pollutants from new developments.

3. General Plan Update (Part 4.C.12)

:. Proposed New Requirement

The draft permit proposes to require municipalities to incorporate "watershed and storm water
quality and quantity management considerations no later than 540 days from the permit
adoption date." The current permit requires this element to be incorporated into General Plans
when they are updated.

-Issue

The need to update municipal General Plans to include, essentially, a storm water quality
element has always been unclear. Further, it seems that the SUSMPs have obviated the
need for a General Plan storm water quality element. This is because the SUSMP requires
the prescription of controls for new developments and redevelopment projects that operate
to minimize post-construction runoff pollution. That being the case, why is a storm water
quality element needed, especially for built-out municipalities?

- Recommendation

Unless the Regional Board staff can justify the purpose of adding a storm water quality
element addition to General Plans, this requirement should be eliminated

4. Outreach and Education to School Districts (4.A.l.d)

~ Proposed New Requirement
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The draft permit proposes that permittees provide unified1 school districts within their
jurisdictions materials, live.presentations, brochures, and other media necessary to storm water-
educate a minimum of 50% of all school children (K-12 to 12), every 2 years.

- Issue

The City does not object to this requirement as long as it does not have to pay for it. It
represents a new cost to cities. The City takes the view that school districts are essentially
state-managed governmental entities. The state, therefore, should provide the resources
necessary to educate school children on runoff pollution prevention. Under the current
permit, the principal permittee has assumed responsibility for this task. Using flood control
funds (collected from residents and businesses) it has visited every subject school in every
city and unincorporated areas of Los Angeles County. If the principal permittee agrees to
continue performing this task as a means of satisfying this new requirement, the City would
not object to it.

.- Recommendation

Makes this requirement a principal permittee responsibility.

5. Outreach and Education to Small Businesses (4.A.l.b)

:. Proposed New Requirement

Municipalities would be required to develop and implement a Business Assistance Program to
educate subject businesses to provide: (i) on-site technical assistance/consultant by telephone;
(ii) BMP-information and educational materials; (3) provide information about environmental
consultants, hazardous waste treatment, hauling, disposal, and recycling services, and control
practices; and (4) information regarding pollution prevention and control practices.

- Issue

This proposed new task is arbitrary because it enlarges the commercial facilities category’s
from gas, stations, automotive facilities, and restaurants, to include any business that (1)
has less than 100 employees; (2) lacks funding for private consulting; (3) lacks expertise
necessary to understand and comply with storm water regulations; and (4) has requested
assistance, or was referred through the industrial/commercial inspection program.
Effectively, this could include any business, such as consulting agencies, tailor shops,
barber shops, and hundreds of others that can hardly be considered as pollution generators.
This proposed requirement -- which would be very costly -- does not provide any justification
as to why it is necessary to perform outreach to these types of businesses.

- Recommendation

Eliminate this requirement.

6. Lowering the Threshold for Local SWPPPs (Part 4.D.2)

;Why are just "umfied" school distncts included here and not other school distncts?
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~ Proposed New Requirement 0

The draft permit proposes to lower the threshold for requiring local SWPPPs (Storm Water
Pollution Prevention Plans). Currently, local SWPPPs are required from construction projects
that are expected to cause a soil disturbance of 2 to under 5 acres, by grading, clearing, and or
excavating. The proposed permit would lower this threshold to between 1 acre and under 5
acres.

- Issue

Lowering the threshold here seems to be associated with a change in Phase II municipal
NPDES regulations. In 2003, the threshold for construction sites requiring GCASWPs will
be lowered from 5 acres to 1 acre. Apparently, Regional Board staff believes that this
should have a corresponding affect on the next level of construction requirements. The City
disagrees with this rationale. The reason SWPPPs exist in the first place is to enable
inspection/enforcement personnel to determine compliance with BMPs that are intended to:
(1) reduce sediment and chemical constituent discharged to the MS4; and (2) certify that no
illicit discharges would be released to the MS4. For larger construction sites, a SWPPP is
necessary because of the time it would take for inspection personnel to do a walk-through.
However, for smaller construction sites, this really is not a problem. Inspection personnel
can easily identify if basic BMPs - which really do not require SWPPPs - are in place.
Thus, to require permittees to require local SWPPPs for projects even under 2 acres, would
be a waste of municipal time and money.

Beyond this, given that the threshold for determining GCASWP construction sites will be
lowered in 2003 from 5 acres to 1 acre, and given that the current permit requirement of
prescribing minimum BMPs to construction sites of 2 acres and under has been effective,
there is no reason to tamper with that requirement now.

Recommendation

Maintain the current soil disturbance requirement for local SWPPPs (2 and 5 acres) until
2003, when 1-plus acre projects will require GCASWP coverage.

7. Training Contractors (Part 4.D.l.a)

~ Proposed New Requirement

Under the construction program, municipal permittees would be required to "implement an
education program to discuss storm water pollution prevention and controls at construction
sites, and distribute educational materials targeted at the construction community during
meetings, workshops, pro-construction meetings, and inspections." The current requirement
is to provide over-the-counter developer/contractor information regarding development
construction requirements.

- Issue

The additional requirement is superfluous and, if approved, would impose additional
unnecessary costs on cities. Actually, at present, communicating construction program
requirements to contractors/developers is a simple task -- it involves: (1) providing, over-the-
counter, written materials and verbal information regarding requirements associated with the
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three categories of construction projects; and (2) providing a list and description of
construction-related BMPs. The draft permit proposes additional tasks that accomplish the
Same thing, but in more elaborate and costly terms.

- Recommendation

Eliminate this requirement, because it would do nothing to improve the City’s ability to inform
contractors/developers of their obligations under the municipal NPDES permit.

8. Public Agency (Part 4.E.6.a)

.:. Proposed New Requirement

The draft permit proposes to increase the frequency of street sweeping to at least 4 times
per month "in areas generating high volumes of trash and "an average not less the twice per
month in areas that generate moderate volumes of trash on traffic collector streets and
residential areas." The current permit calls for a minimum of sweeping once a month.
Street sweeping is essentially a trash-reducing BMP.

- Recommendation

Given the cost associated with increased street sweeping, and that there are less
expensive trash-mitigation BMPs available, this requirement should be eliminated.

9. Public Agency (Part 4.E.5.b)

Proposed New Requirement

The draft permit proposes to increase the frequency of clean-outs of priority catch basins (40%
full) from once a year, just prior to the wet season (October 1 to April 30), to twice a year, from
May 1 to September 30 (during the dry season).

- Issue

The justification for making this requirement is based more on the fact that the Ventura
permit (adopted in June of 2000) requires it. Actually, increasing the frequency here makes
no sense. VVhether a catch basin is full at any level during the dry season is issueless
because trash and other material trapped in it are not going to get into a receiving water,
because the hydraulic mechanism is not there (with the exception of a rare storm event
every now and then). This is why, historically, catch basin clean-outs are done just before
the wet season. VVhile storm events during the wet season do occur from time-to-time, they
are so rare as to warrant imposing such an additional expense on municipalities.

- Recommendation

Eliminate this requirement, because it would do very little to reduce trash discharges to the
receiving water. Further, the zero trash TMDL for Los Angeles River and Ballona Creek
watershed-resident cities, would make this requirement superfluous. Beyond this, it denies
permittees the option of resorting to more cost-effective trash reducing BMPs.
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10. Public Agency (Part 4.E.6.c)

,~ Proposed New Requirement

The draft permit proposes to increase the frequency of parking lot cleanings from once a
month to twice a month.

-Issue

Under the current permit, only parking lots with 25-plus spaces are subject to monthly
cleanings. Thus, the scope of this requirement is enlarged to include every municipal
parking lot, regardless of size, and increases the cleaning and inspection frequency from
once a month to twice a month. The justification for making this requirement more stringent
is not clear.

- Recommendation

Eliminate the requirement and, therewith, its additional cost, unless data can be provided to
show that an increase in parking lot cleanings from once a month to twice a month would
improve receiving water quality.

I1. OTHER CHANGES TO PROPOSED MUNICIPAL NPDES PERMIT

1. Discharge Prohibitions (Part 1.2.c)

~ Issue

The proposed permit eliminates street wash water as an exempted non-storm water
discharge. No explanation is provided as to why. CFR 40.122.26 places street wash
water under the exempted non-storm water discharge category (as opposed to an illicit
discharge). Proposed Phase II regulations also exempt street wash water - and other
categories of non-storm water discharges -- unless the operator of the municipal separate
storm sewer system ("MS4") deems it to be a" significant contributor of pollutants." To date,
no such determination has been made.

Recommendation

Street wash water should be listed as an exempted non-storm water discharge (along
with sidewalk wash water) as long as it does not (i) contain surfactants or other chemical
constituents; or (ii) transport sediment, particulates, or other material to the storm drain.

2. Model Programs (no reference in draft permit)

~ Issue

The proposed draft permit makes no clear reference to the current model programs. Are
they to be re-written or carried-over from this permit to the new one?
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3. Notice to Meet and Confer (no permit reference)

.: Issue

The proposed permit lacks the "notice to meet and confe¢’ provision contained in the
existing permit. This provision is intended to, among other things, resolve compliance
issues prior to the Regional Board taking enforcement action. Most compliance issues -- as
recently demonstrated by the Notices of Violations (NOVs) issued by the Regional Board to
several municipal permittees -- are the result of misinterpretation or misunderstanding on
the part of Regional Board staff, especially new staff. The meet and confer provision is
intended to allow the resolution of disagreements arising out of misinterpretation or
misunderstanding before issuing NOVs -- in itself an enforcement action. Since it is likely
that the draft permit will contain provisions that are open to interpretation, it makes sense to
retain the meet and confer provision.

4. Receiving Waters Limitations (Part 2)

~. Issue

Notwithstanding that Ventura and Long Beach municipal permits contain the same receiving
water limitations language presented in the proposed permit, the City is opposed to such
language and prefers, instead, existing permit language. Or, in the alternative, remove the
following provisions as mentioned by the principal permittee:

1. Discharges from the MS4 that cause or contribute to the violation of water quality
standards or water quality objectives are prohibited.

2. Discharges from the MS4 of storm water, or non-storm water, for which a Permittee
is responsible, shall not cause or contribute to a condition of nuisance.

The City objects to the proposed existing permit language, because it does not allow
implementing the permit and its programs as a means of achieving compliance with water
quality standards and objectives. This seems to undermine the whole purpose of the permit,
which is to tolerate some exceedances of water quality standards/objectives (contained in
the Los Angeles Basin Plan) -- provided, of course permit-conditions are met. It is simply
impossible for any municipality to prevent all discharges that cause or contribute to the
violation of water quality standards or objectives.

5. 180 Day Implementation Program Period (various program provisions)

_~ The Issue

The proposed permit contains a 180-day implementation date for each program category
(development planning, development construction illicit connection/discharge, public
agency, and public education). 180 days is not enough time to revise and implement each
of the revised programs because of budgetary constraints. Most cities need at least one
year of advanced time to budget for new costs. Some cities need two years.

In closing, the City appreciates the time and effort that the Regional Board staff devoted on
programming the draft permit. We look forward to seeing that your office can consider the
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City’s input in developing a new permit that will truly improve water quality in the most cost
effective approach possible.

If you have any questions, please call Kwok Tam of my staff at (323) 887-1469.

Sincerely,

Director of Public Works

TS:KT:ab

CC: Richard Chen, City Engineer
Project File
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320 ,!vest newmar~< avenue ¯ montere’! ~}ark, ca 9! 754-2896 ,~ ’~’-~ ~

May 16, 200"1 ¯ municipal senJices center

Dennis Dickerson, Executive Officer
California Regional Water Quality Control Board
Los Angeles Region
320 West 4th Street
Los Angeles, California 90013

Subject: Comments Regarding: First Municipal

Dear Mr. Dickerson:

Submitted herewith for your consideration are comments prepared by the City of Monterey
Park ("City") in response to the draft Los Angeles County Municipal NPDES Permit
(hereinafter "draft permit"), dated April 13, 2001.

It should be noted that the draft permit is a substantial improvement over the current permit.
It is less problematic in several key areas; however, there is room for additional
improvement. The written comments prepared by the City are intended to accomplish this by
identifying areas of concern - including: (1) program requirements that appear to be
unnecessarily labor intensive and costly; (2) new provisions that would make permit
compliance unjustifiably more stringent while increasing permittee exposure to
administrative enforcement actions and third party litigation; and (3) permit language that
seems unclear and contradictory in a few places.

It is also suggested that regional board staff consider a different approach for presenting,
evaluating, and responding to comments in re: municipal NPDES issues. In the past,
permittee comments that were contrary to regional board staff views were usually rejected
without compelling reason. Often ignored were the permittees legitimate concerns for the
cost and effectiveness of proposed requirements. This has resulted in the adoption of
unpopular and very controversial permit requirements. Permittees were thus faced with the
narrow options of either accepting unreasonable requirements or challenging them
administratively and legally.

In the interest of avoiding a similar fate with the next municipal NPDES Permit, the following
is proposed:

1. Regional Board staff should make a conscientious effort to discuss and resolve concerns
raised by permittees rather than just issuing a written rejection with a brief explanation as
to why. Instead, a forum is recommended to promote dialog aimed towards achieving
mutual agreement. Although workshops are fine for communicating requirements and
identifying general issues, they are not effective in identifying specific areas of concern
or resolving disagreement. Smaller work groups are needed because they can provide
better attention to issues. A work group could be comprised of permittee representatives
and regional staff for each program area (e.g., development planning, development
construction, illicit discharge and connection detection and elimination, etc.). The work
groups should concentrate on working-out essential compliance concerns. Once this is
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done, developing language-related details would be relatively simple. Also, an objective
third party should be involved to facilitate discussion and resolve disagreement.

2. Criteria for determining the reasonability of new permit requirements or existing ones
should be developed. Such criteria should include objective readings of (a) 40 CFR
122.26 (storm water regulations under the Clean Water Act); (b) Phase II storm water
rules, which are scheduled to take effect in 2003; and, (c) Porter-Cologne Act (State
Water Code) to justify requirements not specified in the Clean Water Act, in terms of
beneficial use protection, using scientific data rather than subject judgment.

3. A general workshop on Phase II storm water rules promulgated by the USEPA and
scheduled for implementation in 2003, should be held to educate regional board staff,
permittees, and other interested parties on these new municipal NPDES permit
requirements. To that end, Regional Boaid staff is encouraged to join with permittees in
inviting a representative, from USEPA Region 9 to conduct the workshop.

4. Delay adoption of the new permit until Phase II rules have been fully identified,
evaluated, and incorporated into the next permit.

In closing, the City appreciates the time and effort that regional board staff has invested in
preparing the draft permit. We look forward to participating in developing a new permit that
will, in the most cost effective manner possible, truly improve water quality.

Sincerely,

RONALD J. MERRY
Director of Public Works/City Engineer

cc: Mr. David Nahai, Chairman
Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board

Mr. Art Bagget, Chairman
State Water Resources Control Board
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June 11. 2001

Mr. Dennis Dickerson
Executive Officer
California Regional Water Quality Control Board
Los Angeles Region
320 West 4th Street
Los Angeles, California 90013

Subject: Comments on first draft of municipal NPDES permit dated April 13, 2001

Dear Mr. Dickerson:

The City of Norwalk wishes to express our opposition to many of the terms proposed in the draft
permit issued by your office on April 13, 2001. These concerns have been presented to you and
your staff through the Coalition for Practical Regulation (CPR), of which the City of Norwalk is a
member, at both the April 24t~ workshop and in writing. Additional concerns have been
expressed by the Executive Advisory Committee, and the Los Angeles County Department of
Public Works.

Although the draft permit is a substantial improvement over the current adopted permit, the
issues raised by the above mentioned groups on Norwalk’s behalf must be addressed before
Norwalk will support the new permit. Norwalk is fully committed to achieving the underlying
goals of both the Federal Clean Water Act and State Law with regard to cleaning up storm water
runoff. Norwalk cannot support a permit that not only goes beyond the "maximum extent
practicable" or MEP standard set forth in the Federal Clean Water Act, but also eliminates the
"safe harbor" language that protects cities from third party lawsuits.

At this time. Norwalk cannot support the draft permit. Based on what we feel are fundamental
flaws, we urge regional board staff to seriously consider all comments received and make
appropriate modifications. Norwalk hopes permittees will not be forced into choosing between
accepting unreasonable requirements or challenging them either administratively and/or legally.
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Mr. Dennis Dickerson June 11, 2001
Page 2

The City of Norwalk agrees with the issues raised by CPR, the EAC, and LACDPW. Norwalk
wants to commend your staff for taking the time to consider our concerns and believes that a
reasonable permit can be adopted. Our hope would be that a compromise could be reached
with the hard work of all interested parties and the job of cleaning up storm water can move
forward.

Should regional board staff have any questions, please feel free to contact Jill Anderson,
Management Services Coordinator, at (562) 929-5770. Thank you for considering our position.

cc: Mr. David Nahai, Chairman
Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board

Mr Art Bagget, Chairman
State Water Resources Control Board
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May 16, 2001

Mr. Dennis Dickerson
Executive Director                                                 _
Regional Water Quality Control                                      --

Board - Los Angeles                                             "O
320 W. Fourth Street, Suite 200
Los Angeles, CA 90013-1105

Review Comments on Draft Los Angeles County Storm Water and Urban Runoff
Permit

Dear Mr. Dickerson:

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the April 13, 2001, Draft Municipal
Storm Water Permit. This permit will have a significant impact on the daily lives
of the Residents and Businesses of Los Angeles County. A large percentage of
the economy of Los Angeles County is tied to tourism at the beaches along the
Coast and at the inland lakes and streams. It is in everyone’s best interest to
protect these resources.

The Regional Board must recognize the limited resources available at the
Municipal level to support these programs. The Clean Water Act (CWA)
establishes a Maximum Extent Practical (MEP) standard for Storm Water
Permits. This permit, in several areas, attempts to apply numeric standards to
Municipal Programs. The application of numeric standards will make compliance
with the permit impossible for the municipalities and subject them to numerous
citizen lawsuits.

While we recognize the importance of the CWA and the intent of this draft permit
we must also address the Cities ability to comply with the requirements without
exposure to unnecessary liability. The following comments reflect the Cities
desire to comply with the CWA and the Regional Water Quality Control Board’s
(Board) permit. Where suggestions are made they are intended to provide the
Board with alternative wording that we believe will comply with the MEP intent of
the CWA. The Board will receive many comments from Lawyers and others
familiar with the statutory requirements of the CWA. My comments will focus on
the affect of the draft permit on the Cities of Los Angeles County.
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1. Part 2. Receiving Water Limitation sections 1 and 2. Section 1 is so broad
that the cities and the County will face liability for "cause(ing) or
contribute(ing) to the violation of water quality standards or water quality
objectives". Section 2 will pose the threat of liability for "cause(ing) or
contribute(ing) to a condition of nuisance. These two provisions must be
revised to allow the cities and the County to operate the Municipal Separate
Storm Sewer System (MS4) without fear of litigatisn from NRDC or other
environmental groups for minimal impacts on water quality. Each and every
resident of Los Angeles County depends on the MS4 to protect our homes
and businesses from the real threat of flooding. The system has been built up
over the years to efficiently carry storm runoff to the ocean. To convert this
system to a full treatment system will take years. The Board cannot leave the
cities and County open to litigation if you expect the improvements to be
accomplished.

2. Part 3G(n)     Legal Authority for inspections, surveillance and monitoring
of Industrial, Commercial and Construction sites. This paragraph is overly
broad. Cities and the County have the authority to investigate violations of
law. Normally this occurs when the Police Department or the District Attorney
is notified of a violation. These agencies are trained to conduct investigation
and have the legal support to obtain the needed warrants to capture private
records. These techniques are generally reserved for cases of some
significance. Unfortunately, Police Agencies and Prosecutors have not been
convinced that discharges to the MS4 are important enough when they
compare it to their workload involving thieves and murderers. Thus, it is not
sufficient to ask cities and the County to certify to their legal authority,
because the authority is granted by the State Judicial system. The greater
question that should be asked is "has the crime been elevated to the degree
needed to cause enforcement by local authorities." In extreme cases it is
likely that the effort will be made, but for most incidents it is unlikely that any
action will be taken to investigate or enforce minor illegal discharges.

This section will be used to convict cities and the County of violating the
Storm Water permit due to lack of detailed investigations and prosecutions.
This will not be difficult to prove. We do not believe that the Board should be
creating regulations that will subject the Cities and the County to broad
liability.

3. Part 3G(p)     Adopt and implement an agency-specific storm water and
urban runoff ordinance. The requirement of this paragraph that the ordinance
be "effective immediately upon the adoption of this Order." This requirement
is not practical. Cities and the County have a procedure to adopt ordinances.
These procedures are derived from State Law that governs City and County
authority. We must conduct public hearings before an Ordinance imposing
restrictions on property rights can be adopted to allow the public to provide
input to the process. Then unless there is a significant public health and

R0002356



safety concern involved the ordinance will take effect thirty (30) days after the
second reading of the ordinance. Thus, the requirement that the cities and
the County adopt new ordinance and have then effective upon the approval of
this order is impossible. I would suggest that a 180 day schedule be specified
like the Board imposed for the SUSMP provisions.

4. Part 4A(2)(b) Business Assistance Program. While the principal involve
with the Business Assistance Program is good, as currently written the
program is flawed. The first problem is in the definition of a small business.
Any business that has 99 employees is not a small business. To pay these
employees even at minimum wage, the business must have significant
revenue. I believe that the number of employees must be reduced to "less
than 25 employees" or the business must be tied to actual revenue, say less
than $1,000,000 in gross revenue. By setting the size of a small business at
one of these levels the City and the County will not be assisting businesses
that can afford to obtain assistance on its own. The Cities and the County
have already offered to assist businesses that may not have a clear
understanding as a result of the Educational Site Visit program. In most
cases the offers were not well received. The businesses often treated the
contact as an attempt to penalize the businesses rather than to help deal with
the Storm Water Issue. The second issue with the program is the provision
that states that the program "shall be a confidential and non-enforcement
program." In most cities the ability to have two separate departments, one to
assist businesses and another to enforce the regulations, will be impossible.
Thus, the city employees charged with helping the businesses in a non-
enforcement manner will likely be the same people that will visit and
investigate violations of the business. I would suggest that the first visit be
designed to assist the business understand the program. Any future visits will
involve enforcement that will then become progressively more severe.
Without the ability to implement the program in this way the cities and the
County will lack credibility when enforcement is required.

5. Part 4B       Programs for Industrial/Commercial Inspections. This part of
the permit is the most objectionable part of the draft permit. This attempt by
the Board to transfer its obligation to inspect and enforce against Phase I
Industries and State Construction Permits without transferring the source of
and the authority to collect revenue is unacceptable. It is clear to all cities
and the County that the State has not adequately funded the inspection part
of the NPDES program. If the State were to adequately fund the program
they would have to include employees to perform the plan review, inspectors
to train and to verify compliance in the field and prosecutors to enforce
against violators. These are the same provisions that the Board is expecting
the cities and the County to implement, yet the Board does not implement the
same programs.
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As a City agent I do visit sites to verify compliance with State and Local
Building Codes and other regulations to ensure that the Health and Safety of
the public. But, for the Board to require that the cities and the County take
over its responsibilities and liabilities because the Board will not adequately
fund the program is unacceptable. Until complete and adequate funding is
provided the cities and the County must insist that this provision be removed.

6. Part 4B(4)           BMP Implementation. This section is vague and
contradictory. The first paragraph starts by saying that the City "shall require
the implementation of the designated minimum BMP’s, as approved in
Resolution 98-08, at each industrial/commercial site within its jurisdiction."
While this will be a formidable task by itself, the paragraph then ends by
requiring the Permittee’s "shall also implement or require any additional site
specific BMP’s ... which are more stringent than those required under the
Statewide General Industrial Permit." This requirement I find confusing when
I review the Permit. The General Industrial Permit does not cover not all
Industrial/Commercial businesses in my town. So as I read this requirement I
am required to impose harsher standards on non-regulated industry than the
State would have the authority to impose on the Phase 1 industries identified
in the CWA. I question if the Board has the Legal Authority to accomplish this
requirement, much less force the permittee’s to impose these standards. The
other question that this requirement raises relates to the conditions that would
trigger these harsh requirements. It is not clear if I am to impose this harsh
standard on all of my business, or just those few that I deem to be gross
violators. I believe that without clear requirements the City would stand little
or no chance of prevailing against a court challenge.

I would recommend that the Board revise this requirement to limit the city
obligations to the requirements of Resolution 98-08.

The second paragraph requires the Permittees to "implement, or require
implementation of, additional controls for Industrial/Commercial sites tributary
to CWA section 303d impaired water bodies ... as necessary to comply with
this order." The paragraph also requires the cities to impose additional
standards on Industrial/Commercial sites within or Directly adjacent to or
discharging directly to Coastal Lagoons or Environmentally Sensitive Areas.
Both of these requirements are vague as to intent and are impossible to
enforce on businesses that may have been operating in the same location for
twenty or more years. These business are going to ask, and rightly so, what
proof the Permittees have to justify the imposition of new operating
restrictions.

I believe that the section, as written, is unenforceable and will be overturned
in Court action. Since the City is damned if it imposes the requirement and
damned if it fails to impose the requirement, each Permittee looses this battle.
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This section must be written with some justification for its inclusion in the
permit.

7. Part 4B(5)d    Regional Board Inspection Coordination.     This section
states that if the Regional Board has performed an inspection of an
Industrial/Commercial site the Permittees do not need to inspect that site.
The section leaves unsaid how the coordination will happen between the
Permittees and the Board. If the Board is to conduct an unannounced
inspection of an Industrial/Commercial site they must follow up within a set
time with a notice to the Permittee that the inspection has taken place. I also
believe that the Permittee should be notified of the Board findings so that
problem businesses can be monitored.

8. Part 4C(3)b    Board Revisions to the SUSMP Projects.     I must
request clarification on the change made to the Hillside Residential property.
As written item b(1) states Single-family hillside residential developments of
"10,000" square feet or more. I have heard Permittees describe this as
10,000 square feet of disturbed area or 10,000 square feet of lot area. It is
unclear how the Board intends this provision to be enforced. Clarification is
required.

9. Part 4C(8)     Redevelopment Projects.       The wording used in this
section does not agree with the definition of Redevelopment as contained in
the Definitions in Part 5. This section must be revised to match the Definition
since the definition was established by State Board Action on the SUSMP
Petition.

10. Part 4C(12)    General Plan Update.          As noted at the Board
Workshop on April 24th the requirement for every City to modify its general
plan to reflect Storm Water Quality issues will take longer than 540 days (18
months) allowed in the permit. I believe that the Board must participate in a
workshop with Planning Directors from all Permittees to establish the
elements of the general plan that must be revised. Through this process all
Permittees will perform the revisions correctly the first time rather than have
to correct a flawed document. State Law limits the number of times that the
General Plan can be modified in any one-year. The Permittees need to
identify all elements that will be affected before contracts are issued for these
amendments. Once the workshop is held the Board should then allow not
less than three years for Permittees to budget for and complete the General
Plan Update.

11. Part 4E(1)     Dry Weather Diversions.       The Board has provided
detailed requirements for all Public Agency Activities except Dry Weather
Diversions. It is not clear if the Board is requiring all Permittees to implement
a dry weather diversion program or if the Board is only mentioning this as a
possible Public Agency Activity. In either case it appears that the Permittees
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should be provided with direction from the Board on its intent on Dry Weather
diversion. If there are no specific requirements this subgroup should not be
listed at all.

12. Permit Wide Requirement. Throughout the Permit the Board includes
requirements that the Permittees maintain computer records of a wide variety
of activities. Without standards for the design of these data bases the County
as Principal Permittee will get information that is in any number of formats.
Not all Permittees have the same computer system support and few
Permittees have GIS capabilities. The Board should mandate that the
Principal Permittee develop an application that contains all of the data that the
Board wants collected. The Principal Permittee should then be required to
supply the application to the Permittees. Through this means the Permittees
will provide information that is uniform and transferable.

The comments included above do not represent all of our concerns about the
draft permit. But, due to the limited time available to conduct this review the
important areas have been highlighted. At this point I understand that the Permit
will not be presented to the Board until September or October, depending on the
Boards schedule. I understand that the Board cannot negotiate with each
Permittee individually, however I hope that the Board will address these issues
by incorporating the requested changes. Permittees support the Clean Water
Act and the Boards desire to clean up the waters of Los Angeles County.
However the resources available to implement new regulations are not unlimited.
The Board will get cooperation if they propose a practical permit based on MEP
Technology. Any permit based on numeric limits will not be supported and will
only lead to Board fines and legal actions challenging the proposed permit.

Sincerely,

CITY OF PARAMOUNT

William C. Pagett
City Engineer

CC City Manager
City Council
City Attorney
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THE CITY OF

POMONA
City Manager                ’ ~001 t~ I’] ~ 2:t)2               o~,o~,c~. M~,

May 16, 2001 ; ./

Attn: Xavier Swamikannu
Calitbmia Regional Water Quality, Control Board
Los Angeles Region
320 West 4t~ Street, Suite 200
Los Angeles, CA 90013

Subject:Draft Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board Draft NPDES Permit No.
CAS614001

My staff has reviewed the Draft NPDES Permit for Los Angeles County and has found
several areas of concern �or the City of Pomona The Draft Permit imposes unfunded
mandates on Pomona with_ no recognition of the availability of resources necessary, to provide
the services required by the permit. Some of the unfunded expanded programs required by the
Permit include:

Weekly street sweeping (monthly under current permit)

Increased frequency of catch basin cleaning

Storm water plans for all projects

City Vehicle yards to be retrofitted

Implementation of a new City Business Assistance Program

Mandated changes to CEQA checklists

Since the State is proposing no funding to the cities for the costs of the new inspection
program, the business community will likely object to the additional levy of a city storm water
t~e since they are already paying fees to the State. Assuming it were even legally
entbrceable. Cities would be required to fund staffing for inspectors or contract with
consultant inspection firms.

City Hall, 505 So. Garey Ave., Box 660, Pomona, CA 91769 (909) 620-2051
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Cities are being ordered to become the "storm water police"

The requirements under the Clean Water Act allow for a permit that requires Cities to inspect
a limited number of industrial facilities, in certain settings. The regulations provide that city’s
permit responsibilities are to involve "storm water associated with industrial activity,"
industrial facilities contributing substantial pollutant loadings, and "illicit discharges." Cities
are not required to inspect the countless commercial facilities, otto impect industrial facility
operations covered under the State permit. In fact, the express terms of the State Industrial
General Permit plainly imposes the obligation on the Regional Boards to conduct "~compliance
inspections," and to take enforcement action. Cities are primarily required to inspect to insure
that illicit discharges do not enter the storm drains, and there is nothing in the regulations that
would allow the Cities to enter upon and inspect private property. However, the Draft NPDES
Permit appears to be an attempt to shift the responsibility for industrial and construction site
storm water inspections and enforcement programs from the State to the Cities. The State was
required in 1989 to develop a program for industrial and construction storm water permits.
Fees collected by the State range from $250 to $10,000 per storm water permit. The State is
currently responsible for reviewing plans on the issuance of permits, inspections and legal
entbrcement, including le~’ing fines and prosecuting violators but, language in the Draft
Permit is so broad that it appears that cities are required to inspect all industrial and
commercial businesses.

The Draft Permit requires that Cities have the ability to enter omo private property to inspect
thousands of commercial and industrial facilities. Under the Draft Permit, Cities must possess
the "ability to carry out all inspection, surveillance and monitoring," and must report, within
24 hours of discovery, non-compliant sites and other sites that "create an adverse impact or
nuisance," to the Regional Board. The criterion to determine whether a site is a nuisance or is
causing an "’adverse impact" is undefined. (Page 29, Section 7). The Cities must also "possess
the authority to enter, sample, inspect, review and copy records, and require regular reports"
from such businesses, (Page 19, Section G (l)(n)). Where does the City obtain the authority to
enter private properly without probable cause?

Inspectors will also be required to provide oral notification of an "adverse impact or nuisance"
to the Board within 24 hours. Inspectors must provide oral notification of "non-compliant"
sites within three days. The inspectors are to follow up oral reports with written reports, within
five days. Cities are then to enforce the violations through "ordinances or other regulatory
mechanisms", including "sanctions to ensure compliance". (Page 28, Sections 6 & 7). Again,
where does the City get the authority to enter private property without probable cause? If
cities accept the State inspection responsibilities, they may be exposed to third party litigation
and State fines. Consequently, cities would be subjected to fines and litigation, where
inspection and enforcement programs are not considered "sufficient" by the Board or any
individual or third party.
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The City of Pomona is opposed to this shift of inspection and enforcement obligation from the
State to the City, and is further opposed to the extension of limitless inspection, reporting and
oversight .obligations imposed by the Draft Permit.

Expanded Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plan Requirements

(Part 4 Special Provisions, Section Page 29 C1) The Permittees shall implement a
development-planning program with immediate effect that will require all planning priority
development and redevelopment projects to...

The term planning priority development projects is not defined in Part 5 - - Definitions. Are
cities required to implement a development-planning program for all projects? Or tbr prqiects
that exceeds specific size or area requirements?

Page 30 C(3)(b) Each Permittee shall require that a Standard Urban Storm Water
Mitigation Plan . . .be implemented Jbr the Jbllowing categories of developments with
immediate effect: (1-7)

As written, the requirements will require most commercial projects to prepare a SUSMP.
Ve~ few commercial projects have parking areas with less than 5.000 square feet or 25
spaces. Do the requirements apply to repaving projects? If so, the requirement may
discourage well-intentioned property owners from improving their property.

Page 30 C(3)(b) Each Permittee shall require that a Standard Urban Storm Water
,~Iitigation Plan . . .be implemented Jbr the following categories of developments with
immediate effect: (1- 7)

As written, the requirements will require most commercial projects to design and implement
post-construction treatment and structtnal controls to mitigate storm water pollution before
issuing grading or building permits. Very few commercial projects have parking areas with
less than 5.000 square feet or 25 spaces. If the requirements apply to repaving projects, the
requirement may discourage well-intentioned property owners from improving their property.

Page 33 8. The Permittee shall apply the SUSMP, or site specific requirements
including post- construction storm water mitigation to all projects that undergo significant
redevelopment in their respective categories. Significant redevelopment means the creation,
addition, or replacement of 5,000 square feet of impervious surface area on an already
developed site.

Where significant redevelopment results in an increase of more than fifty percent of
impervious surfaces of a previously existing development, and the existing development was
not subject to post development storm water quality control requirements, the entire project
must be mitigated

As writtem the requirements will require most commercial projects to design and implement
post-construction treatment and structural controls to mitigate storm water pollution before
issuing grading or building permits. Very few commercial projects have parking areas with
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less than 5,000 square feet or 25 spaces. If the requirements apply to repaying projects, the
requirement may discourage well-intentioned property owners from improving their property.

Page 34 11. (California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Document Update) Each
Permittee shall modify planning procedures for preparing and reviewing CEQA documents to
consider potential storm water quality impacts and provide for appropriate mitigation, with
immediate effect. The CEQA guidelines shall require consideration of the following: (a-g)

The requirement will require that the City of Pomona revise its CEQA processes to address
these issues. However, it is unclear whether the threshold for significance for storm water
impacts will be the projects that are required to have a SUSMP. Interpreting these, regulations
in this manner will require extended environmental review on projects that are currently
categorically exempt or may be approved with a negative declaration.

Page 35 12. (General Plan Update) Each Permittee shall update appropriate
elements of its General Plans to include watershed and storm water quality and quantity
management considerations no later than [540 days from permit adoption date]. Appropriate
elements include, but are not limited to, water quality protection, development goals and
policies, open space goals and policies, preservation of and integration with natural Jkatures,
and water conservation policies.

The requirement will require that the City revise their general plan within 540 days of
adoption. Without State funds for implementing the regulation, it will be difficult tbr cash-
strapped cities to comply.

While I agree with the Regional Water Quality Control Board’s effort to reduce the volume
and velocity of storm water runoff and improve water quality to protect beneficial uses. I
believe that the Dra~ Permit does not offer a realistic solution to the problem. I ask that you
carefully consider our comments and I look forward to further dialogue with the Regional
Water Quality Control Board staffin the NPDES Permit renewal process.

Sincerel

Doul~Cas Dunlap
City Manager
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Ma~ I6 C! 32:05p Rdminis~ra~on 90£-620-370? p. 1

Xavier Swamikannu, Chief, LNLong Beach Storm Water Unit
Regional Water Quality Control Board, Los Angeles Region

From: Darren Madkin, Deputy Cily Manager
(909) 620-2061 voice (909) 620-3707 fax

~ ~ (213) 576-5777

I~, Draft NPDES Permit Renewal No. CAS614001

IIII: May 16, 2001
Pages: ,.~ (including cover sheet)
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L R.,  CHO PALOS VERDE,.S
Ma4"ilyn Lyon - Mayor

John C. McTaggart - Mayor Pro Tern

Lee Byrd - Councilmember
Barbara Ferraro - Councilmember
Douglas W, Stern - Councilmernber

Mr. Dennis Dickerson, Executive Officer "" ~. ~rt~:~
Regional Water Quality Control Board, Los Angeles Region .--.
320 West 4th Street, Suite 200
Los Angeles, California 90013

SUBJECT: Cor0ments on April 13, 2001 Draft Storm Water Permit

Mr. D~:,k’e rso n:

This letter is in response to your April 13, 2001 draft of the new storm water permit. The
City of Rancho Palos Verdes has the following comments and concerns:

Definition of an Environmentally Sensitive Areas

The Definition is too encompassin.q
Most of the Palos Verdes Peninsula is labeled as an Environmental Sensitive Area
(ESA). With such a definition, nearly all-new developments and city projects will be
required to comply with the numerical discharge limits. For instance, a landowner
building a 4,000 square foot (0.1 acre) hillside project would normally be required to
implement the five (5) mitigation measures of Section 4.C.3.a. But, in an ESA, a full
SUSMP is required, and the project will be subject to the Numerical Discharge Criteria
(capture or treat runoff) required in 4.C.5.h. It is not clear what benefits can be
expected from the additional requirements.

Lack of Equity
There is simply a lack of equity in the new permit regarding the type of projects that will
require SUSMPs. In general, construction of a 3,000 squarefoot residential patio in the
City of Rancho Palos Verdes will require a SUSMP while a 95,000 square foot
commercial project in most other cities will not.

30940 Hawthorne Boulevard / Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90275-5391 / (310) 544-5205 / FAX (310) 544-5291
http://www, palosverdes.conVrpv

Printed on Recycled Paper
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Dennis Dickerson
May 15, 2001
Page 2 of 3

The exhibit is va.que and difficult to read
The area designated by the board as an ESA is vague. Moreover the scale of the
exhibit is such that the City will have a difficulty determining if a project falls into an ESA
or not.

The area desiqnated as an ESA does not take into account work completed by the City
of Rancho Palos Verdes to identify environmentally sensitive areas
The City of Rancho Palos Verdes has extensive and detailed knowledge about the
environmental resources in the City. The City has worked closely with the California
Department of Fish and Game and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service to define the
environmentally sensitive areas in the City to identify biological resources. The
proposed ESA exhibit does not match the information available at the City.

Industrial Commercial Inspections

The new permit will require inspections at all city businesses. This will be costly for the
City and its merchants, and will have limited benefit. It is not clear how the City will fund
these new activities.

The existing permit requires visits based on the type of business and the potential for
exposure. In addition there is always the opportunity to add businesses that were found
to be potential polluters. The new permit starts with the assumption that all industrial
and commercial businesses (including: insurance offices, shoe stores, etc) are polluters
and need to be inspected, which is not the case. The program will require the
implementation of "minimum BMPs" at facilities that have not historically been shown to
be potential causes of storm water pollution.

Street Sweeping

The new program will require the City to significantly increase street sweeping in
residential neighborhoods. This is a blanket requirement that has no allowances for
cities that have historically not been high litter generators. The City of Rancho Palos
Verdes is not under a trash and litter TMDL requirement, and has not been notified that
trash discharge is a problem from our (primarily high-income residential) community.
The City of Rancho Palos Verdes has its maintenance crews regularly pick up trash
along major thoroughfares. In addition the City has recently installed catch basin inserts
to collect trash and litter from priority catch basins.

The City of Rancho Palos Verdes should not be required to increase its street-sweeping
because other areas of Los Angeles County may have litter problems. Any requirement
for street sweeping should be flexible and based on the amount of trash generated by
the City, and not an arbitrary one-size-fits-all determination.
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Dennis Dickerson
May 15, 2001
Page 3 of 3

Requirement for an update to the General Plan

In reviewing the permit, it appears that it will require the City to update its General Plan
within 18 months to include a new section on storm water. It will be costly for the City to
make such an update, and there appears to be little justification.

The City Council for the City of Rancho Palos Verdes appreciates the opportunity to
comment on the new Municipal Storm Water Permit. The City Council believes that the
permit should be flexible enough to accommodate the unique characteristics of each
city, and avoid expending funds on programs that will have limited benefits.

Sincerely,

Marilyn Lyon \~__
Mayor

W :\DEAN\DATA\N PDES\letter to the board 050801 .doc
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Date: 5/16/01

To: Regional Water Quality ~¢,-,- rol Board
Dennis Dickerson
Phone: 213.576-6600
Fax: 213-576-6640

From: City of Rancho Palos V~-: ’ :,
Dean E. Allison
Phone: 310-544-5252
Fax:     310.544-5292

Pages:
Subject:

From:
D==a E..MJj~on

Director of" Public Works
Ci~’ of Rancho Palos Verdcs
30940 Hawthorne Boulevard

Rancho Palos Verdcs, CA 90275
Volc� 310-544-5252

Fax 310-544-5292
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MAYOR PRO TEM:

COUNCILMEMBERS: ~ 8838 E VALLEY BOULEVARD " PO BOX 399
~O~RGARET CLARK

~
ROSEMEAD, CALIFORNIA 91770

GARY A TAYLOR TELEPHONE 1626) 569-2100
FAX (626) 307-92!8

May 1 O, 2001                                                                c-.      -

Mr. Xavier Swamikannu
Chiet: Los Angeles/Long Beach Stormwater Unit
Los Angeles Regional Water Quality. Control Board
320 W. 4th Street. Room 200
Los Angeles. CA 00013

Dear Mr. S~amikannu:

We understand that the Los Angeles Regional Water Quality, Control Board is accepting input
regarding Draft NPDES Permit No. CAS614001. Rosemead has a number of concerns with the
draft permit. Let me first say that we support clean water programs. Additionally, we feel that to
achieve the state’s water quality objectives a balanced approach is required - one that takes into
account economic considerations and solutions that will be attainable and effective. We don’t
need more unworkable programs that drain limited resources and detrimentally impact the
tunding of other essential public services and environmental programs.

First, we are troubled that the draft permit will expand the NPDES programs with no
consideration for the added financial costs imposed upon cities - in affect creating another
unfunded state mandate. It is our understanding that the State Board’s charge is to take a
balanced approach to regulating water quality. If so, why does the draft permit discourage
regional solutions that have the advantages of leveraging economies of scale.’?

It also appears the draft permit proposes shifting the state’s current responsibilities ibr inspection
and entbrcement to the cities. It was our understanding that the state and the federal
Em,ironmenta! Protection Agency entered into a Memorandum of Agreement that places the
inspection function under the state’s responsibility. Now, the permit appears not only to require
that the cities inspect state permitted facilities (2,400 in Los Angeles County,), but the language is
so broad that cities may be required to inspect all industrial and commercial businesses.

We believe these issues along with those being raised by the Coalition for Practical Regulation
must be addressed before the Regional Board moves forward with this permit renewal.

Sincerely,

Mavor
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M~,¥OR PRO TEM:
qC, BE~T ,~’ ~UESCH

.
COUNCILMEMBERS: 8838 E VALLEY BOULEVARD ¯ PO BOX 399
MARGARET CLARK ROSEMEAD. CALIFORNIA 91770
;3ARV A ~YLO~ TELEPHONE ~626~ 569-2100
,GE ~&SQUEZ

FAX (626) 307-92!8

May 16, 2001

Xavier Swamikannu, Chief
L~Long Beach Storm Water Unit
Regional Water Quality Control Board
Los Angeles Region
320 W. 4th Street, Suite 200 Via Facsimile - (213) 576-6640
Los Angeles, CA 90013 Original to follow via U.S. Mail

Subject: Comments on Dra~ NPDES Permit for LA County

Dear Mr. Swamikannu:

After reviewing and discussing with our City Attorney the draft National Pollutant Discharge
Elimination System (NPDES) Permit for Los Angeles County (the County) which was
released by the Regional Water Quality Control Board (the Board) on April 13, 2001, the
City of Rosemead (the City) would like to make a few general and a number of specific
comments for consideration and inclusion in the final Permit proposed for adoption later
this year:

While we appreciate that it is in everyone’s best interests to protect our valuable water
resources, we believe that the Regional Board must recognize the limited fiscal and
physical resources available to the cities who must enforce the requirements of the
NPDES Permit (the Permit). The City is genuinely concerned about accomplishing the
greatly expanded obligations contained in the Permit. We also believe the Regional Board
is attempting to transfer its inspection obligation to the cities without addressing the severe
financial burden this will place on them.

Additionally, we believe the Regional Board, in several places in the Permit, exceeds its
authority under the Clean Water Act, and we indicate these instances in the comments that
follow. We also note that although the "Maximum Extent Practicable" (MEP) standard
appears in the "Definitions" section (Section 5) of the Permit, it is, unfortunately, not
applied anywhere in the Permit, and we have suggested places where adding the MEP
language is appropriate. Finally, we are very concerned about the serious legal perils this
Permit creates for all cities in the region, and we hope some key modifications will
eliminate the dangerous liabilities that would otherwise be placed on local agencies.

The City would like to make the following comments on specific provisions of the draft
Permit. Our comments are listed in the order the issues addressed are raised in the
Permit, not in order of importance:
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Regional Water Quality Control Board
May 16, 2001
Page 2

PAGEI SECTIONIPROVISION                       COMMENTS

PART 2. RECEIVING WATER LIMITATIONS
13 1. and 2. These standards are irfipo~sib[y strict; if one constituent

of concern is found in a discharge, a city can be held
liable and will be open to lawsuits from citizens and
environmental groups. The Municipal Separate Storm
Sewer System (MS4) protects our citizens and their
homes and businesses from flooding, but the MS4
cannot operate under these restrictions. At most, these
requirements should apply to pollutants over which each
Permittee has the authority to enforce the Permit. In
addition, both provisions should include language
incorporating the MEP standard.

PART3. STORM WATER QUALITY MANAGEMENT PLAN IMPLEMENTATION,
MONITORING, AND REPORTING

14 A. Responsibilities of The Principal Permittee cannot and should not act on
the Principal Permittee. behalf of - and instead of - the individual Permittees.
1. The right of each Permittee to address the Regional

Board on its own behalf must be preserved.
16 D. Executive Advisory The EAC is identified, but no responsibilities are

Committee (EAC) mentioned. The EAC’s duties, which are scattered
throu£hout the Permit, should be listed here.

17 E. General Because Permit modifications will be made as Total
Requirements Maximum Daily Loads (TMDLs) are developed or as
and problems are identified, the Permit will be a constantly
F. SQMP Modifications moving target. This also removes the provision for

budget cycle coordination from the Permit. Instead, the
Permit should allow, as the current Permit does, for
implementation during applicable budget cycles, with a
minimum of 90 days’ advance notice required for
inclusion in any particular bud£et cycle.

19 G. Legal Authodty. The Clean Water Act does not cover "potential
1.m) contribution of pollutants"; this exceeds the Board’s

authority. The words "or potential contribution" should be
deleted from this provision.

19 G. Legal Authority. l.n) Entering private property requires either the owner’s
permission or a warrant. Permittees cannot simply
assert their authority; they must follow proper procedure
before entering a site to inspect, sample, or view records.
The provision should not apply to "all" procedures and
cannot encourage the violation of due process rights.
Again, delete the words "or potentially polluted" because
this exceeds the Board’s authority under the Clean Water
Act.
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Regional Water Quality Control Board
May 16, 2001
Page 3

PAGE SECTIONIPROVISION                     COMMENTS
19 G. Legal Authority. 1.n) As worded, the cities and/or the county will have to

significantly increase the sites to be visited by inspection
staff. The Board is shifting its inspection responsibilities
to the cities without any funding mechanism to pay for
the extra work.
Additionally, it is highly unlikely that Permittees will have
the authority to require reports related to illegal
discharges from private industrial facilities.

19 G. Legal Authority. 1.p) City storm water ordinances implementing the Permit
cannot be made effective "immediately upon the
adoption" of the Permit. Even if a city could predict and
implement these requirements - requirements which the
Board itself has yet to finalize - this would violate public
policy by circumventing proper ordinance adoption
procedures. Permittees should be given a minimum of
180 days to implement the Permit once it is adopted by
the Regional Board.

20 I. Storm Water The obligation to inspect industrial sites must be resolved
Management Program with the County. Currently, Educational Site Visits are
Budget funded and carried out by the County, through either

Industrial Waste or the Health Department, and it should
be determined quickly whether this service will be
expanded to include the new inspections.

21 K. Modification As wdtten, the Executive Director or the Regional Board,
on the petition of anyone, can order the modification of
the Storm Water Quality Mitigation Plan; all that is
required is submission of a petition within 60 days of the
Annual Report. This provision should be removed or
modified.

PART 4.    SPECIAL PROVISIONS
23 A. Public lnformation    Providing all schools in a city’s jurisdiction with

and Participation educational information that both meets the requirements
Program. 1. Programs of the Permit and does not violate a particular school
for Residents. d) district’s requirements will be expensive, time-
Outreach and consuming, and ineffective. Standardized educational
Education materials should be developed by the Board in

conjunction with the State Department of Education.
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PAGEI SECTIONIPROVISION COMMENTS

23 A.l.e) Pollutant- For the Los Angeles River Watershed, the target
Specific Outreach campaign list includes Trash, Nutrients, Indicator

Bacteria, Metals, and Pesticides, the same as the
watershed’s TMDL list for the next five years. And
although the last TMDL does not go into effect until 2006,
the Permit would require that programs be developed
within six months of Permit adoption. Agencies should
not be required to develop these programs until the
relevant TMDL has been established.

24 A.2. Programs for It is not possible for a city to provide confidential

Businesses. b) business assistance that is separate from the

Business Assistance enforcement function. The word "confidential" should be
Program deleted from this provision.

Additionally, the "small business" that will qualify for this
assistance should have fewer than 25 employees, and a
company’s "lack of funding for private consulting" should
be based on its revenue not exceeding $1 million per
year.

25 B. Programs for ’he numerous and extensive efforts identified in this

Industrial/Commercial section are very expensive and extremely labor
Inspections intensive. The Permit attempts to transfer the Board’s

obligations in this regard to the cities without giving them
the ability to collect the revenue to fund the effort. These
inspection requirements should be removed until
adequate funding sources are identified.

26 B.2. Source Where is the database that was developed four years

Identification ago? Will that previous effort have to be redone?

(Industrial/
Commercial)

27 B.4. BMP Requiring the implementation of designated minimum

Implementation a) Best Management Practices (BMPs) at a// industrial/
commercial sites in a city’s jurisdiction is inconsistent
with the General Industrial Permit, which does not cover
all industrial/commercial sites.
In addition, requiring implementation of BMPs that are
"more stringent than those required by the State
Industrial Permit" will be impossible to enforce againsl
sites not covered by the General Industrial Permit.
Finally, with proper funding, the Permittees should be
responsible for suggesting and encouraging the use o’
BMPs to industrial/commercial site owners ant
monitoring their implementation, with the responsibilit
for enforcing compliance.lying with the Recjional Board.
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27 B.4.b) This provision is vague and unenforceable and should be

removed. At a minimum, it should be revised to limit
Permittees’ obligations to recommending and
encouraging the use of BMPs.

28 B.7. Reporting of Non- Neady every commercial/industrial site in every city will
compliant Sites be "non-compliant" because almost any site could meet
(Industrial/ the requirement of at least one violation of "local
Commercial) ordinance, permits, plans, or this Order." This provision

needs to be revised to reflect the intent of the Permit.
29 C. Programs for These provisions should include the "MEP" standard.

Development Planning.
1.a) through f)

29 C. Programs for The "reasonable limit" on the clearing of vegetation from
Development Planning. a project site is impractical and unreasonable because in
!.e) the desert southwest under normal conditions,

undeveloped sites are "bare soil" most of the summer.
This provision needs to be revised.

29-30 C.2. Peak Flow Control This significantly extends the impact of the restriction
because it expands the previous limit of systems subject
to erosion. If a city drains to a natural drainage course or
to a flood control system with a soft bottom, the
discharge is not to exceed the predevelopment flow.
This equates to retention on site and discharge to the
ground for all storms below 0.75 inches of rain. In dense
urban areas, this is impractical and unreasonable.
By attempting to control the discharge of non-polluted
storm water, the Board is exceeding its authority. This
provision should be eliminated in its entirety, or
alternatively, Subsection e), "Soft-bottom segments of
other receiving waters within Los Angeles County,"
should be deleted.

31 C.3. Standard Storm As written, this provision covers a hillside residential
Water Mitigation Plans. development of 10,000 square feet or more. But if the
b)(1) intent is to cover hillside residential projects with 10,000

square feet of lot space, the wordin9 should be revised.
32 C.4. Numerical Design With the application of numerical design standards for

Criteria BMP selection on all categories of SUSMP projects, the
Board is exceeding its authority in restricting methods of
attaining the MEP standard. This needs to be revised.

33 C.8. Redevelopment    The definition of "Redevelopment Project" should match
Projects              the definition contained in the SUSMP provisions

approved by the State Board.
The SUSMP should apply to the addition only.
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35 C.12. General Plan The time allowed is not sufficient for all Permittees to

Update undertake a General Plan update at the same time on
subjects that are very complex. The Regional Board
needs to address what specific elements are to be
revised and then allow three (3) years for Permittees to
budget for and implement the targeted revisions.

39 D.4. If a city does not currently use an electronic tracking
system for grading permits, implementing one will be
costly and time-consuming.
The information to be tracked must be identified.
Inspection results should not be part of this tracking
system due to the clerical time required for data entry.

40 E. Public Agency No specific requirements for dry weather diversion are
Activities. provided. Since detailed requirements are outlined for

other listed activities, it is not clear whether the Permit
will require each Permittee to address dry weather
diversion. If this is an optional public agency activity, it
should be removed from the list; if it is mandatory, the
Board should provide more detailed requirements.

40 E. 2. Sewage System The Board is attempting to implement "Capacity,
Operations Management, Operation and Maintenance (CMOM)"

regulations before they are enacted at the USEPA. Until
these regulations are EPA-adopted, the Board should not
require implementation by Permittees.

42 E.5. Landscape and The MEP standard should be applied in this provision.
Recreational Facilities
Maintenance. f)

42 E.6. Storm Drain This provision imposes the Trash TMDL on cities not
Operation and currently under Trash TMDLs, without a 12-year program
Management to characterize the trash generation rates. This provision

should have a 12-year implementation schedule.
4446 F. Program to The Board is requiring that each Permittee’s program be

Eliminate Illicit revised within 180 days of Permit adoption, but this is not
Connections and nearly enough time to implement all the requirements.
Discharges Because the Principal Permittee has the responsibility of

managing and tracking all suspected illicit connections
and illicit discharges, the Principal Permittee should also
be charged with: (1) determining exactly what data is to
be collected and reported; and (2) developing and
distributing a specific computer application system for all
Permittees to use in conveying this information to the
Principal Permittee.
Additionally, the references in this section (and perhaps
elsewhere) to "Lead Permittee" should be changed to
"Principal Permittee."
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PART 6. STANDARD PROVISIONS

59 K. Twenty-four Hour This provision should state to whom the Permittees are
Reportin9 requ red to make the reports.

The City of Rosemead supports the efforts of the Regional Water Quality Control Board
and the goals of the Clean Water Act. We will continue to make all possible efforts to help
in the important work of cleaning up the waters of Los Angeles County. We sincerely hope
the NPDES Permit, as revised, will combine our need for clean water with a fair sense of
fiscal reality so that all parties can benefit from this vital effort.

The City of Rosemead thanks you for your consideration of our comments, and we request
that this letter be made a part of the administrative record.

If you have any questions, please contact me at 626-569-2151.

Very truly yours,

CITY OF ROSEMEAD

Ken Rukavina, P.E.
City Engineer
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May 16,2001 . .,-

Mr. Dennis Dickerson
Executive Officer
California Regional Water Quality Control Board
Los Angeles Region
320 West 4t~ Street
Los Angeles. California 90013

Subject:    EAC Comments: First Municipal NPDES Permit Draft

Dear Mr. Dickerson:

Attached for your consideration are comments prepared by the City of San Gabriel in response to the
draft Los Angeles County Municipal NPDES permit, dated April 13, 2001.

It should be noted that the draft permit is a substantial improvement over the current permit. It is less
problematic in several key areas. There is, however, room for additional improvement. The written
comments prepared by the City are intended to accomplish this by identifying areas of concern
including: (1) program requirements that appear to be unnecessarily labor intensive and costly; (2) new
provisions that would make permit compliance unjustifiably more stringent while increasing Permittee
exposure to administrative enforcement actions and third party litigation; and (3) permit language that
seems unclear and contradictory in a few places.

it is also suggested that Regional Board staff consider a different approach for presenting, evaluating,
and responding to comments relating to municipal NPDES issues. In the past, permittee comments that
were contrary to Regional Board staff views were usually rejected without compelling reason. Ot~en
ignored were the Permittees legitimate concerns for the cost and effectiveness of proposed
requirements. This has resulted in the adoption of unpopular and very controversial permit
requirements. Permittees were thus faced with the narrow options of either accepting unreasonable
requirements or challenging them administratively and legally.

In the interest of avoiding a similar fate with next municipal NPDES permit, the following is proposed:

1. Staff should make a conscientious effort to discuss and resolve concerns raised by Permittees rather
than just issuing a written rejection with a brief explanation as to why. Instead, a forum is
recommended to promote dialog aimed towards achieving mutual agreement. Although workshops
are fine for communicating requirements and identifying general issues, they are not effective in
identifying specific areas of concern or resolving disagreement. Smaller work groups are needed
because they can provide better attention to issues. A work group could be comprised of Permittee
representatives and Regional Board staff for each program area (e.g., development planning.
development construction, illicit discharge and connection detection and elimination, etc.). The
work groups should concentrate on working-out essential compliance concerns. Once this is done,

City ~" 532 West M~s~:~n Drive, San C.abneL Cal~forma ¯ Mad: DO. Box 130. San Gabnek Califorma 91778-O130
¯ 81&3OS-2flOO ¯ I;’AX 818-45~-~30 ¯

R0002378



developing language-related details would be relatively simple. Also, an objective third party
should be involved to facilitate discussion and resolve disagreement.

2. Criteria for determining the reasonability of new permit requirements or existing ones should be
developed. Such criteria should include objective readings of (a) 40 CFR 122.26 (storm water
regulations under the Clean Water Act); (b) Phase II storm water rules, which are scheduled to take
effect in 2003; and (c) Porter-Cologne Act (state water code) -- to justify requirements not specified
in the Clean Water Act, in terms of beneficial use protection, using scientific data rather than
subject judgment.

3. A general workshop on Phase II storm water rules promulgated by the USEPA and scheduled for
implementation in 2003, should be held to educate Regional Board staff, Permittees, and other
interested parties on these new municipal NPDES permit requirements. To that end, Regional
Board staff is encouraged to join with Permittees in inviting a representative from USEPA Region
9 to conduct a workshop.

4. Delay adoption of the new permit until Phase II rules have been fully identified, evaluated, and
incorporated into the next permit.

In closing, the City appreciates the time and effort that Regional Board staff has invested in preparing
the draft permit and looks forward to participating with it in developing a new permit that will truly
improving water quality in the most cost effective manner possible. In the meantime, should you have
any questions, please call me.

Sincerely,

Bruce D. Mattern, PE, TE
City Engineer

Cc: P. Michael Paules, City Manager
Steven A. Preston, FAICP, Deputy City Manager
Robert L. Kress, City Attorney
TECS Environmental Services

File: f/cd/engriNPDES/City New Permit Letter- 1 051601
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COMMENTS 1N RE: DRAFT MUNICIPAL NPDES PERM!T

1. Inspection/Enforcement of GIASWP Facilities and GCASWP Construction Sites (Part
4.A.2)

o Proposed New Requirement

The draft permit proposes to require Permittees to conduct inspections and of and, if necessary,
to take enforcement action against: (1) industrial facilities subject to General Industrial Activity
Storm Water Permit (GIASWP) requirements; and (2) construction sites subject to General
Construction Activity Storm Water (GCASWP) requirements. Regional Board staff is of the
opinion that municipalities are "ultimately responsible for the quality of storm water discharges
to the MS4" -- including those discharged from GIASWP subject-facilities and GCASWP-
subject construction projects.

- Issue

This proposed requirement would impose an additional cost burden on municipalities. This
is unfair given that (1) the State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) and, by
extension, the regional board, have already assumed responsibility for this task; and (2) the
state collects fees from subject industrial facilities and construction sites. As to the notion
that municipalities are responsible for discharges to the MS4 from GIASWP-subject
industrial facilities and GCASWP-subjeet construction projects, regional board staff
overlooks the fact that the state has elected to regulate discharges from industrial facilities
and certain construction p~ojects (those that disturb 5 acres or more or soil disturbance) just
as it has elected to regulate discharges to the MS4 from municipalities. In other words, the
state has preempted this presumed responsibility.

- Recommendation

Discuss with regional board staff cost-effective alternatives. These include: (i) continuing
the site visit program (only if funded by the principal Permit’tee); (ii) requiring municipalities
to compel industrial facilities to obtain a GIASWP (e.g., as a condition for a business
license); (iii) reporting industrial facilities that do not have GIASWPs to regional board staff
for enforcement action; (iv) reporting GIASWP industrial facilities that appear not to be in
compliance with permit requirements (usually non-implementation of BMPs) and, if
necessary, to conduct joint enforcement action.

2. Eliminating Discretionary Approval from the SUSMP Evaluation Process (Part 4.C.3)

o Proposed New Requirement

The draft permit proposes to remove "discretionary approval" as an important criterion for
determining if certain categories of projects and redevelopments would be subject to Standard
Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plan (SUSMP) requirements. Currently, a project is subject to
SUSMP requirements if it is one of the 8 types of development projects/redevelopment projects

Draft Permit Comments
May 14, 2031
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and if it is subject to discretionary approval (i.e., CEQA clearance, conditional use permit, or
other action involving the subjective judgment of a municipal official).

- Issue

The Regional Board -- together with the environmental community - attempted to remove
discretionary approval when it adopted the SUSMP in March of 2000. That attempt was
immediately challenged by a group of cities, which resulted in the restoration of discretionary
approval by the State Water Resources Control Board. Most cities still want to retain
discretionary approval to enable them not to require costly and questionably effective
infiltration/treatment controls unless there is a compelling reason to do so. The City is
aware that the regional board’s attempt to eliminate discretionary approval was motivated by
the understandable need to "close a loophole" that enables cities to exempt subject projects
from all SUSMP measures by simply not requiring them to undergo discretionary approval
(e.g., a coincidental EIR or mitigated negative declaration).

- Recommendation

There is, however, an alternative to these extremes. Although the City is opposed to
eliminating discretionary approval it would not be opposed to:

i. Requiring the 8 categories of projects to be subject to all SUSMP measures except
infiltration or treatment controls, which would remain discretionary. This means
that (a) general mitigation measures (e.g., not increasing peak runoff from pre-
development levels, protecting slopes and channels, etc.) and (b) use-specific
mitigation measures (e.g., canopies for gas stations, and runoff control design
requirements for wash areas, service bays, and loading docks, etc.) would be
prescribed for all subject projects.

ii. Requiring infiltration/treatment controls (designed to meet the .75" or other
numeric standards), only when the chemical constituents contained in runoff from
the completed project would have impairing a beneficial use of a receiving water,
as determined by its listing as pollutant on the 303(d) list of impaired water
bodies).

3. Making 40,000 i~ Industrial/Commerdai Facilities SUSMP-Subject

o Proposed New Requirement

The draR permit proposes to add -- no later than March 9, 2001 -- one-acre
industrial/commercial development projects to the list of subject SUSMP projects. Further,
it seeks to define one acre as 40,000 square feet instead of 43,560 square feet.

- Issue

Adding l-acre industrial/commercial facilities to the SUSMP-applicable list appears
inappropriate. This new requirement is based on the anticipation of the Phase II rule

Draft Permit Comments 2
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pertaining to the new developments. It is inappropriate because the Phase II rule here
applies to projects that "’result in the land disturbance of greater than or equal to 1 acre" -
not 1 acre of impervious area. In fact, the Phase II rule here would seem to apply to all
new development projects, including land-use determined SUSMP projects.

- Recommendation

Eliminate this requirement and reevaluate SUSMP requirements against the Phase II rule as it
relates to controlling pollutants from new developments.

3. General Plan Update (Part.4.C.12)

o Proposed New Requirement

The draft permit proposes to require municipalities to incorporate "watershed and storm water
quality and quantity management considerations no later 540 days from the permit adoption
date." The current permit requires this element to be incorporated into General Plans when they
are updated.

- Issue

The need to update municipal General Plans to include, essentially, a storm water quality
element has always been unclear. Further, it seems that the SUSMPs have obviated the need
for a General Plan storm water quality element. This is because the SUSMP requires the
prescription of controls for new developments and redevelopment projects that operate to
minimize post-construction runoff pollution. That being the case, why is a storm water
quality element needed, especially for built-out municipalities?

- Recommendation

Unless the regional board staff" can justify the purpose of adding a storm water quality
element addition to General Plans, this requirement should be eliminated.

4. Outreach and Education to School Districts (4.A.l.d)

o Proposed New Requirement

The draf~ permit proposes that Permit-tees provide unified~ school districts within their
jurisdictions materials, live presentations, brochures, and other media necessary to storm water-
educate a minimum of 50% of all school children (K-12 to 12), every 2 years.

1Why are just "unified" school districts included here and not other schoot districts?

Draft Permit Comments 3
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- Issue

The City does not object to this requirement as long as it does not have to pay for it. It
represents a new cost to cities. The City takes the view that schools districts are essentially
state-managed governmental entities. The state, therefore, should provide the resources
necessary to educating school children on runoff pollution prevention. Under the current
permit, the principal Permit-tee has assumed responsibility for this task. Using flood control
funds (collected from residents and businesses) it has visited every subject school in every
city and unincorporated areas of Los Angeles County. If the principal Permittee agrees to
continue performing this task as a means of satisfying this new requirement, the City would
not object to it.

- Recommendation

Makes this requirement a principal Permittee responsibility.

5. Outreach and Education to Small Businesses (4.A.l.b)

Proposed New Requirement

Municipalities would be required to develop and implement a Business Assistance Program to
educate subject businesses to provide: (i) on-site technical assistance/consultant by telephone;
(ii) BMP-information and educational materials; (3) provide information about environmental
consultants, hazardous waste treatment, hauling, disposal, and recycling services, and control
practices; and (4) information regarding pollution prevention and control practices.

- Issue

This proposed new task is arbitrary because it enlarges the commercial facilities category
from gas, stations, automotive facilities, and restaurants to include any business that (1) has
less than 100 employees; (2) lacks funding for private consulting; (3) lacks expertise
necessary to understand and comply with storm water regulations; and (4) has requested
assistance or was referred through the industrial/commercial inspection program.
Effectively, this could include any business, such as consulting agencies, tailor shops,
barbershops, and hundreds of others that can hardly be considered as pollution generators.
This proposed requirement -- which would be very costly -- does not provide any
justification as to why it is necessary to perform outreach to these types of businesses.

- Recommendation

Eliminate this requirement.

6. Lowering the Threshold for Local SWPPPs (Part 4.D.2)

Proposed New Requirement

Draft Pe~m# Comrnen~s 4
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The draft permit proposes to lower the threshold for requiring local SWPPPs (storm water
pollution prevention plans). Currently, local SWPPPs are required from construction projects
that are expected to cause a soil disturbance of 2 to fewer than 5 acres, by grading, clearing, and
or excavating. The proposed permit would lower this threshold to between 1 acre and under 5
acres.

- Issue

Lowering the threshold here seems to be associated with the change in Phase II municipal
NPDES regulations. In 2003, the threshold for construction sites requiring GCASWPs will
be lowered from 5 acres to 1 acre. Apparently, Regional Board staff believes that this should
have corresponding affect on the next level of construction requirements. The City disagrees
with this rationale. The reason SWPPPs exist in the first place is to enable
inspection/enforcement personnel to determine compliance with BMPs that are intended to:
(I) reduce sediment and chemical constituent discharges to the MS4; and (2) certify that no
illicit discharges would be released to the MS4. For larger construction sites, a SWPPP is
necessary because of the time it would take for inspection personnel to do a walk-through.
However, for smaller construction sites this really is not a problem. Inspection personnel can
easily identify if basic BMPs - which really do not require SWPPPs - are in place. Thus, to
require Permittees to require local SWPPPs for projects even under 2 acres would be a waste
of municipal time and money.

Beyond this, given that the threshold for determining GCASWP construction sites will be
lowered in 2003 from 5 acres to 1 acre and given that the current permit requirement of
prescribing minimum BMPs to construction sites of 2 acres and under has been effective,
there is no reason tamper with that requirement now.

- Recommendation

Maintain the current soil disturbance requirement for local SWPPPs (2 and 5 acres) until
2003 when 1-plus acre projects will require GCASWP coverage.

7. Training Contractors (Part 4.D.l.a)

c~ Proposed New Requirement

Under the construction program, municipal Permit-tees would be required to "implement an
education program to discuss storm water pollution prevention and controls at construction
sites and distribute educational materials targeted at the construction community during
meetings, workshops, pre-eonstruction meetings, and inspections." The current requirement
is to provide over-the-counter developer/contractor information regarding development
construction requirements.

- Issue
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The additional requirement is superfluous and, if approved, would impose additional
unnecessary costs on cities. Actually, at present, communicating construction program
requirements to contractors/developers is a simple task -- it involves: (1) providing, over-the-
counter, written materials and verbal information regarding requirements associated with the
three categories of construction projects; and (2) providing a list and description of
construction-related BMPs. The dratt permit proposes additional tasks that accomplish the
same thing, but in more elaborate and costly terms.

- Recommendation

Eliminate this requirement because it would do nothing to improve the City’s ability to
inform contractors/developers of their obligations under the municipal NPDES permit.

8. Public Agency (Part 4.E.6.a)

o Proposed New Requirement

The draft permit proposes to increase the frequency of street sweeping to at least 4 times per
month "in areas generating high volumes of trash and "an average not less the twice per
month in areas that generate moderate volumes of trash on traffic collector streets and
residential areas." The current permit calls for a minimum of sweeping once a month.
Street sweeping is essentially a trash-reducing BMP.

- Recommendation

Given the cost associated with increased street sweeping and that there are less expensive
trash-mitigation BMPs available, this requirement should be eliminated.

9. Public Agency (Part 4.E.5.b)

o Proposed New Requirement

The draft permit proposes to increase the frequency of clean-outs of priority catch basins (40%
full) from once a year, just prior to the wet season (October 1 to April 30), to twice a year, from
May 1 to September 30 (during the dry season).

- Issue

The justification for making this requirement is based more on the fact that the Ventura
permit (adopted in June of 2000) requires it. Actually, increasing the frequency here makes
no sense. Whether a catch basin is full at any level during the dry season is issueless
because trash and other material trapped in it are not going to get into receiving water
because, the hydraulic mechanism is not there (with the exception of a rare storm event every
now and then). This is why, historically, catch basin clean-outs are done just before the wet
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season. While storm events during the wet season do occur from time-to-time, they are so
rare as to warrant imposing such an additional expense on municipalities.

- Recommendation

Eliminate this requirement because it would do very little,_ reduce trash discharges to the
receiving water. Further, the zero trash TMDL for Los Angeles River and Ballona Creek
watershed-resident cities would make this requirement superfluous. Beyond this, it denies
Permittees the option of resorting to more cost-effective trash reducing BMPs.

10. Public Agency (Part 4.E.6.c)

c~ Proposed New Requirement

The draft permit proposes to increase the frequency of parking lot cleanings from once a
month to twice a month.

- Issue

Under the current permit, only parking lots with 25-plus spaces are subject to monthly
cleanings. Thus, the scope of this requirement is enlarged to include every municipal parking
lot, regardless of size, and increases the cleaning and inspection frequency from once a
month to twice a month. The justification for making this requirement more stringent is not
clear.

- Recommendation

Eliminate the requirement and, therewith, its additional cost, unless data can be provided to
show that an increase in parking lot cleanings from once a month to twice month would
improve receiving water quality.

II. OTHER CHANGES TO PROPOSED MUNICIPAL NPDES PERMIT

1. Discharge Prohibitions (Part 1.2.c)

Issue

The proposed permit eliminates street wash water as an exempted non-storm water discharge.
No explanation is provided as to why. CFR 40.122.26 places street wash water under the
exempted non-storm water discharge category (as opposed to an illicit discharge). Proposed
Phase 1I regulations also Exempt Street wash water - and other categories of non-storm water
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discharges -- unless the operator of the municipal separate storm sewer system ("MS4")
deems it to be "" significant contributor of pollutants." To date, no such determination has
been made.

Recommendation

Street wash water should be listed as an exempted non-storm water discharge (along with
sidewalk wash water) as long as it does not (i) contain surfactants or other chemical
constituents; or (ii) transport sediment, particulates, or other material to the storm drain.

2. Model Programs (no reference in draft permit)

o Issue

The proposed draft permit makes no clear reference to the current model programs. Are they
to be re-written or carried-over from this permit to the new one?

3. Notice to Meet and Confer (no permit reference)

o Issue

The proposed permit lacks the "notice to meet and confer" provision contained in the existing
permit. This provision is intended to, among other things, resolve compliance issues prior to
the regional board taking enforcement action. Most compliance issues -- as recently
demonstrated by the Notices of Violations issued by the regional board to several municipal
Permittees -- are the result of misinterpretation or misunderstanding on the part of regional
board staff, especially new staff. The meet and confer provision is intended to allow the
resolution of disagreements arising out of misinterpretation or misunderstanding before
issuing NOVs -- in itself an enforcement action. Since it is likely that the draft permit will
contain provisions that are open to interpretation, it makes sense to retain the meet and confer
provision.

4. Receiving Waters Limitations (Part 2)

~ Issue

Notwithstanding that Ventura and Long Beach municipal permits contain the same receiving
water limitations language presented in the proposed permit, the City is opposed to such
language and prefers, instead, existing permit language. Or, in the alternative, remove the
following provisions as mentioned by the principal Permit’tee:

Draft Permit Comments 8
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1. Discharges from the MS4 that cause or contribute to the violation of water quality
standards or water quality objectives are prohibited.

2. Discharges fi’om the MS4 of storm water, or non-storm water, for which a Permittee
is responsible shall not cause or contribute to a condition of nuisance.

The City objects to the proposed existing permit language because it does not allow
implementing the permit and its programs as a means of achieving compliance with water
quality standards and objectives. This seems to undermine the whole purpose of the permit,
which is to tolerate some exceedances of water quality standards/objectives (contained in the
Los Angeles Basin Plan) -- provided, of course that permit condition are met. It is simply
impossible for any municipality to prevent all discharges that cause or contribute to the
violation of water quality standards or objectives.

5. 180 Day Implementation Program Period (various program provisions)

o The Issue

The proposed permit contains a 180-day implementation date for each program category
(development planning, development construction illicit connection/discharge, public
agency, and public education). 180 days is not enough time to revise and implement each of
the revised programs because of budgetary constraints. Most cities need at least one year of
advanced time to budget for new costs. Some cities need two years.

,END
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Parks and Public Works Department

May 15, 2001 Z~,l

JOtIN ALDERSON
Director

Mr. Dennis Dickerson
Executive Officer
California Regional Water Quality Control Board
Los Angeles Region

320 West 4th Street
Los Angeles, California 90013

Subject: EAC Comments In Re: First Municipal NPDES Permit Draft

Dear Mr. Dickerson:

Submitted herewith for your consideration are comments prepared by the City of San Manno
in response to the draft Los Angeles County Municipal NPDES permit (hereinafter "draft
permit"), dated April 13, 2001.

It should be noted that the draft permit is a substantial improvement over the current permit. It
is less problematic in several key areas. There is, however, room for additional improvement.
The wdtten comments prepared by the City are intended to accomplish this by identifying
areas of concern -- including: (1) program requirements that appear to be unnecessanly labor
intensive and costly; (2) new provisions that would make permit compliance unjustifiably more
stringent while increasing permittee exposure to administrative enforcement actions and third
party litigation; and (3) permit language that seems unclear and contradictory in a few places.

It is also suggested that regional board staff consider a different approach for presenting,
evaluating, and responding to comments in re: municipal NPDES issues. In the past,
permittee comments that were contrary to regional board staff views were usually rejected
without compelling reason. Often ignored were the permittees legitimate concerns for the cost
and effectiveness of proposed requirements. This has resulted in the adoption of unpopular
and very controversial permit requirements. Permittees were thus faced with the narrow
options of either accepting unreasonable requirements or challenging them administratively
and legally.

In the interest of avoiding a similar fate with next municipal NPDES permit, the following is
proposed:

1. Regional Board staff should make a conscientious effort to discuss and resolve concerns
raised by perrnittees rather than just issuing a wdtten rejection with a brief explanation as
to why. Instead, a forum is recommended to promote dialog aimed towards achieving
mutual agreement. Although workshops are fine for communicating requirements and
identifying general issues, they are not effective in identifying specific areas of concern or
resolving disagreement. Smaller work groups are needed because they can provide
better attention to issues. A work group could be comprised of permittee representatives
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and regional staff for each program area (e.g., development planning, development
const~ction, illicit discharge and connection detection and elimination, etc.). The wo~
groups should ~ncentrate on wo~ing-out essential ~mpliance concerns. Once this is done,
developing language-related details would be relatively simple. Also, an obje~ive third pa~y
should be involved to facilitate discussion and resolve disagreement.

2. Critena for dete~ining ~e reasonabili~ of new permit requirements or existing ones
should be developed. Such critena should include objective readings of (a) 40 CFR
122.26 (sto~ water regulations under the Clean Water Act); (b) Phase II storm water
rules, which are scheduled to take effect in 2003; and (c) Po~er-Cologne A~ (state water
code) -- to justify requirements not specified in the Clean Water Act, in te~s of beneficial
use protection, using scientific data rather than subject judgment.

3. A general wo~shop on Phase II sto~ water ~les promulgated by ~e USEPA and
scheduled for implementation in 2003, should be held to edu~te regional board staff,
perigees, and o~er interested pa~ies on these new municipal NPDES pe~it
requirements. To ~at end, regional board staff is en~u~ged to join wi~ perigees in
inviting a representative from USEPA Region 9 to conduct the wo~shop.

4. Delay adoption of the new pe~it until Phase II ~les have been fully identified, evaluated,
and in~orated into the ne~ pe~it.

In closing, the City appreciates ~e time and effo~ ~at regional board staff has invested in
prepanng the dra~ pe~it and looks fo~ard to pa~icipating with it in developing a new pe~it
that will t~ly imp~ve water quality in ~e most cost effusive manner possible. In ~e
meantime, should you have any questions, please ~11 me.

Since, rely, ~

Director of Parks and Public Works

cc: Mr David Nahai, Chairman
Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board

Mr. Art Bagget, Chairman
State Water Resources Control Board
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1. InspectionlEnforcement of GIASWP Facilities and GCASWP Construction Sites (Part
4,A.2)

Proposed New Requirement

The draft permit proposes to require permittees to conduct inspections and of and, if necessary,
to take enforcement action against: (1) industrial facilities subject to General Industrial Activity
Storm Water Permit (GIASWP) requirements; and (2) construction sites subject to General
Construction Activity Storm Water (GCASWP) requirements. Regional Board staff is of the
opinion that municipalities are "ultimately responsible for the quality of storm water discharges to
the MS4" -- including those discharged from GIASVVP subject-facilities and GCASWP-subject
construction projects.

-Issue

This proposed requirement would impose an additional cost burden on municipalities. This
is unfair given that (1) the State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) and, by
extension, the regional board, have already assumed responsibility for this task; and (2) the
state collects fees from subject industrial facilities and construction sites. As to the notion
that municipalities are responsible for discharges to the MS4 from GIASWP-subject
industrial facilities and GCASWP-subject construction projects, regional board staff
overlooks the fact that the state has elected to regulate discharges from industrial facilities
and certain construction projects (viz., those that disturb 5 acres or more or soil disturbance)
just as it has elected to regulate discharges to the MS4 from municipalities. In other words,
the state has preempted this presumed responsibility.

- Recommendation

Discuss with regional board staff cost-effective alternatives. These include: (i) continuing
the site visit program (only if funded by the principal permittee); (ii) requiring municipalities to
compel industrial facilities to obtain a GIASWP (e.g., as a condition for a business license);
(iii) reporting industrial facilities that do not have GIASWPs to regional board staff for
enforcement action; (iv) reporting GIASWP industrial facilities that appear not to be in
compliance with permit requirements (usually non-implementation of BMPs) and, if
necessary, to conduct joint enforcement action.

2. Eliminating Discretionary Approval from the SUSMP Evaluation Process (Part 4.C.3)

Proposed New Requirement

The draft permit proposes to remove "discretionary approval" as an important criterion for
determining if certain categories of projects and redevelopments would be subject to Standard
Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plan (SUSMP) requirements. Currently, a project is subject to
SUSMP requirements if it is one of the 8 types of development projects/redevelopment projects
and if it is subject to discretionary approval (i.e., CEQA clearance, conditional use permit, or
other action involving the subjective judgment of a municipal official).
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- Issue

The Regional Board -- together with the environmental community - attempted to remove
discretionary approval when it adopted the SUSMP in March of 2000. That attempt was
immediately challenged by a group of cities, which resulted in the restoration of discretionary
approval by the State Water Resources Control Board. Most cities still want to retain
discretionary approval to enable them not to require costly and questionably-effective
infiltration/treatment controls unless there is a compelling reason to do so. The City is
aware that the regional board’s attempt to eliminate discretionary approval was motivated by
the understandable need to "close a loophole" that enables cities to exempt subject
projects from all SUSMP measures by simply not requiring them to undergo discretionary
approval (e.g., a coincidental EIR or mitigated negative declaration).

- Recommendation

There is, however, an alternative to these extremes. Although the City is opposed to
eliminating discretionary approval it would not be opposed to:

i. Requinng the 8 categories of projects to be subject to all SUSMP measures
except infiltration or treatment controls, which would remain discretionary. This
means that (a) general mitigation measures (e.g., not increasing peak runoff from
pre-development levels, protecting slopes and channels, etc.) and (b) use-specific
mitigation measures (e.g., canopies for gas stations, and runoff control design
requirements for wash areas, service bays, and loading docks, etc.) would be
prescribed for all subject projects.

ii. Requiring infiltratIon/treatment controls (designed to meet the .75" or other
numeric standards), only when the chemical constituents contained in runoff from
the completed project would have impairing a beneficial use of a receiving water,
as determined by its listing as pollutant on the 303(d) list of impaired water
bodies).

3. Making 40,000 f~ Industrial/Commercial Facilities SUSMP-Subject

o Proposed New Requirement

The draft permit proposes to add -- no later than March 9, 2001 -- one acre
industnal/commercial development projects to the list of subject SUSMP projects. Further,
it seeks to define one acre as 40,000 square feet instead of 43,560 square feet.

- Issue

Adding 1 acre industrial/commercial facilities to the SUSMP-applicable list appears
inappropriate. This new requirement is based on the anticipation of the Phase It rule
pertaining to the new developments. It is inappropriate because the Phase II rule here
applies projects that "result in the land disturbance of greater than or equal to 1 acre" - not
1 acre of impervious area. tn fact, the Phase II rule here would seem to apply to all new
development projects, including land-use determined SUSMP projects.

2
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- Recommendation

Eliminate this requirement and reevaluate SUSMP requirements against the Phase II rule as
it relates to controlling pollutants from new developments.

3. General Plan Update (Part 4.C.12)

o Proposed New Requirement

The draft permit proposes to require municipalities to incorporate "watershed and storm water
quality and quantity management considerations no later 540 days from the permit adoption
date." The current permit requires this element to be incorporated into General Plans when they
are updated.

- Issue

The need to update municipal General Plans to include, essentially, a storm water quality
element has always been unclear. Further, it seems that the SUSMPs have obviated the
need for a General Plan storm water quality element. This is because the SUSMP requires
the prescription of controls for new developments and redevelopment projects that operate
to minimize post-construction runoff pollution. That being the case, why is a storm water
quality element needed, especially for built-out municipalities?

- Recommendation

Unless the regional board staff can justify the purpose of adding a storm water quality
element addition to General Plans, this requirement should be eliminated.

4. Outreach and Education to School Districts (4.A.l.d)

o Proposed New Requirement

The draft permit proposes that permittees provide unified1 school districts within their
jurisdictions materials, live presentations, brochures, and other media necessary to storm water-
educate a minimum of 50% of all school children (K-12 to 12), every 2 years.

- Issue

The City does not object to this requirement as long as it does not have to pay for it. It
represents a new cost to cities. The City takes the view that schools districts are essentially
state-managed governmental entities. The state, therefore, should provide the resources
necessary to educating school children on runoff pollution prevention. Under the current
permit, the principal permittee has assumed responsibility for this task. Using flood control
funds (collected from residents and businesses) it has visited every subject school in every
city and unincorporated areas of Los Angeles County. If the principal permittee agrees to
continue performing this task as a means of satisfying this new requirement, the City would
not object to it.

1Why are just "unified" school districts included here and not other school districts?
3
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- Recommendation

Makes this requirement a principal permittee responsibility.

5. Outreach and Education to Small Businesses (4.A.l.b)

o Proposed New Requirement

Municipalities would be required to develop and implement a Business Assistance Program to
educate subject businesses to provide: (i) on-site technical assistance/consultant by telephone;
(ii) BMP-information and educational materials; (3) provide information about environmental
consultants, hazardous waste treatment, hauling, disposal, and recycling services, and control
practices; and (4) information regarding pollution prevention and control practices.

-Issue

This proposed new task is arbitrary because it enlarges the commercial facilities category
from gas, stations, automotive facilities, and restaurants to include any business that (1) has
less than 100 employees; (2) lacks funding for private consulting; (3) lacks expertise
necessary to understand and comply with storm water regulations; and (4) has requested
assistance or was referred through the industrial/commercial inspection program.
Effectively, this could include any business, such as consulting agencies, tailor shops,
barber shops, and hundreds of others that can hardly be considered as pollution generators.
This proposed requirement -- which would be very costly -- does not provide any justification
as to why it is necessary to perform outreach to these types of businesses.

- Recommendation

Eliminate this requirement.

6. Lowering the Threshold for Local SWPPPs (Part 4.D.2)

o Proposed New Requirement

The draft permit proposes to lower the threshold for requiring local SWPPPs (storm water
pollution prevention plans). Currently, local SWPPPs are required from construction projects
that are expected to cause a soil disturbance of 2 to under 5 acres, by grading, clearing, and or
excavating. The proposed permit would lower this threshold to between 1 acre and under 5
acres.

- Issue

Lowenng the threshold here seems to be associated with the a change in Phase II municipal
NPDES regulations. In 2003, the threshold for construction sites requiring GCASWPs will
be lowered from 5 acres to 1 acre. Apparently, Regional Board staff believes that this
should have corresponding affect on the next level of construction requirements. The City
disagrees with this rationale. The reason SWPPPs exist in the first place is to enable
inspection/enforcement personnel to determine compliance with BMPs that are intended to:
(1) reduce sediment and chemical constituent discharges to the MS4; and (2) certify that no
illicit discharges would be released to the MS4. For larger construction sites, a SWPPP is

4
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necessary because of the time it would take for inspection personnel to do a walk-through.
However, for smaller construction sites this really is not a problem. Inspection personnel
can easily identify if basic BMPs - which really do not require SWPPPs - are in place.
Thus, to require permittees to require local SWPPPs for projects even under 2 acres would
be a waste of municipal time and money.

Beyond this, given that the threshold for determining GCASWP construction sites will be
lowered in 2003 from 5 acres to 1 acre and given that the current permit requirement of
prescribing minimum BMPs to construction sites of 2 acres and under has been effective,
there is no reason tamper with that requirement now.

- Recommendation

Maintain the current soil disturbance requirement for local SWPPPs (2 and 5 acres) until
2003 when 1-plus acre projects will require GCASWP coverage.

7. Training Contractors (Part 4.D.l.a)

Proposed New Requirement

Under the construction program, municipal permittees would be required to "implement an
education program to discuss storm water pollution prevention and controls at construction
sites and distribute educational materials targeted at the construction community dunng
meetings, workshops, pre-construction meetings, and inspections." The current requirement
is to provide over-the-counter developer/contractor information regarding development
construction requirements.

-Issue

The additional requirement is superfluous and, if approved, would impose additional
unnecessary costs on cities. Actually, at present, communicating construction program
requirements to contractors/developers is a simple task- it involves: (1) providing, over-the-
counter, wdtten materials and verbal information regarding requirements associated with
the three categories of construction projects; and (2) providing a list and description of
construction-related BMPs. The draft permi.t proposes additional tasks that accomplish the
same thing, but in more elaborate and costly terms.

- Recommendation

Eliminate this requirement because it would do nothing to improve the City’s ability to inform
contractors/developers of their obligations under the municipal NPDES permit.

8. Public Agency (Part 4.E.6.a)

Proposed New Requirement

The draft permit proposes to increase the frequency of street sweeping to at least 4 times
per month "in areas generating high volumes of trash and "an average not less the twice per
month in areas that generate moderate volumes of trash on traffic collector streets and
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residential areas." The current permit calls for a minimum of sweeping once a month.
Street sweeping is essentially a trash-reducing BMP.

- Recommendation

Given the cost associated with increased street sweeping and that there are less
expensive trash-mitigation BMPs available, this requirement should be eliminated.

9. Public Agency (Part 4.E.5.b)

Proposed New Requirement

The draft permit proposes to increase the frequency of clean-outs of prionty catch basins (40%
full) from once a year, just prior to the wet season (October 1 to April 30), to twice a year, from
May 1 to September 30 (during the dry season).

-Issue

The justification for making this requirement is based more on the fact that the Ventura
permit (adopted in June of 2000) requires it. Actually, increasing the frequency here makes
no sense. VVhether a catch basin is full at any level during the dry season is issueless
because trash and other material trapped in it are not going to get into a receiving water
because the hydraulic mechanism is not there (with the exception of a rare storm event
every now and then). This is why, historically, catch basin clean-outs are done just before
the wet season. VVhile storm events during the wet season do occur from time-to-time, they
are so rare as to warrant imposing such an additional expense on municipalities.

- Recommendation

Eliminate this requirement because it would do very little reduce trash discharges to the
receiving water. Further, the zero trash TMDL for Los Angeles River and Ballona Creek
watershed-resident cities would make this requirement superfluous. Beyond this, it denies
permittees the option of resorting to more cost-effective trash reducing BMPs.

10, Public Agency (Part 4.E.6.c)

Proposed New Requirement

The draft permit proposes to increase the frequency of parking lot cleanings from once a
month to twice a month.

- Issue

Under the current permit, only parking lots with 25-plus spaces are subject to monthly
cleanings. Thus, the scope of this requirement is enlarged to include every municipal
parking lot, regardless of size, and increases the cleaning and inspection frequency from
once a month to twice a month. The justification for making this requirement more stringent
is not clear.

6
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- Recommendation

Eliminate the requirement and, therewith, its additional cost, unless data can be provided to
show that an increase in parking lot cleanings from once a month to twice month would
improve receiving water quality.

II. OTHER CHANGES TO PROPOSED MUNICIPAL NPDES PERMIT

1. Discharge Prohibitions (Part 1.2.c)

,3 Issue

The proposed permit eliminates street wash water as an exempted non-storm water
discharge. No explanation is provided as to why. CFR 40.122.26 places street wash
water under the exempted non-storm water discharge category (as opposed to an illicit
discharge). Proposed Phase II regulations also exempt street wash water - and other
categories of non-storm water discharges -- unless the operator of the municipal separate
storm sewer system ("MS4") deems it to be " significant contributor of pollutants." To date.
no such deterTnination has been made.

-̄ Recommendation

Street wash water should be listed as an exempted non-storm water discharge (along
with sidewalk wash water) as long as it does not (i) contain surfactants or other
chemical constitutents; or (ii) transport sediment, particulates, or other material to the
storm drain.

2. Model Programs (no reference in draft permit)

o Issue

The proposed draft permit makes no clear reference to the current model programs. Are
they to be re-written or carded-over from this permit to the new one?

3. Notice to Meet and Confer (no permit reference)

~ Issue

The proposed permit lacks the "notice to meet and confer’’ provision contained in the
existing permit. This provision is intended to, among other things, resolve compliance
issues prior to the regional board taking enforcement action. Most compliance issues - as
recently demonstrated by the Notices of Violations issued by the regional board to several
municipal permittees - are the result of misinterpretation or misunderstanding on the part of
regional board staff, especially new staff. The meet and confer provision is intended to
allow the resolution of disagreements arising out of misinterpretation or misunderstanding

7
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before issuing NOVs -- in itself an enforcement action. Since it is likely that the draft permit
will contain provisions that are open to interpretation, it makes sense to retain the meet and
confer provision.

4. Receiving Waters Limitations (Part 2)

o Issue

Notwithstanding that Ventura and Long Beach municipal permits contain the same receiving
water limitations language presented in the proposed permit, the City is opposed to such
language and prefers, instead, existing permit language. Or, in the alternative, remove the
following provisions as mentioned by the principal permittee:

1. Discharges from the MS4 that cause or contribute to the violation of water quality
standards or water quality objectives are prohibited.

2. Discharges from the MS4 of storm water, or non-storm water, for which a Permittee
is responsible shall not cause or contribute to a condition of nuisance.

The City objects to the proposed existing permit language because it does not allow
implementing the permit and its programs as a means of achieving compliance with water
quality standards and objectives. This seems to undermine the whole purpose of the permit,
which is to tolerate some exceedances of water quality standards/objectives (contained in
the Los Angeles Basin Plan) -- provided, of course that permit condition are met, It is simply
impossible for any municipality to prevent all discharges that cause or contnbute to the
violation of water quality standards or objectives.

5. 180 Day Implementation Program Period (various program provisions)

o The Issue

The proposed permit contains a 180 day implementation date for each program category
(development planning, development construction illicit connection/discharge, public
agency, and public education). 180 days is not enough time to revise and implement each
of the revised programs because of budgetary constraints. Most cities need at least one
year of advanced time to budget for new costs. Some cities need two years.
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CITY OF SIGNAL HILL

2175 Cherry Avenue ¯ Signal Hill, California 90806

May 16, 2001

Dr. Xavier Swamikannu
California Regional Water Quality Control Board
Los Angeles Region
Stormwater Program
320 W. 4th Street, Suite 200
Los Angeles, CA 90013

Subject: Comments to April Draft of NPDES Permit No. CAS614001

Dear Dr. Swamikannu:

As you know I have been involved in the NPDES Stormwater permit process for
several years. During this time I have participated in many of the permit
functions and in various capacities. The most current effort I participated in was
the EAC subcommittee which discussed the draft permit prior to its release. I am
very concerned with my perception of the results of the meetings and feel a need
to comment on them.

EAC representatives met with the Board staff on nine separate occasions to
discuss the Board’s proposed enhancements to the stormwater program
submitted by the permittees. The permittees had previous expended a
significant effort to develop these programs which were submitted as part of the
ROWD. These efforts included all of the appropriate considerations such as
cost, responsiveness, available resources, legal responsibility and effectiveness.
I very concerned about the ease of which the Board has rejected the permittees
programs without justification. I am also concerned about the ease of which the
Board included new programs in the draft permit, again without justification.

We all spent many hours going over your proposed enhancements and shared
our opinions as to the merits of the proposals and efforts required to implement
them. In every case it was your ultimate determination that permittees current
efforts were inadequate and cost of the enhancements were warranted. I find it
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Comments to April Draft
of NPDES Permit No. CAS614001
May 16, 2001
Page 2

hard to believe that the Board came to the meetings with an openness to discuss
the issues. I hope that your offer to meet and discuss was more than an
opportunity for your staff to preview the permittees objections.

I think the best example of the Board’s unwillingness to consider the permittees
input is the requirement for a countywide GIS mapping of the storm drain system.
This item was significant enough that it was discussed over two sessions. All of
the EAC members testified to the fact that the development of the system was a
monumental effort requiring millions of dollars and thousands of staff-hours. We
also stated that the benefit your staff associated to the system did not warrant the
cost. We identified much less costly ways of accomplishing the same result.
However, your staff has persisted in including the GIS system in the draft permit.
Perhaps the next time we go through this exercise the Board will share with us
the criteria it uses to determine whether an enhancement is warranted. Because
if there is no criteria, the next time we can save each other time and not go
through a useless exercise.

Sincerely,

Ed Schroder
Public Works Director/City Engineer

ES/csm
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City of So . h Ga e

June 4, 2001

OmcerMr. Dennis Dickerson, Executive ~"
California Regional Water Quality Control Board, Los Angeles Region
320 West 4’" Street, Suite 200
Los Angeles, California 90013

Subject: Draft Municipal Stormwater Permit

Dear Mr. Dickerson;

We appreciate the opportunity your staff has provided for us to review and comment on the draft
permit for "Municipal Storm Water and Urban Runoff". Our specific comments are:

FINDINGS

Item 10: Storm Water This item states that the proposed Storm Water Management PlanManagement Plan is acceptable
submitted by the County was acceptable. If this is the case, then
there appears to be no reason for the changes in structure and
requirements in the proposed permit.

The Model Pro~ams (or SWMP, or SQMP) in the previous permit
were generally in continuous development, up until the approva!
of the SUSMP program in late 2000. Why are they now being
changed again?

Item39: Enforcement Authority .The draft permit requires the permittees to perform some
enforcement actions for the State Permit, but specificaliy states in
this finding that the enforcement authority, for NPDES permits
belongs to the Regional Board. If the State is the enforcement
authority, the State should also be responsible for inspection and
enforcement.

Typographical Error - This section should read "...in the Los Angeles
Region for the two statewide..."

R0002403



Part I - Discharge Prohibitions

Section2 The procedure for permittees to petition for exemption of a
discharge has been removed with no explanation, and the
authority for adding or removing items from the list given to only
the Executive Officer. Permittees should retain the ability to
petition the Board to add exempt discharges.

Part 2 - Receiving Water Limitations

Section 2.3.a I The procedure does not make sense. The municipal Permittees are

Inot responsible for conducting water quality monitoring, so how
will they know when they are exceeding water quality standards?

Section2.A This section exempts the County (the Principal Permittee) from
ensuring the compliance of any of the co-permittees, but does not
do the reverse (exempt the co-permittees from ensuring the
compliance of the County).

Section2.A.1 This section states that the Principal Permittee will negotiate

NPDES requirements with the Board. The permit should not be
written to infer in any way that the Co-Permittees are giving up
their right to negotiate the permit with the Board directly, if the
County holds a contrary position.

Section B.2 and B.6 I The coordination and facilitation elements of these two items are

Ieffectively duplicates. They should be combined, or one removed.

Addition needed Missing from the draft permit is a statement to the effect that; by
implementing the Permit; Permittees have met the criteria of
Maximum Extent Practicable under the Clean Water Act.

Part 3 - SQMP Implementation, Monitoring and Reporting

Section 3.C This section requires the WMC to do several things, with no real
guidelines (i.e. prioritize pollution control efforts, develop-update-
monitor adequate implementation, etc.). It seems as if the Board
wants to set up the WMC as a middle oversight bodv rather than
as an information exchange body.

Another difficulty is that several "prioritization" items are
assigned to the WMC, but there is no requirement that an
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individual permittee comply with anything from the WMC. Either
the WMC should be given enforcement authority over the
Permittees (which is not feasible), or the "prioritization" should be
left up to the individual permittees, since they are ultimately
responsible, not the WMC.

Section 3.D There are no requirements for any actions by the EAC, although
there are actions referred to in other sections.    These
responsibilities should be consolidated here.

Section 3.E.1 This appears to in essence be a duplicate of Part 3, B.5. It also
implies that there would be elements of the SQMP that are NOT
consistent with the terms of this permit. This should be reworded
or removed as unnecessary.

Section 3.F There should be a consistent method referenced for modification of
the SQMP. In various areas this is noted as both the responsibility
of the permittees and the principal permittee. As the SQMP is a
"county wide" document and part of the permit itself, isn’t it true
that any change should involve all the permittees? If the change is
only to an individual permittees program, then the permit should
state that, and not use the SQMP terminology.

Section3.G This section covers the legal authority of the Permittees. Is this
area intended for the permittees to constantly be revising their
ordinances? Is there a way to write a general ordinance, and just
change the implementation policy every time the SQMP is
changed?

Section 3.G.l.rn and 3.G.l.n This requires that the City control discharges from sites under the
GIASP and GCSP. This seems to result in either a) a duplicate
enforcement process, or b) the City being the enforcing body for
the State requirements. Neither is acceptable, since in the first case
this is basically unnecessary duplication, and in the second not the
City’s responsibility to enforce the state permit.

Section 3.G.~.p The permit requires an ordinance "effective immediately upon the

adoption of this Order." Is it even legally possible to write an
ordinance adopting permit requirements that have not yet been
finalized?

Section3.H ]This section requires copies of "...any proposed changes to the
SQMP and its components...". Per Part 3 Section F, changes to the
SQMP must be either approved by the Board or done at the request
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of the Board. Why include additional copies of something they
already have?

Section3.1 The budget reporting system should be revised based on the
difficulties encountered so far. There should be a consistent way of
determining which budget line items to report, and the submittal
date should be based on the City’s fiscal year.

Section 3.K ] This item should be included in Part 3 Section F.3

Part 4 - Special Provisions

Part4.A-Publiclnformation The permit does not state who will be responsible for the new
SectionA.l.c signage, the city that the "designated access point" is in, or the

owner of the channel?

Part 4.B- Industrial Commercial As this program has been changed in focus from education toInspections
inspection and enforcement, it should be moved to the ICID

Section 4.B program for ease of reference.

Part 4.B- Industrial Commercial This sentence is unclear. Permittee shall require use of what byinspections
businesses. It appears to mean require use of the program itself,

Section 4.B.I but that is not possible.

Part 4.B - Industrial Commercial On it’s face, this requirement appears to include every industrial orInspections
commercial business in the City. This is contradictory to the

Section 4.B.2 existing permit, which required visits based on the type of business
and the potential for exposure. Under the older program, there
was always the opportunity and requirement to add businesses
that were found to be potential polluters.

Part 4.B- Industrial Commercial This item should be clarified to indicate who is required to do theInspections inspections. Is this intended for the County Health Department to
Section 4.B.3.c take over storm water inspections at restaurants? If so, who is

considered responsible if exceedances occur?

Part 4.B- Industrial Commercial This table can be significantly simplified by just stating that anyInspections business shall be inspected every 24 months, not less than twice
Section 4.B.5.b during the permit (since all inspection requirements are identical).

Part4.B-IndustrialCommerclal I How is the permittee to determine if the board has made an
Inspections inspection or not? This is indeed an irrelevant section, since even if

Sec~on4.B.S.d ] the Board HAS inspected the site, that will not eliminate the
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potential liability if something were to occur and the City had NOT
inspected it, therefore it would be in the Cities best interest to
inspect it anyway.

Part 4.B - Industrial Commercial Please specify what sanctions would satisfy this requirementInspections
(financial, criminal, etc.).

Section 4.B. 6.a

Part 4.B - Industrial Commercial This notification requirement is burdensome and confusing. Ifinspections
there is a violation of a City ordinance, the City is the enforcing

Section 4.B.7.a agency. Such a broad definition of "non-compliance" would result
in a very large number of "violations" being referred to the board,
which would normally be handled by the City in an educational
manner (educational materials, follow up letter, one or two
informal follow up inspections). These are normally single
incidents, either accidental or by someone who hadn’t been
adequately educated at the time, and are typically not repeated
once the situation is explained to them. What the Board would do
with this information is unclear, since a violation of a City
ordinance may not be a violation of a Board order that they could
enforce, and such incidents are reported in the Annual Report.

Additionally, if there is a violation of a State requirement, the State
i~ the enforcing agency (see Item 39) and has not delegated that
responsibility formally to the Cities. Although the City may be
able to review information that a business submits to the State (an
SWPPP for example) to ensure that it also meets City standards,
the City does not have the authority to determine whether or not a
given SWPPP is in compliance with State requirements. The City
cannot perform the State’s job function in this manner.

And, as was discussed at length during the previous permit, the
Cities do not have the authority to require a given business to
obtain a State permit, since it is solely the States responsibility to
determine whether or not an NPDES permit is necessary for a
given site. A City can require that a business provide proof that
they are complying with state requirements (such as an NOI), but
do they now keep duplicate records listing all the businesses that
have been determined NOT to require a permit? (i.e. Category 11
dischargers with no exposure)

Pert 4.C- Development Planning I Under the previous permit only discretionary projects within these
Section 4.C.3I specific categories were subject to the SUSMP. The draft permit

greatly expands the scope of work by eliminating the
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"discretionary" clause. Cities should be permitted to exercise their
discretional in determining which projects require an SUSMP and
which do not.

Part 4.C- Development Planning SUSMPs have been developed, for each of the other types of
Section4.C.3.c projects (listed in section C.3.b), but no equivalent standard for

projects in Environmentally Sensitive Areas (ESA) has been
developed. Since projects in these areas could take any number of
forms, it is unlikely that a "standard" plan could be effectively
developed.

Also, as of this draft of the permit, a list of these "ESA"s has not
been provided for review.

Part 4.C - Development Planning It is unclear what authority the City has to regulate property
Section 4.c.9 transfers between two private parties. Is the City now to keep

track of each property transfer and maintain records on who is
responsible for maintenance of a site?

Part 4.C - Development PlanningThis section is completely unclear as to its intent and specifics.
Section 4.C. 10

Part 4.C- Development Planning Most cities are on a set schedule to update general plans (5 years or
Section4.C.12 SO), as such the 540 day deadline should be changed to the next

scheduled general plan revision.

Part 4.C- Development Planning IThis should be assigned to the Principal Permittee, since it is
Section 4.c.14I intended to be a countywide consistent document.

Part 4.D- Development This should be clarified further. Is it intended that City personnel
Construction attend all such meetings or workshops, or merely to provide

Section 4.D. ~.a information for voluntary distribution during such meetings?

Part 4.D - Development Several of the items listed in the "minimum BMPs" are not actually
Construction BMPs. If a minimum list is envisioned, it should be spelled out

Section 4.D. l.c here.

Part4.D-Development The statement that a Local SWPPP can replace a State SWPPP
Construction should be removed, as it is not relevant to the Local SWPPP
Section 4.D.2 requirements.

Part 4.D- Development I Permittee inspectors additional actions must be limited to local
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Construction ordinances and codes, since they do not have the authority to

¯ Section 4.D.3 enforce state laws in this case.

The phrase "...if non-compliance continues..." is vague, a set
method and rational for referring sites to the Board should be
determined to avoid confusion.

Part4.D-Developrnent Without additional rationale, the requirement of an "electronic
Construction

system" is not justified. Smaller cities may not have a number of
Section 4.D.4.b grading permits that would justify the expense of installing a new

tracking system. Does the Board intend to eventually require
electronic submittal of all grading permits? If so, a standardized
format should be developed now for ease of future integration.

Part 4.E- Public Agency Activities Details for the sections on Parking Facilities Management, Public
Section4.E.1 Industrial Activities, and Dry Weather Diversions have been

omitted from this draft.

Part 4.E-Public Agency Activities Does the Board intend for the CMOM provisions to take the place

Section 4.E.2 of the Sewer section of the Public Agency program? If so, this
should be specified.

Part 4.E-Public Agency Activities A blanket requirement to reduce use, storage and handling is not
Section 4.E.4.f useful, some guidelines (i.e. reduction from what amounts?) must

be provided.

Part 4.E- Public Agency Activities I There is a numbering inconsistency in this section, and duplication

Section 4.E.5I of at least one item.

Part 4.E- Public Agency Activities No definition of "high" and "moderate" volumes of trash was
Section 4.E.6.a provided.

In addition, the TMDL also does not contain definitions of "high"
and "moderate" volumes of trash. Section IV.A of the L.A. River
Trash TMDL states that if the Cities rely on the Default Baseline
Waste Load Allocation, "The final Default Baseline Waste Load
Allocation, as described in compressed volume and/or dry weight, will be
specified in the stormwater permit." This definition also appears to
have been omitted.

Part 4.E- Public Agency Activities I A section should be inserted stating that the Permittees shall not be
Section4.E.7I held responsible under the permit for discharges in excess of

numerical limits that occur as a result of such emergency
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situations. For instance, a sewer break and overflow resulting from
an earthquake would likely exceed bacteria discharge limits. If
BMPs (such as containment) are delayed because of the emergency,
the Permittees should not be held liable for the discharge that
occurred between the earthquake and the implementation of the
BMP.

Part 4.F-ICID Program I The permittee should be given the option to adopt the ICID section

Section4.F.l.a
I of the SQMP as written, to avoid the additional paperwork ofcreating an unnecessary document.

Part4.F-ICIDProgram I The tracking system should be developed by the Principal
Section 4.F.l.b

I Permittee, since the goal is to have a consistent and coun ~tywidesystem controlled by the Principal Permittee.

Part 4.F-ICID Program I What is the rational for specifying that the Permittees specifically

Section 4.F.2.b I consider the 1994 Northridge quake and the "civil unrest"?

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment. The cost and complexity of this program
should be kept in mind as your staff is finalizing the next draft. Please call me if you have any
questions.

Sincere~7~

Efrai~ vlino
City q ngineer
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9701 ~J~S TUNAS DRIVE T̄EMPLE CITY ¯CA 91780 (̄626) 285-2171

May 15, 2001

Mr. Dennis Dickerson, Executive Officer
Caiitornia Regional Water Quality Control Board, Los Angeles Region
320 West 4th Street, Suite 200
Los Angeles, California 90013

Subject: Draft Municipal Stormwater Permit

Dear Mr. Dickerson:

We appreciate the opportunity your staff has provided for us to review and comment on the draft
permit for "Municipal Storm Water and Urban Runoff". Our specific comments are:

FINDINGS

Item 10: Storm INat~r This item states that the proposed Storm Water Management Plan
Management man is acceptable submitted by the County was acceptable. If this is the case, then

there appears to be no reason for the changes in structure and
requirements in the proposed permit.

The Model Programs (or SWMP, or SQMP) in the previous permit
were generally in continuous development, up until the approval
of the SUSMP program in late 2000. Why are thev now being
changed again?

Item39: Enforcement authority The draft permit requires the permittees to perform some
enforcement actions for the State Permit, but specifically states in
this finding that the enforcement authority for NPDES permits
belongs to the Regional Board. If the State is the enforcement
authority, the State should also be responsible for inspection and
enforcement.

Typographical Error - This section should read "...in the Los Angeles
Region for the two statewide..."

R0002411



Part I - Discharge Prohibitions

Section 2 The procedure for permittees to petition for exemption of a
discharge has been removed with no explanation, and the
authority for adding or remoying items from the list is given only
to he Executive Officer. Permittees should retain the abilitv to
petition the Board to add exempt discharges.

Part 2 - Receiving Water Limitations

Sectio,~ 2.3.a The procedure Joes not make sense. The municipal Permittees are
not responsible for conducting water quality monitoring, so how
will thev know when thev are exceeding water quality standards?

section 2.a This section exempts the County (the Principal Permittee) from
ensuring the compliance of anv of the co-permittees, but does not
do the reverse (exempt the co-permittees from ensuring the
compliance of the County).

Section2.A.1 This section states that the Principal Permit-tee will negotiate
NPDES requirements with the Board. The permit should not be
written to infer in any wav that the Co-Permittees are giving up
their right to negotiate the permit with the Board directly, if the
County holds a contrary position.

Section B.2 and B.6 The coordination and facilitation elements of these two items are

effectively duplicates. They should be combined, or one removed.

addition needed Missing from the draft permit is a statement to the effect that; by
implementing the Permit, Permittees have met the criteria of
Maximum Extent Practicable under the Clean Water Act.

Part 3 - SQMP Implementation, Monitoring and Reporting

Section 3.C This section requires the WMC to do several things, with no real
guidelines (i.e. prioritize pollution control efforts, develop-update-
monitor adequate implementation, etc.). It seems as if the Board
wants to set up the WMC as a middle oversight body rather than
as an information exchange body.

Another difficulty is that several "prioritization" items are
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assigned to the WMC, but there is no requirement that an
individual permittee comply with anything from the WMC. Either
the WMC should be given enforcement authoritv over the
Permittees (which is not feasible), or the "prioritization" should be
left up to the individual permittees, since they are ultimatelv
responsible, not the WMC.

Section 3.0 There are no requirements for anv actions bv the EAC, although
there are actions referred to in other sections.    These
responsibilities should be consolidated here.

Sectior:. 3.E.1 This appears to in essence be a duplicate of Part 3, B.5. it also
implies that there would be elements of the SQMP that are NOT
consistent with the terms of this permit. This should be reworded
or removed as unnecessarv.

Section 3.F There should be a consistent method referenced for modification of
the SQMP. In various areas this is noted as both the responsibility
of the permittees and the principal permittee. As the SQMP is a
"countv wide" document and part of the permit itself, isn’t it true
that any change should involve all the permittees? If the change is
onlv to an individual permittee’s program, then the permit should
state that, and not use the SQMP terminology.

Section 3.G This section covers the legal authority of the Permittees. Is this
area intended for the permittees to constantly be revising their
ordinances? Is there a way to write a general ordinance, and just
change the implementation policy every time the SQMP is
changed?

Section 3.G.l.m and $.G.l.n This requires that the City control discharges from sites under the
GIASP and GCSP. This seems to result in either a) a duplicate
enforcement process, or b) the City being the enforcing body for
the State requirements. Neither is acceptable, since in the first case
this is basically unnecessary duplication, and in the second not the
City’s responsibility, to enforce the state permit.

Section 3.G.l.p The permit requires an ordinance "effective immediately upon the

adoption of this Order." Is it even legally possible to write an
ordinance adopting permit requirements that have not yet been
finalized?

Section 3.H [This section requires copies of "...any proposed changes to the
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SQMP and its components...". Per Part 3 Section F, changes to the
SQMP must be either approved by the Board or done at the request
of the Board. Why include additional copies of something they
already have?

Section 3.1 The budget reporting system should be revised based on the
difficulties encountered so far. There should be a consistent wav of
determining which budget line items to report, and the submittal
date should be based on the Citv’s fiscal vear.

Section 3.K ] This item should be included in Part 3 Section F.3

Part 4 - Special Provisions

Part 4.A- Public Information The permit does not state who will be responsible for the new

Section A.l.c signage, the citv that the "designated access point" is in, or the
owner of the channel?

Part 4.B- Industrial Commercial As this program has been changed in focus from education to
Inspections

inspection and enforcement, it should be moved to the ICID
Section 4.B program for ease of reference.

Part4.B-Industrial Commercial This sentence is unclear. Permittee shall require use of what by
Inspections

businesses. It appears to mean require use of the program itself,
Section 4.B.I but that is not possible.

Part 4.B- Industrial Commercial On its face, this requirement appears to include every industrial or
Inspections

commercial business in the City. This is contradictory to the
Section 4.B.2 existing permit, which required visits based on the type of business

and the potential for exposure. Under the older program, there
was always the opportunity and requirement to add businesses
that were found to be potential polluters.

Part 4.B- Industrial Commercial This item should be clarified to indicate who is required to do the
Inspections

inspections. Is this intended for the Countv Health Department to
Section 4.B.3.c take over storm water inspections at restaurants? If so, who is

considered responsible if exceedances occur?

Part4.B- Industrial Commercial This table can be significantly simplified by just stating that any
Inspections

business shall be inspected every. 24 months, not less than twice
Section 4.B.5.b during the permit (since all inspection requirements are identical).
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Part 4.B- Industrial Commercial How is the permittee to determine if the board has made an
Inspections

inspection or not? This is indeed an irrelevant section, since even if
Section4.B.5.d the Board HAS inspected the site, that will not eliminate the

potential liability if something were to occur and the City had NOT
inspected it, therefore it would be in the Citv’s best interest to
inspect it anyway.

Part 4.B- Industrial Commercial Please specify what sanctions would satisfv this requirementInspections
(financial, criminal, etc.).

Section 4.B.6.a

Part4..q-lndustrialCornmercial This notification requirement is burdensome and confusing. IfInspections
there is a violation of a City ordinance, the Citv is the enforcing

Section 4.B.Z.a agency. Such a broad definition of "non-compliance" would result
in averv large number of "violations" being referred to the board,
which would normally be handled by the Citv in an educational
manner (educational materials, follow up letter, one or two
informal follow up inspections). These are normallv single
incidents, either accidental or by someone who hadn’t been
adequately educated at the time, and are typically not repeated
once the situation is explained to them. What the Board would do
with this information is unclear, since a violation of a City
ordinance mav not be a violation of a Board order that thev could
enforce, and such incidents are reported in the Annual Report.

Additionally, if there is a violation of a State requirement, the State
is the enforcing agency (see Item 39) and has not delegated that
responsibility formally to the Cities. Although the City mav be
able to review information that a business submits to the State (an
SWPPP for example) to ensure that it also meets CiW standards,
the City does not have the authority to determine whether or not a
given SWPPP is in compliance with State requirements. The Citv
cannot perform the State’s job function in this manner.

And, as was discussed at length during the previous permit, the
Cities do not have the authority to require a given business to
obtain a State permit, since it is solely the State’s responsibility to
determine whether or not an NPDES permit is necessarv for a
given site. A City can require that a business provide proof that
they are complying with state requirements (such as an NOI), but
do thev now keep duplicate records listing all the businesses that
have been determined NOT to require a permit? (i.e. Category 11
dischargers with no exposure)
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Part 4.C v Development Planning Under the previous permit only discretionary projects within these
Section 4.c.3 specific categories were subject to the SUSMP. The draft permit

greatly expands the scope of work by eliminating the
"discretionary" clause. Cities should be permitted to exercise their
discretion in determining which projects require an SUSMP and
which do not.

Part 4.C- Development Planning SUSMPs have been developed for each of the other types of
Section4.c.3.c projects (listed in section C.3.b), but no equivalent standard for

projects in Environmentally Sensitive Areas (ESA) has been
developed. Since projects in these areas could take anv number of
forms, it is unlikelv that a "standard" plan could be effectively
developed.

Also, as of this draft of the permit, a list of these "ESA"s has not
been provided for review.

Part 4.C- Development Planning It is unclear what authority the City has to regulate property
Section4.C.9 transfers between two private parties. Is the Citv now to keep

track of each property transfer and maintain records on who is
¯ responsible for maintenance of a site?

Part 4.C- Development Planning I This section is completely unclear as to its intent and specifics.

ISection 4.C. 10

Part 4.C- Development Planning Most cities are on a set schedule to update general plans (5 years or

Section 4.c.12 so), as such the 540 day deadline should be changed to the next
scheduled general plan revision.

Part 4.C- Development Planning. This should be assigned to the Principal Permittee, since it is
section 4.c.~4 intended to be a countywide consistent document.

Part 4.D-Development This should be clarified further. Is it intended that City personnel¯ Construction
attend all such meetings or workshops, or merely to provide

Section 4.D.~.a information for voluntary distribution during such meetings?

Part 4.D- Development Several of the items listed in the "minimum BMPs" are not actuallv
Construction ~

BMPs. If a minimum list is envisioned, it should be spelled out
section 4.D. ~.c here.
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Part 4.D- Development The statement that a Local SWPPP can replace a State SWPPP
Construction

should be removed, as it is not relevant to the Local SWPPP
Section 4.D.2 requirements.

Part4.D-Development Permittee inspectors’ additional actions must be limited to local
Construction

ordinances and codes, since_they do not have the authoritv to
Section 4.D.3 enforce state laws in this case.

The phrase "...if non-compliance continues..." is vague. A set
method and rational for referring sites to the Board should be
determined to avoid confusion.

Part 4.D- Development Without additional rationale, the requirement of an "electronic
Construction

svstem" is not justified. Smaller cities may not have a number of
Section 4.D.4.b grading permits that would justify the expense of installing a new

tracking system. Does the Board intend to eventuallv require
electronic submittal of all grading permits? If so, a standardized
format should be developed now for ease of future integration.

Part 4.E-Public Agency Activities Details for the sections on Parking Facilities Management, Public

Section4.E.1 Industrial Activities, and Dry Weather Diversions have been
omitted from this draft.

Part 4.E-Public Agency Activities Does the Board intend for the CMOM provisions to take the place

Section 4.E.2 of the Sewer section of the Public Agency program? If so, this
should be specified.

Part 4.E-Public Agency Activities A blanket requirement to reduce use, storage and handling is not

Section 4.E.4.f useful, some guidelines (i.e. reduction from what amounts?) must
be provided.

Part 4.E-Public Agency Activities There is a numbering inconsistency in this section, and duplication
Section 4.E.5 of at least one item.

Part 4.E- Public Agency Activities No definition of "high" and "moderate" volumes of trash was

Section 4.E.6.a provided.

In addition, the TMDL also does not contain definitions of "high"
and "moderate" volumes of trash. Section IV.A of the L.A. River
Trash TMDL states that if the Cities rely on the Default Baseline
Waste Load Allocation, "The final Default Baseline Waste Load
Allocation, as described in compressed volume and/or dry ~,eight, will be
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specified in the stormwater permit." This definition also appears to
have been omitted.

Part 4.E- Public Agency Activities A section should be inserted stating that the Permittees shall not be

Section4.E.7 held responsible under the permit for discharges in excess of
numerical limits that occur as a result of such emergency
situations. For instance, a sewer break and overflow resulting from
an earthquake would likelv exceed bacteria discharge limits. If
BMPs (such as containment) are delayed because of the emergency,
the Permittees should not be held liable for the discharge that
occurred between the earthquake and the implementation of the
BMP.

Part 4.F- IClD Program The permittee should be given the option to adopt the ICID section

Section4.F.l.a of the SQMP as written, to avoid the additional paperwork of
creating an unnecessary document.

Part4.F-ICIDProgram The tracking system should be developed bv the Principal

Section4.F.l.b Permittee, since the goal is to have a consistent and countywide
system controlled by the Principal Permittee.

Part4.F-ICID Program I What is the rational for specifying that the Permittees specifically

Section 4.F.2.b] consider the 1994 Northridge quake and the "civil unrest"?

Thank vou for the opportunity to review and comment. The cost and complexiW of this program
should be kept in mind as your staff is finalizing the next draft especially as the Board considers
implementation of the "Zero Tolerance" TMDL. Please call me if you have any questions.

Sincerely,

Martin R. Cole, MPA
City Manager

R0002418



CIT’~ C{.)L ?’,CIL                                                                              "

LEONIS C. MALBLRG F XX: ~-2 ~,27 -722
Mayor

KE~IN WILSON
THOMAS A. YBARRA Director ot Lommumt~ ~erwce~ & ~att’r

Xlavt,r Pro-rein FAX: ...... -

WM. "BILL" DAVIS KENNETH J. DeDARIO
Councilman Director ot Mumclpal Utilities

H. "LARRY" GONZALES
FAX: (3231 583--1983

Councilman STEVEN E. PARKER

W MICHAEL MCCORMICK Fire Chief
Councilman FAX: ~ 323~ 5~1-1383

CITY HALL
BRUCE V. MALKENHORST BRUCE ;~. OLSON
Qitv Admimstrator City Clerk 4305 SANTA FE AVENUE, VERNON, CALIFORNIA 90058 Pohc{’ Chief

FAX {323)~,~ ~-.-7~24 TELEPHONE (323) 583-8811 FAX:’ 723,

May 16, 2001

Xavier Swamikannu. Chief
LA/Long Beach Storm Water Unit
Regional Water Quality Control Board. Los Angeles Region
320 W. 4th Street, Suite 200 co
Los Angeles. CA 90013

Dear Mr. Swamikannu:

In its current form. the Draft NPDES Permit appears to transfer the responsibility of
industrial and construction site storm water inspections and enforcement related programs
from the State to the Cities.

After further review of the Draft NPDES Permit, several aspects of it could potentially
cause significant legal and financial hardships to the City including legal concerns with
the permit, policy and program issues, shill of inspection and enforcement related
programs, and regional and subregional implementation programs.

According to the terms of the Draft Permit, the City is required to have the ability to enter
private property to inspect commercial and industrial facilities. In its current form, the
Dratt Permit stipulates that the City must have the ability to facilitate all surveillance
monitoring, and must report all non-compliant sites and other sites that create an "adverse
impact" to the Regional Board within 24 hours. The Permit also requires that commercial
and industrial facilities must be investigated regardless of the exposure or non-exposure
of Storm water pollution. Cities will also be required to establish an inspection schedule
with the Regional Board. In the City’s view, the parameters of the Draft Permit are ill
defined and will create an open-ended liability for Cities. In addition, the Draft Permit
gives the Regional Board the ability to impose and enforce unlimited storm water
requirements on the City.
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Shifting the inspection and enforcement responsibilities ~to c_ities_presents several
problems that are addressed below:

1 ) In researching the history of the NPDES, the State evidently entered into a
Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) with the United States Environmental
Protection Agency in 1989 to manage the NPDES Program. This required the
State to develop storm a water permit system and perform water inspections for
specified industrial and commercial facilities. Based on this information, the City
believes that there is no legal basis to mandate local inspections and enforcement
on cities;

2) As currently written, the Draft NPDES Permit will require the City to enter
private property to enforce State storm water permits. In order to do this; the City
would have to obtain a search warrant. The City’s understanding of case law is
that it has generally limited Cities to pursue code enforcement based on the rule of
what can be observed fi~om the City right-of-way;

3) The State has proposed that no funding be made available to the City for the cost
of the new inspection program. The City of Vernon is exclusively industrial and
would require that several inspectors be hired to facilitate this program. Assuming
it were even legally enforceable, the cost to the City would be considerable.
Furthermore, the City could face significant opposition when passing these costs
to the business community;

4) Legal enforcement issues are also of some concern to the City. The cost to
process municipal code violations, which includes filing charges with city
prosecutors and/or the district attorney, could be exceedingly high. In addition,
litigation relating to the enforcement of municipal code violations could end up in
expensive court cases. Again, the State is proposing no funding for prosecution
and court expenses;

5) Another area of concern relates to the surveillance required under the Draft
NPDES Permit. As it stands now, the City does not have the resources or the
expertise to perform the inspections to complete the health risk assessments and
the monitoring required to determine if an adverse impact or nuisance exists in
storm water. This would require the City to hire a consultant to oversee the
program. Again, the State proposes no funding for the inspection, surveillance,
monitoring or health risk assessments;
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6) The City is unclear as to the number of industrial and commercial facilities to be
inspected every two years, or what specific facilities are "potentially contributing
to the impairment of receiving water." The required number of inspections and
the types of facilities covered is vague and appears to include State and Federal
facilities;

7) An additional concern involves third part litigation issues. If the City was to
assume inspection responsibilities, it could potentially be exposed to third party
litigation and State fines. The City could be subjected to fines and litigation,
where enforcement measures are deemed inadequate by the Regional Board or
any individual or th~ird party, and

8) A final area of concern relates to regional and subregional implementation
programs. That is, the Draft Permit has no mechanism that requires that other
governmental agencies work with cities to implement storm water programs.
Based on past history, cities have a good track record of solving regional issues in
a cost-effective manner. The City would strongly suggest that the Regional Board
research this issue and come back with some form of guidance for cities to follow.

Conclusion

The Draft NPDES Permit imposes unreasonable requirements that the Regional Board
does not have the authority to impose, and]or where the Regional Board has exceeded its
authority. The Draft Permit imposes unfunded mandates on the City, and City does not
have the resources to provide the services mandated by the permit. It is no secret that the
primary reason that the State wants to shift regulatory responsibility to local governments
is because the State does not have the resources to facilitate the full scope of the program.

Finally, the City is opposed to this shift of enforcement obligations to the Cities, and is
also in opposition to the inspection, reporting and oversight obligations that have been
imposed. It is the opinion of the City that extensive review of the Draft must occur before
any type of ratification can be considered.

Very

Kevin Wilson, P.E.
Director of Community Services and Water
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Oity of Whittier
13230 Penn Street, Whittier, California 90602-1772
(562) 945-8200

ZOO114k’t 18 P 2:

May 16, 2001

Mr. Dennis Dickerson
Executive Officer
California Regional Water Quality. Control Board
Los Angeles Region
320 West 4tn Street
Los Angeles, California, 90013

Subject: EA(~ Comments in Regard to the First Munici#al NPDES Permit Draft

Dear Mr. Dickerson:

Submitted herewith for your consideration are comments prepared by the City of Whittier ("City")
in response to the draft Los Angeles County Municipal NPDES permit (hereinafter "draft permit"),
dated April 13, 2001.

It should be noted that the draft permit is a substantial improvement over the current permit. It is
less problematic in several key areas. There is however, room for additional improvement. The
written comments prepared by the City are intended to accomplish this by identifying areas of
concern -- including: (1) program requirements that appear to be unnecessarily labor intensive
and costly; (2) new provisions that would make permit compliance unjustifiably more stringent
while increasing permittee exposure to administrative enforcement actions and third party
litigation; and (3) permit language that seems unclear and contradictory in a few places.

It is also suggested that Regional Board staff consider a different approach for presentir, g,
evaluating, and responding to comments in regard to municipal NPDES issues. In the past,
permittee comments that were contrary to Regional Board staff views were usually rejected
without compelling reason. Often ignored were the permittees’ legitimate concerns for the cost
and effectiveness of proposed requirements. This has resulted in the adoption of unpopular and
very controversial permit requirements. Perrnittees were thus faced with the narrow options of
either accepting unreasonable requirements or challenging them administratively and legally.

In the interest of avoiding a similar fate with the next municipal NPDES permit, the following is
proposed:

1. Regional Board staff should make a conscientious effort to discuss and resolve concerns
raised by perrnittees, rather than just issuing a wdtten rejection with a brief explanation as to
why. Instead, a forum is recommended to promote dialog aimed towards achieving a mutual
agreement. Although workshops are fine for communicating requirements and identifying
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general issues, they are not effective in identifying specific areas of concern or resolving
disagreement. Smaller work groups are needed because they can provide better attention to
issues. A work group could be comprised of permittee representatives and regional staff for
each program area (e.g., development planning, development construction, illicit discharge
and connection detection and elimination, etc.). The work groups should concentrate on
working-out essential compliance concerns. Once this is done, developing language-related
details would be relatively simple. Also, an objective third party should be involved to
facilitate discussion and resolve disagreement.

2. Criteria for determining the reasonability of new permit requirements or existing ones should
be developed. Such criteria should include objective readings of: (a) 40 CFR 122.26 (Storm
Water Regulations Under the Clean Water Act); (b) Phase II Storm Water Rules, which are
scheduled to take effect in 2003; and (c) Porter-Cologne Act (state water code) -- to justify
requirements not specified in the Clean Water Act, in terms of beneficial use protection, and
using scientific data rather than subject judgment.

3. A general workshop on Phase II Storm Water Rules, promulgated by the USEPA and
scheduled for implementation in 2003, should be held to educate Regional Board staff,
permittees, and other interested parties on these new municipal NPDES permit requirements.
To that end, Regional Board staff is encouraged to join with permittees in inviting a
representative from the USEPA Region 9 to conduct the workshop.

4. Delay adoption of the new permit, until Phase II rules have been fully identified, evaluated,
and incorporated into the next permit.

In closing, the City appreciates the time and effort that Regional Board staff has invested in
preparing the draft permit, and looks forward to participating with it in developing a new permit
that will truly improve water quality in the most cost effective manner possible. In the meantime,
should you have any questions, please call me at (562) 464-3510.

David T. Mochizuki
Director of Public Works

DTM:LY:ra
(PW:Wtr: Distrct: NPDES-EAC Comments)
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f FAX COVER SHEET

City of Whittier
13230 Penn Street

Whittier, CA 90602-1772
Telephone: (562) 945-8200

Fax: (562) 464-3572

Date: May 16, 2001

To: Dennis Dickerson, Executive Officer

Firm: California Recjional Water Quality Control Board

Fax No.: _213) 576-6625

Telephone:

From: David T. MochizukJz Director of Public Works

Message:

CONFIDENTZAL NOTE TO "WRONGFUL/MISTAKEN" RECEIVER
The inf~at:~on contains in U11s ~dcsimile I ~ le~llty ~ and o~lfid~tlal infixmaUon ~ only For the
use of this individual or entity named above. If the ree~der of t~is message is n~ t~ inl~nded recipient, you am tmr~by
noUfled that any dissemination, distiibution, or copy of thLs t~Jecopy is strk;Uy prohibittd. If you have received this
I:etecopy in error, please imrnediat~e~ notify us by t~lephone (562) 464-3500 and return the original me~ ~ u~ at the
address above via the United Stat~s Postal Service. Thank you.

Number of Pages: 3
~ldud~ m~’)

L
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COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES

DEPARTMENT OF PUBLICWORKS
Ot)!~ ’~()t’lq! FRI’\IONT \VEX[ L

Mag ~6,200~

IN REPLY PLEASE

REFER TO F~LE WM-~

Mr. Dennis A. Dickerson, Executive Officer
California Regional Water Quality
Control Board--Los Angeles Region

320 West 4th Street, Suite 200
Los Angeles, CA 90013-1105

Dear Mr. Dickerson: .. o-- ~’,~’

COMMENTS ON LOS ANGELES COUNTY MUNICIPAL STORMWA.’~r_R
NATIONAL POLLUTANT DISCHARGE ELIMINATION SYSTEM DRA~.~ PERMIT

Enclosed are Los Angeles County’s comments to the Regional Water Quality Control
Board’s April 13, 2001, first draft of the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
(NPDES) Permit for Los Angeles County Flood Control District, Los Angeles County, and
84 Cities.

Our comments were made in colors and incorporated into the text of your draft Permit for
your convenience. We look forward to working with you and your staff in addressing our
comments.

If you have any additional questions, please contact Mr. Mustafa Ariki at (626) 458-5948,
Monday through Thursday, 7:30 a.m. to 6 p.m.

Very truly yours,

JAMES A. NOYES
Director of Public Works

DONALD L.
Assistant Director

CT:kk
P ’,WMPU B’~NPDES\Unit 1 \Trev~zo~2001 perm~t\l draftletter\RB_iette~ w~o

Eric.

cc: All County Departments
All Permittees
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Order No. 01-XXX CAS614001

Comment Version
Proposed Language ~s ~n B!ue
Comments are ~n Red.

DRAFT

LOS ANGELES REGIONAL WATER QUALITY CONTROL BOARD

ORDER No. 01-XXX
(NPDES No. CAS614001)

WASTE DISCHARGE REQUIREMENTS
FOR

MUNICIPAL STORM WATER AND URBAN RUNOFF DISCHARGES WITHIN THE COUNTY
OF LOS ANGELES AND THE INCORPORATED CITIES, EXCEPT FOR THE CITIES OF

LONG BEACH ~HD S~T~ CL~R~TA

April 13, 2001 1
Draft "
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA

CALIFORNIA REGIONAL WATER QUALITY CONTROL BOARD
LOS ANGELES REGION

ORDER NO. 01-xxx
NPDES PERMIT NO. CAS004001
WASTE DISCHARGE REQUIREMENTS

FOR
MUNICIPAL STORM WATER AND URBAN RUNOFF DISCHARGES WITHIN THE

COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES, AND THE INCORPORATED CITIES, EXCEPT THE CITIES OF
LONG BEACH AND SANTA CLARITA

FINDINGS

The California Regional Water Quality Control Board, Los Angeles Region (hereinafter referred to
as the Regional Board) finds:

Existin.q Permit and Report of Waste Discharqe

1. The Los Angeles County Flood Control District, the County of Los Angeles, and 8,3
incorporated cities within the Los Angeles County Flood Control District (see Attachment A,
List of Permittees), hereinafter referred to separately as Permittees and jointly as the
Discharger, discharge or contribute to discharges of storm water and urban runoff from
municipal separate storm sewer systems (MS4s), also called storm drain systems. The
discharges flow to watercourses within the Los Angeles County Flood Control District and
into receiving waters of the Los Angeles region. These discharges are covered under
countywide waste discharge requirements contained in Order No. 96-054 adopted by this
Regional Board on July 15, 1996, and which rescinded in part Order No. 90-079 adopted by
this Regional Board on June 18, 1990. Order No. 96-054 also serves as a National Pollutant
Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit for the discharge of municipal storm water.

Attachment A was not provided

Nature of Discharqes and Sources of Pollutants

2. Storm water discharges consist of surface runoff generated from various land uses in all the
hydrologic drainage basins that discharge into water bodies of the State. The quality of
these discharges varies considerably and is affected by the hydrology, geology, land use,
season, and sequence and duration of hydrologic events. The primary constituents of
concern current!y identified by the Los Angeles County Flood Control District 1994-2000
Integrated Receiving Water Impacts Report are cyanide, indicator bacteria, total dissolved
solids, turbidity, total suspended solids, nutrients, total aluminum, dissolved cadmium,
copper, lead, total mercury, nickel, zinc, bis(2-ethylhexyl)phthalate, polycyclic aromatic
hydrocarbons (PAHs), diazinon, and chlorpyrifos.

April 13, 2001 3
Draft
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3. Certain pollutants present in storm water and/or urban runoff may be derived from
extraneous sources that Permittees have no or limited jurisdiction over. Examples of such
pollutants and their respective sources are: PAHs which are products of internal combustion
engine operation, nitrates from atmospheric deposition, heavy metals, lead from fuels,
copper from brake pad wear, zinc from tire wear, dioxins as products of combustion, and his
(2-ethythexyl) phthalate and mercury as resulting from atmospheric deposition, and natural-
occurring minerals from local geology. However, Permittees can implement control
measures to reduce entry of these pollutants into storm water and their discharge to
receiving waters.

4. These compounds can have damaging effects on both human health and aquatic
ecosystems. In addition, the high volumes of storm water discharged from MS4s in areas of
urbanization can significantly impact aquatic ecosystems due to physical modifications such
as bank erosion and widening of channels. It is anticipated that, due to the nature of storm
water events (i.e., large volumes of water and high velocities) that there may be short-term,
reversible impacts to beneficial uses that are not directly related to water quality.

5. Water quality assessments conducted by the Regional Board identified impairment, or
threatened impairment, of beneficial uses of water bodies in the Los Angeles region, The
causes of impairments include pollutants of concern identified by the County of Los Angeles
in the Integrated Receiving Water Impacts Report (1994-2000).

6. Development and urbanization especially threaten environmentally sensitive areas. Such
areas have a much lower capacity to withstand pollutant shocks than might be acceptable in
the general circumstance. In essence, development that is ordinarily insignificant in its
impact on the environment may in a particular sensitive environment become significant.
These environmentally sensitive area include Areas of Special Biological Significance, water
bodies designated with a RARE beneficial use, Significant Natural Areas, and impaired water
bodies listed under Clean Water Act Section 303(d).

7. The increased volume, increased velocity, and discharge duration of storm water runoff from
developed areas greatly accelerates downstream erosion and impairs stream habitat.
Studies have demonstrated a direct correlation between the degree of imperviousness of an
area and the degradation of its receiving waters. Significant declines in the biological integrity
and physical habitat of streams and other receiving waters have been found to occur with as
little as 10 percent conversion from natural to impervious surfaces. Percentage impervious
cover is a reliable indicator and predictor of potential water quality degradation expected
from new development. (Impervious Cover as An Urban Stream Indicator and a Watershed
Management Tool, Schuler, T. and R. Claytor, In, Effects of Water Development and
Management on Aquatic Ecosystems (1995), ASCE, New York.)

Permit Backqround

8. The Permittees have filed a Report of Waste Discharge (ROWD), dated February 1,2001,
and has applied for renewal of its waste discharge requirements and an NPDES permit to
discharge wastes to surface waters. The ROWD includes the Storm Water Quality
Management Plan (SQMP) and a Monitoring Program.

April 13, 2001 4
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9. The SQMP contains programs previously approved under Board Order No. 96-054 in the
following areas:

Public Information and Participation
Development Construction
Illicit Connection/Illicit Discharge Elimination Program
Development Planning
Public Agency Activities

These programs will be revised pursuant to the provisions of this Order after adoption.

10. The Regional Board has reviewed the ROWD and has determined it to be complete under
the reapplication policy of MS4s issued by the USEPA (61 Fed. Reg. 41697). The Regional
Board finds that the Permittee’s proposed Storm Water Management Plan is acceptable and
when fully ~mplemented w~ll be consistent with !r~e s[atutory standard of Maximum Extent
Practicable (MEP) and ~n comohance .,’wth the Federal Clean Water Act (CWA) and the
po,rter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act.

It ~s necessary to state that the ~rnplemeniat~on of the SQMP ~s consistent with [he statutory
standard of MEP, which ~s consistent with the CWA Th~s language has been present ~n
other MS4 NPDES permits

11. Studies indicate that facilities with paved surfaces subject to frequent motor vehicular traffic
(such as parking lots and fast food restaurants), or facilities which perform vehicle repair,
maintenance, or fueling (automotive service facilities0)are potential sources of pollutants of
concern in storm water. [References: Pitt et al., Urban Storm Water Toxic Pollutants:
Assessment, Sources, and Treatability, Water Environment Res., 67,260 (1995); Results of
Retail Gas Outlet and Commercial Parking Lot Storm Water Runoff Study, Western States         ,’
Petroleum Association and American Petroleum Institute, (1994); Action Plan Demonstration
Project, Demonstration of Gasoline Fueling Station Best Management Practices, Final
Report, County of Sacramento (1993).]

12. Retail gasoline outlets are points of convergence for vehicular traffic and are similar to
parking lots and urban roads. Studies indicate that storm water discharges from retail
gasoline outlets have high concentrations of hydrocarbons and heavy metals. [Schueler
and Shepp (1992)]. Pilot studies indicate that treatment control best management practices
installed at retail gasoline stations are effective in removing pollutants, reasonable in capital
cost, easy to operate, and do not present safety risks [Rouge River National Wet Weather
Demonstration Project, Task Product Memorandum - Evaluation of On-line Media Filters
RPO-NPS-TPM59.00, Wayne Count,/. MI. March 1999].

Permit Covera.qe

13. The requirements in this Order cover all areas within the boundaries of the cities (see
Attachment A) as well as unincorporated areas in Los Angeles County F!ccd Cc,".trc! D!strict
within the jurisdiction of the Regional Board. The Permittees serve a population of about 11.4
million[Reference: 2000 Census of Population and Housing, Bureau of the Census, U.S.
Department of Commerce (2001)] in an area of approximately 3,100 square miles.

April 13, 2001 5
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Attachment B shows the map of the permitted area in Los Angeles County F!ocd Ccntro!
Dist.r4et.

Attachment B was not prowded

14. Federal, state, regional or local entities within the Permittees’ boundaries or in jurisdictions
outside tC~e Los Angeles County F!ccd Centre! D!strict, and not currently named in this Order,
may operate storm drain facilities and/or discharge storm water to storm drains and
watercourses covered by this Order. The Permittees may lack legal jurisdiction over these
entities under state and federal constitutions. Consequently, the Regional Board recognizes
that the Permittees will not be held responsible for such facilities and/or discharges. The
Regional Board will coordinate with these facilities to implement programs that are consistent
with the requirements of this Order.

15. Sources of discharges into receiving waters in the County of Los Angeles but in jurisdictions
outside its boundary include the following:

a) About 34 square miles of unincorporated area in Ventura County drain into Malibu
Creek, thence to Santa Monica Bay,

b) About 9 square miles of the City of Thousand Oaks also drain into Malibu Creek,
thence to Santa Monica Bay, and

c) About 86 square miles of area in Orange County drain into Coyote Creek, thence into
the San Gabriel River in the Los Angeles County Flood Control District.

The Regional Board will ensure that storm water management programs for the areas in
Ventura County and the City of Thousand Oaks that drain into Santa Monica Bay are
consistent with the requirements of this Order. The Regional Board will coordinate with the
Santa Aria Regional Board so that storm water management programs for the areas in
Orange County that drain into Coyote Creek are consistent with the requirements of this
Order.

16. This permit is intended to develop, achieve, and implement a timely, comprehensive, cost-
effective storm water pollution control program to minimize the discharge of pollutants in
storm water from the permitted areas in the County of Los Angeles to the waters of the
United States.

17. Permittees wi~ are encouraged to work cooperatively with the assistance of the Regional
Board to control the contribution of pollutants from one portion of the municipal separate
storm sewer system to another portion of the system. Permittees may are encouraged to
control the contribution of pollutants to the municipal separate storm sewer system from non-
permittee dischargers such as Caltrans, the U.S. Department of Defense, and other state
and federal facilities, through interagency agreements.

The draft permit language states a requirement rather than a finding. As noted m Finding
#14, Perm~ttees lack legal junsdict~on over state and federal facilities." Permittees would
attempt to work cooperatively to control the contribution of pollutants to the MS4. however
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:’~e’~ .’.’oLJd be unable to force non-storm water d~scnargers to cooperate ~n th~s effort
~-,~rtr-~-.~-more. some of .these d~schargers nave been ~ssued NPDES permits by the Reg~ona4
Board These d~schargers are already regulated by the Regional Board and should be
contro!l~ng the contribution of pollutants to the MS4 by their NPDES permits.

Federal, State, and Re,qional Requlations

18. The Water Quality Act of 1987 added Section 402(p) to the Federal Clean Water Act (CWA).
This section requires the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA) to establish
regulations setting forth NPDES requirements for storm water discharges in two phases.

The U.S. EPA Phase 1 regulations were directed at municipal separate storm sewer
systems (MS4) serving a population of 100,000 or more, including interconnected
systems and storm water discharges associated with industrial activities, including
construction activities. The Phase 1 Final Rule was published on November 16, 1990
(55 Fed Reg. 47990).

¯ The U.S. EPA Phase II regulations are directed at other types of storm water
discharges, including small municipal MS4s (serving a population of less than
100,000), small construction projects (one to five acres), municipal facilities with
delayed coverage under the Intermodal Surface Transportation Efficiency Act of 1991,
and other discharges for which the U.S. EPA Administrator or the State determines that
the storm water discharge contributes to a violation of a water quality standard, or is a
significant contributor of pollutants to waters of the United States. The Phase II Final
Rule was published on December 8, 1999 (64 Fed Reg. 68722).

19. The U.S. EPA published an ’Interim Permitting Approach for Water Quality-Based Effluent
Limitations in Storm Water Permits’ on August 26, 1996 (61 Fed. Reg. 4376). This policy
discusses the appropriate kinds of water quality based effluent limitations to be included in
NPDES storm water permits to provide for the attainment of water quality standards.

20. The U.S. EPA published an ’Interpretative Policy Memorandum on Reapplication
Requirements’ for MS4 permits on August 9, 1996 (61 Fed. Reg. 41697). This policy
requires that MS4 reapplications for the next five-year permit term contain certain basic
information and information for proposed changes and improvements to the storm water
management program and monitoring program.

21. I I ~ r-DA r~,,I.~i~ -~ A~ /’~1-~ ~OO 9~/r"l\lO\li,,~lA\ ~nH At’~ DUD ~lOO 9Rlr.l~lO’~llt,\lt’~\ r~dr~

The sections oted do not suppod the F,~d,ng Section 122.26(d)(2)(iv)(A) requires a
~es~rtpt~o~ of struotural a~ source ~o~trot measures to ~e~uoe rumo~ pollutants from
commercial a~d ~estdenttat areas It ~oes mot apply to ~ndustrtal fa~llittes. Section
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J2 ~_~,,d}~.2;l~,,/~(C, appi~es ~n~,/ to ~ar~(:If~lis r:azardous ~’vaste treatment, d~sposal or
,e:zcvery facilities, facii~hes suOleCt [o secbon 313 of T~tle II1 of the Superfund Amendments
and Reauthonzahon Act of !986 and ~ndustnal fac~ht~es that the municipal permit apphcant
determ’,nesare contnbut~nga substantial pollutant loading to the MS4. There~sno
reference ~r~ these sechons to ~nspechng. mon~tonng or controlhng pollutant loads from
d~schargesfrom~ndustr~alfaoht~es~ngeneral,~e the entire category of all~ndustrial
perm~ttees, as ~mpl~ed by the finding

22. Section 122.2 of the CWA authorizes the U.S. EPA to delegate its NPDES permi~ing
authori~ to states with an approved environmental regulato~ program. The State of
California is a delegated State. The Po~er-Cologne Water Quali~ Control Act (California
Water Code) authorized the State Water Resour~s Control Board (State Board), through
the Regional Boards, to regulate and control the discharge of pollutants into waters of the
State and tributaries thereto. The State Board entered into a Memorandum of Agreement
[MQA] with the U.S. EPA, on 22 September 1989, to administer the NPDES Program.

23. Section 303(d) of the CWA requires that the State identi~ a list of impaired water-bodies
and develop and implement Total Maximum Daily Loads (TMDLs) for these waterbodies. A
TMDL specifies the maximum amount of a pollutant that a water-body ~n receive and still
protect beneficial uses. The U.S. EPA entered into a consent decree with the Natural
Resources Defense Council (NRDC) on March 22, 1999, under which the Regional Board
must adopt all TMDLs for the Los Angeles Region within 13 years from that date. This
permit incorporates a provision to implement and enforce approved load allo~tions for
municipal storm water discharges and require changes to the Sto~ Water Quali~
Management Plan after pollutants loads have been allotted and ~ have final
approval.

’~’~ord~ng added for clanty

24. Section 6217(g) of the Coastal Zone Act Reauthoflzation Amendments of 1990 (C~)
requires coastal states with approved coastal zone management pr~rams to address non-
point pollution impacting or threatening ~astal water quali~. C~ addresses five
sources of non-point pollution: agriculture, silviculture, urban, marinas, and
hydromodifi~tion. This NPDES pe~it addresses the management measures required for
the urban ~tego~, with the exception of septic systems. The Regional Board addresses
septic systems through the administration of other pr~rams.

April 13, 2001 8 -
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;",’, l~,~�5 ctt~(l Estuanes of C,:dfforma specifically provides that the standards do not
storm water d~sclqarges

26. The State Board adopted a revised Water Quality Control Plan for Ocean Waters of
California (Ocean Plan) on July 23, 1997. The Ocean Plan contains water quality objectives
for the coastal waters of California.

27. The Regional Board adopted an updated Water Quality Control Plan (Basin Plan) for the
Los Angeles Region on June 13, 1994, ’Water Quality Control Plan, Los Angeles Region:
Basin Plan for the Coastal Watersheds of Los Angeles and Ventura Counties, (1994).’ The
Basin Plan, and amendments thereto, which are incorporated in this Order by reference,
designate the beneficial uses of receiving waters and specify both narrative and numerical
water quality objectives for the receiving waters in Los Angeles County.

28. The Regional Board on April 13, 1998, approved best management practices for sidewalk
washing to minimize the discharge of wash waters to the storm drain system (Resolution No.
98-08). By the same Resolution, the Regional Board prohibited the discharge of municipal
street wash waters to the storm drain system.

29. The Regional Board on April 13, 1998, approved recommended best management practices
for industrial/commercial facilities (Resolution No. 98-08).

30. The Regional Board on April 22, 1999, approved a List of best management practices for
use in development planning and development construction (Resolution No. 99-03)

31. The Regional Board adopted and approved requirements for new development and
significant redevelopment projects in Los Angeles County to control the discharge of storm
water pollutants in post-construction storm water, on January 26, 2000, in Board Resolution
No. R-00-02. The Regional Board Executive Officer issued the approved Standard Urban
Storm Water Mitigation Plans (SUSMPs) on March 8, 2000. The State Board in large part
affirmed the Regional Board action and SUSMPs in Order No. WQ 2000-1 issued on
October 5, 2000. The State Board’s Chief Counsel has issued a statewide policy
memorandum (dated December 26, 2000,) which interprets the Order to provide broad
discretion to Regional Boards and identifies potential future areas for inclusion in SUSMPs
and the types of evidence and findings necessary. Such areas include ministerial projects,
projects in environmentally sensitive areas, and retail gasoline outlets.

April 13, 2001 9
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32. The Regional Board supports a Watershed Management Approach to address water quality
protection in the region. The objective of the Watershed Management Approach should be
to provide a comprehensive and integrated strategy towards water resource protection,
enhancement, and restoration while balancing economic and environmental impacts within a
hydrologically defined drainage basin or watershed. It emphasizes cooperative relationships
between regulatory agencies, the regulated community, environmental groups, and other
stakeholders in the watershed to achieve the greatest environmental improvements with
available resources.

33. To promote a watershed management approach, the County of Los Angeles is divided into
five s~x Watershed Management Areas (WMAs) as follows:

a. Malibu Creek and Rural Santa Monica Bay WMA
b. Ballona Creek and Urban Santa Monica Bay WMA
c. Los Angeles River WMA
d. San Gabriel River WMA
e. Dominguez Channel/Los Angeles Harbor WMA
f. Santa Clara R~ver WMA
A formal letter to recond the submitted tROWD for the Santa Clara River Watershed
Management Area (WMA) and a request to add City of Santa Clanta as a Co-Permittee
under the Los Angles Basin Permit w~ll De sent at a later date.

Permittees may form sub-watershed groups within the WMA. Attachment A, shows the list
of Permittees under each WMA.

34. To facilitate compliance with federal regulation, the State Board has issued two statewide
general NPDES permits: one for storm water from industrial sites [NPDES No. CAS000001,
General Industrial Activity Storm Water Permit (GIASP)] and the other for storm water from
construction sites [NPDES No. CAS000002, General Construction Activity Storm Water
Permit (GCASP)]. The GCASP was reissued on August 19, 1999. The GIASP was
reissued on April 17, 1997. Facilities discharging storm water associated with industrial
activities and construction projects with a disturbed area of five acres or more are required to
obtain individual NPDES permits for storm water discharges, or be covered by these
statewide general permits by completing and filing a Notice of Intent (NOI) with the State
Board. The U.S. EPA guidance anticipates coordination of the state-administered programs
for industrial and construction activities with the local agency program to reduce pollutants in
storm water discharges to the MS4.

35. The State Board, on October 28, 1968. adopted Resolution No. 68-16, "Maintaining High
Quality Water" which established an ant~-degradation policy for State and Regional Boards.

36. The State Board, on June 17, 1999, adopted Order No. WQ 99-05, which specifies standard
receiving water limitations language to be ~ncluded in all municipal storm water permits
issued by the State and Regional Boards.

37. California Water Code (CWC) Section 13263(a) requires that waste discharge requirements
issued by the Regional Board shall implement any relevant water quality control plans that
have been adopted; shall take into consideration the beneficial uses to be protected and the
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water quality objectives reasonably required for that purpose; other waste discharges; and
the need to prevent nuisance.

38. California Water Code Section 13370 et seq. requires that waste discharge requirements
issued by the Regional Boards comply with provisions of the Federal Clean Water Act and
its amendments.

Other Findinqs

39. The Regional Board is the enforcing authority in the Los Angeles Region or the two
statewide general permits, which regulate discharges from industrial facilities and
construction sites, and all NPDES storm water and non-storm water permits issued by the
Regional Board. These industrial and construction sites and discharges are also regulated
under local laws and regulations.

40. The Executive Advisory Committee (EAC) is a representative committee of Permittee
members established to facilitate permit compliance and enhance consistency in program
implementation among Permittees.

41. For water quality purposes, the Regional Board considers that all new development and
significant redevelopment activity in specified categories, that receive approval or permits
from a municipality, are subject to storm water mitigation requirements. The California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) (Pub Resources Code Section 21000 et seq.) requires
that public agencies consider the environmental impacts of the projects they approve for
development. CEQA applies to projects that are considered discretionary and does not
apply to ministerial projects, which involve the use of established standards or objective
measurements. A ministerial project may be made discretionary by adopting local ordinance
provisions that create decision-making discretion.

42. A review of industrial waste/pretreatment records in the County of Los Angeles on illicit
discharges indicates that automotive service facilities and food service facilities sometimes
discharge polluted washwaters to the MS4. The pollutants of concern in such washwaters
include food waste, oil and grease, and toxic chemicals. Other storm water/industrial waste
programs in California have reported similar observations.

Implementation

43. The objective of this Order is to protect the beneficial uses of receiving waters in Los
Angeles County. To meet this objective, this Order requires implementation of BMPs
intended to reduce pollutants in storm water and urban runoff such that ultimately their
discharge will neither cause violations of water quality objectives nor create conditions of
nuisance in receiving waters.

44. The Regional Board recognizes the unique challenges to regulating storm water discharges
through municipal storm sewer systems, including intermittent and variable nature of
discharges, difficulties in monitoring, and limited physical control over the discharge, and
that it will require adequate time to implement and evaluate the effectiveness of best
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management practices required in this Order and to determine whether they will adequately
protect the receiving water.

45. The SQMP required in this Order builds upon the programs established in Order No. 90-
079, and No. 96-054, consists of the components recommended in the USEPA guidance
manual, and was developed with the cooperation of representatives from the regulated
community and environmental groups. The SQMP includes provisions that promote
customized initiatives, both on a countywide and watershed basis, in developing and
implementing cost-effective measures to minimize discharge of pollutants to the receiving
water. The various components of the SQMP, taken as a whole rather than individually, are
expected to reduce pollutants in storm water and urban runoff to the maximum extent
practicable.

46. The emphasis of the SQMP is pollution prevention through education, public outreach,
planning, and implementation as source control BMPs first and then structural and treatment
control BMPs. Successful implementation of the provisions of the SQMP will require
cooperation and coordination of all public agencies in each Permittee’s organization, among
Permittees, and the regulated community. To minimize cost, the Permittees are encouraged
to utilize their existing organizational framework to implement the various activities required
in this Order.

47. This Order provides the flexibility for the Permittees to petition the Regional Board Executive
Officer to substitute a BMP or requirement under the SQMP with an alternative BMP, if they
can provide information and documentation on the effectiveness of the alternative, equal to
or greater than the prescribed BMP in meeting the objectives of this Order.

48. This Order contemplates that the Permittees are responsible for considering potential storm
water impacts when making planning decisions. This Order or any of its requirements are
not intended to restrict or control local land use decision-making authority.

Public Process

49. The Regional Board has notified the Permittees and interested agencies and persons of its
intent to issue waste discharge requirements for this discharge, and has provided them with
an opportunity to submit their written view and recommendations.

50. The Regional Board, in a public hearing, heard and considered all comments pertaining to
the discharge and to the tentative requirements.

5!. The Regional Board has conducted public workshops to discuss the draft permit.

52. This Order shall serve as a National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES)
Permit, pursuant to Section 402 of the Federal Clean Water Act, or amendments thereto,
and shall take effect 50 days from permit adoption provided the Regional Administrator of
the EPA has no objections.
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53. This Order may be modified or alternatively revoked or reissued prior to its expiration date,
in accordance with the procedural requirements of the federal NPDES program, and the
California Water Code for the issuance of waste discharge requirements.

IT IS HEREBY ORDERED that the Los Angeles County Flood Control District, Los Angeles
County, and the Cities of Agoura Hills, Alhambra, Arcadia, Artesia, Azusa, Baldwin Park, Bell,
Bellflower, Bell Gardens, Beverly Hills, Bradbury, Burbank, Calabasas, Carson, Cerritos,
Claremont, Commerce, Compton, Covina, Cudahy, Culver City, Diamond Bar, Downey, Duarte, E!
Monte, El Segundo, Gardena, Glendale, Glendora, Hawaiian Gardens, Hawthorne, Hermosa
Beach, Hidden Hills, Huntington Park, Industry, Inglewood, Irwindale, La CaSada Flintridge, La
Habra Heights, Lakewood, La Mirada, La Puente, La Verne, Lawndale, Lomita, Los Angeles,
Lynwood, Malibu, Manhattan Beach, Maywood, Monrovia, Montebello, Monterey Park, Norwalk,
Palos Verdes Estates, Paramount, Pasadena, Pico Rivera, Pomona, Rancho Palos Verdes,
Redondo Beach, Rolling Hills, Rolling Hills Estates, Rosemead, San Dimas, San Fernando, San
Gabriel, San Marino, Santa C~anta. Santa Fe Springs, Santa Monica, Sierra Madre, Signal Hill,
South El Monte, South Gate, South Pasadena, Temple City, Torrance, Vernon, Walnut, West
Covina, West Hollywood, Westlake Village, and Whittier, in order to meet the provisions contained
in Division 7 of the California Water Code and regulations adopted thereunder, and the provisions
of the Clean Water Act, as amended, and regulations and guidelines adopted thereunder, shall
comply with the following:

A formal letter to reccind tb, e subm~lted ROWD for the Santa Clara R~ver Watershed Managemer~t
Area ~WMA! and add the City of Santa Clarlta as a Co-Perrn~ttee under the LOS Angles Basin
Permit w~!l be sent at a later date

Part 1. DISCHARGE PROHIBITIONS

Each Permittee shall w~tlmn ~ts lUnSd~Ct~or~ effectively prohibit non-storm water discharges
into the MS4 and watercourses, except where such discharges are:

Th~s prohibition can be clarified by ~nd~cat~ng that the Permittees can only prohibit
discharges within their own ;unsd~ct~ons

1. covered by a separate individual or general NPDES permit for non-storm
water discharges: granted an exemphon; or
It is important to indicate that an exemption may be granted upon a
petition or the Executive Officer’s approval

2. in one of the categories below, and meet all conditions specified by the
Regional Board Executive Officer (and which must be included in the
revised SQMP):

a) Categories of natural flow:

(1) Natural springs and rising ground water;

(2) Flows from riparian habitats or wetlands;

(3) Stream diversions, permitted by the State Board; and
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(4) Uncontaminated ground water infiltration [as defined by 40
CFR 35.2005(20)].

b) Category of flows from emergency fire fighting activity.

c) Categories of flows incidental to urban activities, all of which are
subject to conditions that shall be approved by the Regional Board
Executive Officer:

(1) Reclaimed and potable landscape irrigation runoff;

(2) Water line flushing of potable water distribution systems;

(3) D~scnarges of potable water:
There may be occasions where ~nodental runoff may occur
tromeventssucr~as, leaks clean~ng of water storage
tanks, and redevelopment of wells

(4) Drains for foundations, footings, and crawl spaces;

(5) Air conditioning condensate;

(6) Dechlorinated swimming pool discharges;

(7) Dewatering of lakes and decorative fountains;

(8) Non-commercial car washing by residents or by non-profit
organizations; and

(9) Wash water runoff from the cleaning of fire fighting
vetmcles
F~re versicle washing ~s a routine activity and; thus ~t would
be appropriate to ~mpose conditions on the wash water
before ~t ~s being discharged ~nto the MS4 There are
source control BMPs that can be used to effectively reduce
pollutants ~n the wash water before it is discharged ~nto the
MS4

(10) Sidewalk rinsing;

(11) Was~ water runoff of blood and other human t~ssues from
the clear~ng of accident sites or acc~dentai sp~lls.
We r~ave not received a response from the Executive
Officer to our request for th~s condit~onal exemption

The Regional Board Executive Officer may add or remove categories of
non-storm water discharges above. Furthermore, in the event that any of
the above categories of non-storm water discharges are determined to be
a source of pollutants by the Regional Board Executive Officer, the
discharge will no longer be exempt from this prohibition unless the
Permittee implements conditions approved by the Regional Board
Executive Officer to ensure that the discharge is not a source of

April 13, 2001 14
Draft

R0002439



Order No. 01-XXX CAS61400!

pollutants. Notwithstanding the above, the Regional Board Executive
Officer may impose additional prohibitions of non-storm water discharges
in consideration of anti-degradation policies.

There are neither cntena nor procedure ~nciuded in the draft Permit for the
addition of categones ot non-storm water d~sctqarges sub!ect to conditions
~n the Daragrapn a~ov~

Part 2. RECEIVING WATER LIMITATIONS

Items 1 and 2 are ;ncons~stent with the State Board Resolution 9g-05
Items I and 2 wilt cause Perrn~ttees to be ~mmed~ately out of comphance
w~th the permit requirements

3. The Permittee shall comply with the permit through timely implementation
of control measures and other actions to reduce pollutants in the
discharges in accordance with the Storm Water Quality Management
Plan (SQMP) and its components and other requirements of this permit
including any modifications. The SQMP and its components shall be
designed to achieve compliance with receiving water limitations. If
exceedances of apphca~e water quality objectives or apphcabte water
quality standards (collectively, water quality standards) persist,
no~ithstanding implementation of the SQMP and its components and
other requirements of this permit, the Permittee shall assure compliance
with discharge prohibitions and receiving water limitations by complying
with the following procedure:
Language added to,

a) Upon a determination by either the Permi~ee or the Regional
Board that d~scharges are causing or contributing to an
exceedance of an applicable water quality standard, the Permittee
shall promptly qot#y and therea~er submit a repo~ to the Regional
Board that descnbes BMPs that are currently being implemented
and additiona~ BMPs that will be implemented to prevent or reduce
any pollutants that are ~using or contributing to the exceedances
of water quai~ty standards. This repo~ may be incorporated in the

*- Annual Storm
Water Re#4;’" ,r~.: Assessment unless the Regional Board directs
an earlier submittal. The repo~ shall include an implementation
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schedule. The Regional Board may require modifications to the
Report.
The SQMP ~s not updated annually, tt would be appropriate to
~ncorporate the report asked for above ~n the Annual Storm Water
Rebort and Assessment

b) Submit any modifications to the report required by the Regional
Board within 30 days of notification.

c) Within 30 days following the approval of the report, the Permittee
shall revise the SQMP and its components and monitoring
program to incorporate the approved modified BMPs that have
been and will be implemented, implementation schedule, and any
additional monitoring required.

d) Implement the revised SQMP and its components and monitoring
program according to the approved schedule.

4. So long as the Permittee has complied with the procedures set forth
above and is implementing the revised SQMP and its components, the
Permittee does not have to repeat the same procedure for continuing or
recurring exceedances of the same receiving water limitations unless
directed by the Regional Board to develop additional BMPs.

Part 3. STORM WATER QUALITY MANAGEMENT PLAN IMPLEMENTATION,
MONITORING, AND REPORTING

A. Responsibilities of the Principal Permittee

The Principal Permittee will coordinate and facilitate activities necessary to
comply with the requirements of this Order, but is not responsible for ensuring
compliance of any individual Permittee. The Ccunty of Los Angeles County
Flood Control D~stnct is hereby designated as the Principal Permittee, and as
suchshall:

Th~s wording is added for clanty The Los Angeles County Fiood Control Distnct
~s the Pnncipal Permittee

1. Coordinates permit activities among Permittees and negotiate NPDES
requirements with the Regional Board.

All Permittees will be given the opportunity to have an active role in,
provide input and participate in the development of permit requirements.
However, the Principal Permittee and the watershed Executive Advisory
Committee (EAC) representative(s) will conduct formal discussions with
the Regional Board on behalf of Permittees.
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2. Provide personnel and fiscal resources for the necessary update of the
SQMP and its components;

3. Convene the Watershed Management Committees (WMCs) constituted
pursuant to Part C, below, upon designation of representatives;

4. Provide technical and administrative support for committees that will be
organized to implement the SQMP and its components;

5. Implement the Countywide Monitoring Program required in this Order;

6. Provide personnel and fiscal resources for the preparation and submittal
to the Regional Board of annual reports and summaries of other reports
required under the SQMP; and

7. Comply with the "Responsibilities of the Permittees" in Part 3.B., below;

B. Responsibilities of Each Permittees

Each Permittee is responsible for the implementation of the appropriate storm
water management program developed pursuant to the requirements of this
Order, and not for the implementation of the provisions applicable to the Principal
Permittee or other Permittees. A Permittee is required to comply with the
requirements of this Order applicable to discharges, which originate from places
within its boundaries over which it has authority to enforce the requirements of
this Order. Each Permittee shall, within its geographic jurisdiction:

1. Comply with the requirements of the SQMP and its amendments;

2. Coordinate among its internal departments and agencies, as appropriate,
to facilitate the implementation of the requirements of the SQMP and its
components applicable to such Permittee in an efficient and cost-effective
manner;

3. Participate in the update of the SQMP and its components;

4. Designate a technically knowledgeable representative to the appropriate
WMC;

5. Implement the SQMP upon approval by the Regional Board Executive
Officer; and,

6. Provide intra-agency coordination (e.g. Fire Department, Building and
Safety, Code Enforcement, etc.) toward the successful implementation of
the provisions of this Order and SQMP components. As such, these
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organizations are expected to actively participate in implementing the
area wide storm water program.

C. Watershed Management Committees (WMCs)

!. Each WMC shall be comprised of a voting representative from each
Permittee in the Watershed Management Area (WMA).

2. The WMC’s chair and secretary shall be chosen by the WMC upon permit
adoption and on an annual basis, thereafter. In the absence of volunteer
Permittee(s) for the positions, the Principal Permittee shall assume those
roles until the WMC chooses members of the committee for the positions.

Each WMC shall:

1. Facilitate cooperation and exchange of information among Permittees;

2. Establish additional goals and objectives and associated deadlines for the
WMA, as the program implementation progresses;

3. Prioritize pollution control efforts based on beneficial use impairment(s),
watershed characteristics and analysis of results from studies and the
monitoring program;

4. Develop and/or update and monitor the adequate implementation, on an
annual basis, of the tasks identified for the WMA;

5. Assess the effectiveness of, prepare revisions for, and recommend
appropriate changes to the SQMP and its components;

6. Continue the Industrial/Commercial Source Identification program.
Additional industrial/commercial or other types of activities will be
investigated and those identified as priority shall be included in the
program for industrial/commercial businesses.

7. Conduct joint WMC meetings at least four times per year and, as
necessary.

D. Executive Advisory Committee (EAC)

The EAC is constituted by one representative from the Malibu Creek WMA, one
representatwe from the Sar’ta .C,~ra i-R~ver WMA. and by two representatives from
each of the other WMAs, along with representatives from the City of Los
Angeles, and the County of Los Angeles County Flood Control Distnct.

Th~swording~saddediorclar~t¢ The Los Angeles County Flood Control D~s[nct
~s the Pnncq3ai Perm~ttee A ~ormal ~etter [o recc~nd the submitted ROWD for the
Santa Clara tRwer ’2,/atersned ,Management Area (WMA) and add the City of Santa
C~anta as a Co-Perrn~ttee under [tqe Los Angles Basin Permit will be sent at a later
date.
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E. General Requirements

1. Each Permittee shall, at a minimum, adopt and implement the elements
of the SQMP and its components that are consistent with the terms of this
permit.

2. Additionally, modifications to the SQMP made during the term of the
permit including those made in accordance with part 3.F.1. of this permit
shall be implemented.

3. The SQMPs shall, at a minimum, comply with the applicable storm water
program requirements of 40 CFR 122.26(d)(2). The SQMP and its
components shall be implemented so as to reduce the discharges of
pollutants in storm water to the maximum extent practicable. The SQMP
Table of Contents are described in Attachment A.
Attachment A does not refer to the SQMP Table of Contents

4. Each Permittee shall be responsible for implementation of the relevant
portions of the SQMPs within its jurisdictional boundaries. The Principal
Permittee shall be responsible for program coordination as described in
3.B., as well as, compliance with the relevant portions of the permit within
its jurisdiction.

F. SQMP Modifications

1. The Permittees shall modify the SQMP and its components adopted with
this Order to make it consistent with the requirements herein. The revised
SQMP and its components will be submitted to the Regional Board
Executive Officer for approval no later than 180 days from the adoption of
this Order.

2. The Principal Permittee shall modify the SQMP to comply with waste load
allocations developed and approved pursuant to the process for the
designation and implementation of approved Total Daily Maximum Loads
(TMDLs) for impaired water bodies.

3. The Regional Board Executive Officer may approve changes to the
SQMP and its components, except as noted in part 3.F.1., for the reasons
set forth in 40 CFR 122 62(ai and /b). either:

a) Upon petition by the Permittees or interested parties, and after
providing for and considering public comment, or,

~ As deemed necessary by the Regional Board Executive Officer
following notice to the Permittees, and after providing for and
considering public comments. In the notice to the Perm~ttees. the
Regional Board Executive Officer shall prowde reasons for
seeking changes to the SQMP and ~ts components and h~s or her
legal auttqonty for such changes
As currently drafted, this section does not set forth the standard to
be apphed by the Executive Officer ~n approwng changes to the
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SOLIP Beca~se’.ne SQMP,s part of the Order.~tsmod~Itcal~on
shouic foi!ow me standards set torth ~n 40 CFR 122 62 for
ameqd~ng permits

4. The Permittees shall modify the SQMP and its components, at the
direction of the Regional Board Executive Officer, to incorporate regional
provisions. Such provisions may include watershed specific requirements
for watersheds shared by Permittees with other MS4 programs.
Clanficat~on needed What are regional provisions? Please define.

G. Legal Authority

1. Permittees shall possess the necessary legal authority to prohibit
non-storm water discharges, to the maximum extent practicable, to the
storm drain system, including, but not limited to:

In ,terns a through j ’,he repetition of the word prohibit ~s
dnnecessar,v

a) ~ illicit discharges and illicit connections and a requirement
for removal of illicit connections;

b) ~ the discharge of wash waters to the MS4 from the
cleaning of gas stations, auto repair garages, or other types of
automotive service facilities;

c) ~ the discharge of runoff to the MS4 from mobile auto
washing, steam cleaning, mobile carpet cleaning, and other such
mobile commercial and industrial operations;

d) ~ the discharge of runoff to the MS4 from areas where ,,
repair of machinery and equipment which are visibly leaking oil,
fluid or antifreeze, is undertaken;

e) ~ the discharge of runoff to the MS4 from storage areas of
materials containing grease, oil, or other hazardous substances,
and uncovered receptacles containing hazardous materials;

f) ~ the discharge of chlorinated swimming pool water and
filter backwash to the MS4;

g) ~ the discharge of runoff from the washing of toxic materials
from paved or unpaved areas to the MS4;

h) ~ washing ~mpervious surfaces in industrial/commercial
areas that results ~n a discharge of runoff to the MS4; and
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i) ~ the discharge of concrete or concrete laden wash water
from concrete trucks, pumps, tools, and equipment to the MS4.

j) ~ spills, dumping, or disposal of materials into the MS4,
other than storm water, such as:

(1) Litter, landscape debris and construction debris;

(2) Any state or federally banned pesticide, fungicide or
herbicide;

(3) Food wastes; and

(4) Fuel and chemical wastes, animal wastes, garbage,
batteries, and other materials that have potential adverse
impacts on water quality.

k) Comply with conditions in Permittees ordinances, permits,
contracts, model programs, or orders (i.e. hold dischargers to its
MS4 accountable for their contributions of pollutants and flows);

I) Utilize enforcement mechanisms to require compliance with
Permittees ordinances, permits, contracts, or orders;

m) Control the contribution,~.~’- ~.~.~,"’-*-"-*~l,.,~, ......,.~.,w, ,., ,~.,~,’*~’-’-,, of pollutants in
discharges of storm water runoff associated with industrial
activities (including construction activities) to its MS4 and control
the quality of storm water runoff from industrial sites (including
construction sites). This requirement applies to source control,
treatment control, and structural control BMPs; and,

n) !n cases where a Perm~ttee has probable cause [o susoec[ a
wolabon of d~scharge prows~ons of their stormwater ordinance.
follow due process to carry out a-I,Linspection, surveillance and
monitoring procedures necessary to determine compliance and
non-compliance. ,.,~*~- .... ~* tend tcns, ~"’<, ,‘4~’-g *~-~. p...~.i~.i,>.., of
i!!!c!t discharges tc the MS4. Permittees must possess authority,
following due ~)rocess, to enter, sample, inspect, review and copy
records,~,"’-,4,~, ..... ~.~ ~,,~-’-~ reg u!ar           , .... ~.~,’*"... from industrial facilities
discharging polluted~, .... ,.~.~,*""*~""",.,~,,. p--"’~,,~.~,*~"~ storm water runoff into
its MS4 (including construction sites),
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,’, .-.8~,~o~ ~’~pect pn,,ate proserty wqhout the Der,"msslon 9f the
,~r(~,pert,., owner or a court warrant

Requ~nr~,g regular reports from ~ndustriat facd~ties ~s beyond the
scope of an ~tlegat d~scharge ~nvest~gation by a perm~ttee and ~s
the RWQCB s respons~bd~ty

o) Require the use of best management practices (BMPs) to prevent
or reduce the discharge of pollutants to MS4s.

p) Adopt and implement an agency-specific storm water and urban
runoff ordinance or amend an existing one, if necessary, to be
able to enforce all requirements of the permit, effective
immediately upon the adoption of this Order.

H. Annual Storm Water Program Report and Assessment

The ,e-r4,qeif~ Permittees shall submit by October 15 of each year beginning the
Year 2002, an Annual Storm Water Program Report and Assessment
documenting the status of the general program and individual tasks contained in
the SQMP, and in accordance with the requirements identified in the Monitoring
and Reporting Program CI-6948 of this Order The Pr!nc!p~! P~rm!tt, cc Regional
Board and [n~ Perm~ftees shall evaluate the Annual Storm Water Program
Report and Assessment with the results of analyses from the Monitoring and
Reporting program. (e.g., if the monitoring report results show a particular
constituent consistently at elevated levels, that may be a trigger for Permittees to
address their programs specifically for that particular situation and change them
accordingly to address the problem).

T,~e annual report~r~g should not be solely [ne responsib~hty of the Pnnc~pa!
Perm~ttee. butofal~ Perm~ttees The Perm~tteesshould evaluate results and
analyses of their programs w~th the guidance of the Regional Board

The Annual Storm Water Program Report and Assessment shall cover the
previous fiscal year from July 1 through June 30, and shall include the
information necessary to assess the Permittees’ compliance status relative to this
Order, and the effectiveness of implementation of permit requirements on storm
water quality.

The Annual Storm Water Program Report and Assessment shall include any
proposed changes to the SQMP and its components as approved by the
Management Committee(s).

The Princip3! Permittees shall submit by October 15, 2001, the annual program
report for period July 1, 2000 through July 26, 2001 documenting the status of
the general program up to permit reissuance and the results of analyses from the
monitoring and reporting program.
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Tine 3nnual reporting should not t,e solely *p¯ tin~ responslblhty of the Pnnclpat
Perm~ttee, but of all Perm~ttees

I.. Storm Water Management Program Budget

1. Each Permittee shall prepare annually a budget summary on resources
applied to the storm water management program. This budget summary
shall include an annual summary identifying the storm water budget for
the following year, using estimated percentages and written explanations
where necessary, for the specific categories noted below:

a) Program management

d) Industrial inspection activities (including construction activities)

"~ ................. ~ ....s .... "~,~

k) Public Inlormation and Participation

I) Monitoring Program

This budget summary wouid be an ~mpossible task with respect to the
Countys $16 Billion budget The cost ofcompdingth~sinformahonwould
far exceed any possible value of tlqe report. Items related to storm water
quality could be best addressed ~n the summary provided by the Los
Angeles County Flood Control Distr~ct.

2. Each Permittee, in addition to the budget summary, shall report any
supplemental dedicated budgets, if any, for the same categories.

J. Storm Water Monitoring Report

The Principal Permittee shall submit a Storm Water Monitoring Report on August
15, 2002 and annually on August 15 thereafter, in accordance with the
requirements identified in the Monitoring and Reporting Program Cl-6948 of this
order. The report shall include:
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a) Status of implementation of the monitoring program as described
in the attached Monitoring and Reporting Program Cl-6948;

b) Results of the monitoring program; and

c) A general interpretation of the significance of the results, to the
extent that data allows.

K. Modification

The Regional Board Executive Officer or the Regional Board, consistent with 40
CFR 122.41, may approve changes to the SQMP as specified in 3.F.3. The
petition for changes shall be filed no later than 60 days after the Annual
Monitoring Program Report submittal date.

L. Best Management Practice Substitution

The Regional Board Executive Officer may approve any Best Management
Practice (BMP) substitution upon petition by the Permittee(s), if the Permittee can
document that:

1. The proposed alternative BMP or program will meet or exceed the
objective of the original BMP or program in the reduction of stormwater
pollutants; or

2. The fiscal burden of the original BMP or program is substantially greater
than the proposed alternative and does not achieve a substantially
greater improvement in storm water quality; and,

3. The proposed alternative BMP or program will be implemented within a
similar period of time.

The Regional Board Executive Officer may approve any BMP elimination upon
petition by the Permittee(s), if the Permittee can document that the BMP is not
technically feasible and no substitute is available.

Part 4. SPECIAL PROVISIONS

A. Public Information and Participation Program

Permittees shall work collaboratively to implement a comprehensive education/outreach
program with the following objectives:

To measurably increase the knowledge of the target audiences regarding the MS4, the
impacts of storm water pollution on receiving waters, and potential solutions to mitigate the
problems caused;

To measurably change the behavior of target audiences by encouraging implementation
of appropriate solutions;
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To involve and engage all socio-economic and ethnic groups in Los Angeles County to
publicly participate in mitigating the impacts of storm water pollution.

1. Programs for Residents

a) The Principal Permittee shall implement the Public Education
Program as outlined in the SQMP, including the continuation of
the following activities:

¯ Advertising
¯ Media Relations
¯ Public Service Announcements
¯ "How To" Instructional Material Distributed in a Targeted and

Activity-Related Manner
¯ Corporate, Community Association, Environmental

Organization and Entertainment Industry Tie-Ins
¯ 1-888-CLEAN-LA and 888CleanLA.com
¯ Events Targeted to Specific Activities and Population Sub-

groups

b) Countywide Hotline

The 888-CLEAN-LA hotline will serve as the general public reporting
contact for reporting clogged catch basin inlets and illicit
discharges/dumping, and general storm water management information.
Each Permittee may establish its own hotline if preferred. Permittees shall       "
include this information, updated when necessary, in public information,
and the government pages of the telephone book as they are
developed/published.

c) "No Dumping" Message

Each Permittee shall mark all storm drain inlets with a legible "no dumping"
message. In addition, signs with prohibitive language discouraging illegal
dumping must be posted at designated public access points to creeks,
other relevant water bodies, and channels by July 26, 2003. Good signage
shall be maintained

d) Outreach ana Education

The Principal Perm~ttee shall implement the second Five-Year Education
Plan as detailed in the SQMP.
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Each Permittee shall conduct educational activities within its jurisdiction
and participate in countywide events.

The Principal Permittee shall organize Public Outreach Strategy meetings
with all Co-permittees on a quarterly basis. The Principal Permittee shall
provide guidance for Permittees to augment the regional outreach and
education program. Permittees shall coordinate regional and local
outreach and education to reduce duplication of efforts.

The Principal Permittee shall insure that a minimum of 35 million
impressions per year are made on the general public about storm water
quality via print, local TV access, local radio, or other appropriate media.

Each Permittee shall provide all School Districts within its jurisdiction with
materials, including videos, live presentations, brochures, and other media
necessary to educate a minimum of 50 percent of all school children (K-12)
every 2 years on storm water pollution. All Permit’tees shall cooperate to
implement this requirement. Permittees shall provide the contact
information for their appropriate storm water staff to the Principal Permittee
within 30 days of the date this order is adopted. Cooperative efforts with
other agencies may also be used to accomplish this requirement.

e) Pollutant-Specific Outreach

Permittees shall coordinate to develop outreach programs that target the
watershed-specific pollutants listed in Table 1 no later than [one year 6
me~4~ from the permit adoption date]. Metals may be appropriately
addressed through the Industrial/Commercial businesses program.
Region-wide pollutants may be included in the Principal Permittee’s mass
media efforts. Programs shall be appropriate for the anthropogenic
sources of each pollutant.

Outreach efforts are handled through a contract and: thus more than s~x
months will be necessary to develop the best qua!ity program.

Table 1. Target Pollutants for Outreach
Watershed i Target Pollutants for Outreach
Ballona Creek i Trash, Indicator Bacteria, Metals
Malibu Creek i Trash, Nutrients, indicator Bacteria
Los Angeles River i Trash, Nutrients (Nitrogen), Indicator Bacteria, Metals, Pesticides
San Gabriel River I Trash, Nutrients (Nitrogen), Indicator Bacteria, ~
Dominquez Channel i Trash, Indicator Bacteria

Metals cannot be effecwelv addressed through a general education
campaign Th~s pollutant may be more effectively restricted through State
regulahons on manufac,~urers for example a maximum metals content
allowable ~n brakepad ~n~ngs

April 13, 2001 26
Draft

R0002451



Order No 01-XXX CAS614001

Each Permittee shall distribute outreach materials to the general public and
target audiences, such as schools, community groups, contractors and
developers, and at appropriate public counters and events. Outreach
material shall include information on pollutants and sources of concern, as
listed in Table 1.

2. Programs for Businesses

a) Corporate Outreach

The Principal Permittee shall develop and implement a Corporate Outreach
program to educate corporate heaete management about storm water
regulations. The program shall target gas stations and restaurant chains.
At a minimum, this program shall include:

It may not be poss~ole to contact corporate heads, however, corporate
managers may oe more accessible

D~str,but~on of educational material to corporate heaete
manaqemeof ov mall explaining storm water regulations
and ~nd~cai~ng that on-s~te consultation on aMP
~mptementahon ~s available * .... ~’~-~ ~-* .......

Contact should first be made by mail ~ndicating that an on-
s~tews~t,savadableupon request. It,s unlikely that we
be able to ws~t directly with management: otherwise.

(2) ni.~.ih, ,,., ..,.,4,41 ...... ,~ ...,,4 ,..~ .... ,,i,-,,.,~ m=tcria!,
Prowde corporate management with suggestions to
f3c!!!tatc encourage ttqe~r employee compliance w~th
stormwa[er regLJabons.

We w~lt meet w~th management to discuss BMPs .and
explain storm water quality regulations.

Corporate Outreach for all gas station and restaurant chain corporations
shall occur once every 2 years, not less than twice during the permit term.

b) Business Assistance Program

Permittees shall develop and implement a Business Assistance Program
to provide confidential, technical resource assistance to small businesses
to help them understand and comply with storm water regulations. At a
minimum, programs shall include:

(1) On-site technical assistance or consultation via telephone
to identify and implement pollution prevention methods and
best management practices;
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(2) Availability, distribution, and discussion of applicable BMP
and educational materials; and,

(3) Access to information concerning environmental consulting
services, hazardous waste treatment, hauling, disposal
and recycling services, and pollution prevention and
control practices.

Permittees shall provide assistance to small businesses that meet the
following criteria:

(1) Less than 100 employees;

(2) Lack funding for private consulting;

(3) Lack access to the expertise necessary to understand and
comply with storm water regulations; and

(4) Requested assistance, or were referred through the
Industrial/Commercial Inspection Program.

Permittees shall assist (through site visits, telephone consultations,
presentations or material distribution) all qualifying businesses that request
assistance, or 1000 businesses per year, whichever is less.

The Business Assistance Program shall be a confidential and non-
enforcement program. Permittees shall conduct follow-up independent
of the Business Assistance Program, based on the priorities of the
Industrial/Commercial Inspection Program.

The Principal Permittee shall submit an annual PIPP Update, with the Annual Program
and Assessment Report, to the Regional Board Executive Officer for approval. The
PIPP Update shall include a summary of the overall strategy and any updates or
modifications to the Public Information and Participation Program.

B. Programs for Industrial/Commercial ~ facd~hes

General Legal Comments Th,s secbon needs to be modified as set forth below
to reflect that ~t ~s not [he Perm~tt~es obhgat~on to~nspect, oversee or enforce the
GIASP The draft permit, as ,,’vrqtei] v~olates Article XIIIB, section 6. of the
Cahforn~a Conshtuhon. and the GIASP~tself. The federal regulahons also do not
authorize ~mpos~hon of these o~qhgahons on the Perm~ttees.

Arhcle XIIIB. Secbon 6. ot the Cai~torn~a Const~tuhon prowdes ~n perhnent part.
’Whenever the Legislature or any state agency mandates a new program or
r~gtqer leve! of serwce on any ~oca~ government, the state shall provide a
subvention of funds to reimburse such local government for the costs of such
program or ~ncreased level of serwce    " The ~mposition on the perm.ttees of
the obligation to ~nspect fac~hhes which hold a general permit for discharges of
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slorm vvater assooated w~,.!’. ~:dustr,a! act~,..~;,es [o ,equ~re the BMPs ,3es~gnated
under thatperm~t, and to enforce those measures ~stosh~ftrespons~bH~tyfor
enforcement of the general permit from the regional board to the perm~ttees As
such ~t ~s mandat,ng a new program or a h~gher level of serwce on each
perm~ttee Because the Board ~s not re~mburs~ng the perm~ttees for the costs of
th~s program or n~gher level of serwce, these requirements wolate the California
Constitution

The requ~rementsalsowolatetheGenerailndustna! Permit~tsetf Thatperm~t
delegates to the Regional Boards the authority to ~mplement the permit.
~ncludmg. but not i~mqed to. ,-e,wew~ng SWPPPs. rewew~ng annual reports.

conducbng compliance ~nspect~ons. and taking enforcement actions (State
Board Order No97-03-DWQ. Section F 1 a ) The General Perm~tdoes notg~ve
that authority to mun~opai storm water perm~ttees

The federal regulation oted ~n the fact sheet/staff report also does not authonze
~mpos~t~on of these obhgat~ons on the Permlttees. 40 CFR 122.26(d)(2)(iv)(C)
apphes only to landfi!ls, hazardous waste treatment disposal or recove"v
facd~ties, faoht~es subject to section 313 of T~tle Iti of the Superfund Amendments
and Reauthonzat~on Act of 1986, and ~ndustnal facdihes that the mun~opal permit
applicant determines are contributing a substantial pollutant loading to tile MS4
There ~s no reference ~n these sections to ~nspect~ng, mon~tonng or controlling
pollutant loads from all holders of general ~ndustnal permits.

Each Permittee shall implement an Industrial/Commercial Inspection Program to:

Intent is clearer w~th these wording changes

Achieve the control and reduction of pollutants in storm water runoff from all
Industrial/Commercial sites speclhed ~n th~s laerm~t in section 5(b} below to the
maximum extent practicable.

Need to specify which facilities are supposed to be visited.

At a minimum the Industrial/Commercial program shall address:

(GENERAL COMMENT: THE FOLLOWING BULLET ITEMS ARE REPEATED
IMMEDIATELLYAFTERWARDS IN ITEMS ! THROUGH 7 IT MAY BE
SIMPLER TO CONSOLIDATE THE TWO SECTIONS)

¯ ReguJat~on of stormwater and non-stormwater d~scharges of aotlutants
~nto Perm~ttee MS4s w~th appropriate legal penalties for non-
comphance ~.g. ,~,..,..] ,~.....~.....~ ....... ~.~.,. ti... ~.~,.~ .... +~,i~ ~

!ndustd~/Ccmmerc~ s~t~s;
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To frT~ e~:tent iDa: ,r"7p~r~rTta~lOr7 Of proper poi/u[~on prevention and
Control measures ~s a requirement under State law. their enforcement
;s tr;e IRWQCBs respor~s~b~i~W We can on!v enforce our local
stormwater ordinance

¯ Source Identification;

¯ Threat to Water Quality;

Same (;ommer]~ as ;or t)ultet ml

¯ Inspection of Industrial/Commercial sites speofied ~n th~s per-rod;

Cianfles ,,,vntcn s~res are referenced

¯ Enforcement of Perm~ttees stormwater ordinances pollutlcn
at Industrial/Commercial sites;

Same comment as tor bullet ~1

¯ Have s~nctiens to ensure cemp!!ance (established in the regulator;

All ordinances are enforceable and have penalties for non-
compl’,ance Tr~e statement ~s unnecessary

Pron~b~hon ott~ea~s,::narge ot aollutants~nto Perm~ttee MS4s Pollution

Word~ng changed for clarity

Each Permittee shall have the legal authority to regulate stormwater and
non-stormwater d~scnarges ~nto Perm~ttee MS4s w~th appropriate legal
penalties for nor~-compuance ~n .... , ~,,~ ......... ~ .... ,~ ;~

To the extent that ,~Dlementat~on of proper poilut~on prevention and
control measures ~s ~ rec,~rement under State taw, their enforcement is
the RWQCBs rest"    - ,t~ We can only enforce our local stormwater
ordinance

2. Source Identification (Industrial/Commercial)

Each Permittee sha~l develop and update annually a watershed-based
inventory of all d:’,      Industrial/Commercial sites within its jurisdiction
as defined under ~- ’ ~’e~ow,~-"g~",4~,~,~ .... ~,~ ~,.~"~* ......... ~..,,~,~,,,,...~’~" The inventory
may be expanded through designation by the WMC as additional
information becomes available. This requirement is applicable to all
Industrial/Commercial sites regardless of whether the
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Industrial/Commercial site is subject to the GIASP or other individual
NPDES permit, or ccmmcrci3! s!tcc. The update of the database may be
performed through new information obtained through field activities or
through other readily available intra-agency informational databases (e.g.
business license, pretreatment permits, sanitary sewer hook-up permits,
etc...) The inventory shall include the following minimum information for
each Industrial/Commercial site:

Apphcable ~s aaclea to clarify tha~ we only update for the specified SIC
codes Regardlessots~teownersh~pwasremoved because Federal
and State facd~t~es. ;or example, are not subject to our ~nspect~on and
should not be ~ncluded ~n the hst~ng Commercial s~tes" seems not to
belong ~n the sentence

a) name;

b) address; and

c) a narrative description including SIC codes that best reflects the
principal products or activities performed by each facility. The use
of an automated database system, such as Geographical
Information System (GIS) or web-based is highly recommended,
but not required. Any database already available may be used to
satisfy the requirements of this section. The Permittees may use
other fields of information, as necessary (e.g. to point out
discrepancies between SIC Code designation and type of
activities ~ actually performed on-site).

Changed for clanty

3. Threat to Water Quality Prioritization (Industrial/Commercial)

The program for Industrial/Commercial Businesses will address at the
minimum, the following categories of activities:

a) All industrial groups regulated under Phase I of the federal storm
water program;

b) Motor vehicle repair shops, motor vehicle body shops, motor
vehicle parts and accessories facilities;

c) Restaurants. The County Health ~ Code shall be
amended w~tr~ applicable regulations prohibiting ilhc~t d~scnarge to

the Code shall be modified to inspections for comphance with
d~scnarge pron~Dq~ons snail be ~nciuded as part of the routine
heaith~nspect~onofeach restaurant. Such~nspect~onsshali
~nclude at a m~r~mum

Clar~fies~ntent Please note that fin!tDHScommentsare#end~ng
on th~s ~tem
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(1) Parking lot, alley, sidewalk and street areas. Inspectors will
verify that floormats, filters and garbage containers are not
washed in those areas. They will also verify that no
washwater is poured in those areas.

(2) Dumpster areas. Inspectors will verify that the dumpster
area is clean with the lid closed and not filled with liquid or
hosed out.

(3) Oil and Grease residue is not poured onto a parking lot,
street or adjacent catch basin.

(4) Parking lot area is cleaned by sweeping and not by hosing
down. The facility uses dry methods for spill cleanup.

Other Commercial facilities as designated by the WMC
(contributing or potentially contributing to the impairments of
receiving waters). Inspection programs and frequenoes for these
f.-qc~ht~es .,~!i be develooed by the WMC and be approved by the
E~ec:~bve Off,¢er prior to ~mplementation

C~anfies defin~hon of othercommerc~al facilihes"

We may request to survey a facility s BMPs and report on their
~mDlementat~on however, ~t is the RWQCBs responsibility to enforce the
BMP ~mplementat~on

a-) Each Permittee shall survey aDohcable BMPs at each
,ndustnal Co "nmerc ~. site s;Dec~fled ~n the permit and qote their
~mplementabon It particular m!RirTlum 8MPs are ~nfeas~ble at anv
s~te, each Permqtee shall recommend other equivalent BMPs

÷, " require ,h.. !mp!emcntct!cn ’’’~ *h,,. des!gritted

industdcl/c~emmerc!3! ~’;* .... ~,~.;.. ~,.. h ,.;,.,4~.,,i,-,,. ,* p3,"t,!cu!ar
mini .... r’~,,ID .... inf~,~.,ihl~, 3t g~y ~,., ............................
~h~ll !mp!ement, or requ!rg !mp!ement3tion of, other eq,ji,;3!eRt

¯ ~4Hiti,,.,,,-,,.~l oi÷a specific "*~’-"

We may req~.~s’ :o survey BMPs and report on their
imptementab~,’- r-,owever.~t~stheRWQCB’s respons~bilityto
entorce the BI’.lP,q ,r’r~plementahon

b)     Each Permittee shall imp!ement,~," ......, ~.~,,;-.~ encourage the
implementation of additional controls for Industrial/Commercial
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sites tributary to Clean Water Act section 303(d) impaired water
bodies (where a site discharges pollutants for which the water
body is impaired) as necessary to comply with this Order. Each
Permittee shall imp!oment,~,’-’ ......, ~.~_,,I-~,~ encourage the
implementation of additional controls for Industrial/Commercial
sites within or directly adjacent to or discharging directly to coastal
lagoons or other receiving waters within environmentally sensitive
areas as necessary to comply with this Order.
We may encourage the use of BMPs however ~t ~s the RWQCBs
responsibility to enforce their ~mplementahon

5. Inspection of Industrial/Commercial Sites

a) Each Permittee shall conduct the specified Industrial site
inspections ,,~ -:. : b :)e c,w for compliance with its stormw~ter
ordinances at,: ~> permits and [o survey m~n~mum BMPs.

implcmsntct~cn of the required m~n~mum BMPs.
’?v’e rtq3~ req[~est :o nsPect for discharge vlolahons covered under
our s[orr~ water ordnance We may also survey BMPs and report
or~ ~ ~ .~ e~r ,~plemental~on. however. ~t ~s the RWQCBs r~soons~bilitv
to epforcethe BMPs ~mplementation

b) Eoch P~rmltt~� sha!! ~st3b!lsh inspection frequencies for f3cl!ltl~s
described in B.3. above. Each Permittee shall inspect specified
Industrial/commercial sites, at a minimum:
Changes made for c~ant7

Facility Type i Inspection Frequency
Restaurants* Once in 24 months, but not less

than twice during the life of the
permit

Automotive Service Facilities* Once in 24 months, but not less
than twice during the life of the
permit

Other ~ndustr~es des~ated by the th~n tw!ce during the llfe of the
WMC* t~er-FF#t Subject to development by
Process fordes~gnat,nc ar~.C v~s~hng theWMCand approval b’!the
other commercial needed to be Executive Officer
reiterated.
Phase I Facilities* I Once in 24 months, but not less

than twice during the life of the
! permit

* ~ After the first cycle of inspections, a~-facilities ~
invostig3tcd, reg~rd!ess of exposure or non exposure. ,~,fier th3t cycle !s
~ without exposure need not be addressed in the following
cycles.
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c) Based upon the results of site inspections, each Permittee shall
implement all follow-up actions necessary to ass~Jre .comphance
~ with Permittee’s ordinances and this Order.
Wording changed for cianty

d) To the extent that Regional Board staff has conducted an
inspection of an Industrial/Commercial site during a particular
year, or the tac~hty has a GIASP or an ~nd~wdual NPDES Permit.
the requirement for the responsible Permittee to inspect this site
will be satisfied.

6. Enforcement of stormwa;er ord~nance<~ r’,,-.Ih
~ at Industrial/Commercial Sites
We may request to ~nspect for d~scharge wolat~ons covered under our
storm water ordinance Mow’ever ~t ~s the RWQCBs responsibility to
enforce BMPs ~mptementat~on

a-) Each Permittee shall enforce its storm water ordinance wqn~n ~ts
lur~sdlct!on "~ .~l h-,~, ,~.~,-~.-,~tP ...... ;~ ~;*~’~ as necessary to
maintain compliance with this Order. Pcrmi~�c crd!n~nccs or

We can only enforce our ordinances w~th~n our jurisdiction All
Perm~ttee ordinances nave penalties for non-compliance

We wd~ co~h~ue [o send quarterly compha~ce ~pdates to the
~C~ T~e proposed requirement would ~mpose
and u~necessary effor~ on Permittees.

b) Permi~ees sh~ll develop and submit criteria b~ which to evaluate
events of non-compliance to determine whether they create an
adverse impact or nuisance. These criteri~ shall be submitted
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the SQMP and Annual Report for Regional Board review and
subject to Regional Board Executive Officer’s approval.

C. Programs for Development Planning

Noie that there ~s ~ncons~stencv ;r~ the draft serm~t In Section C 1 ,t requires the
apphcat~on of Program tor Deve~opr’nent PIann~ng elements [or pnonty ~rolects
only. and ~n Sechons C 3 C 5 and CS~trequ~restheprogramselementsforall
projects.

1. The Permittees shall implement a development-planning program witch
im,me~,iate~i~ffe~ that will require all planning priority development and
redevelopment projects to,

~ re,~,,~r~ments established by appropriate ~overnmentai
aqenc~eb under CEQA. Section 404 of the CWA. local ordinances
arid otn~r ~eqa! ~]~Jthont~es ~ntended to minimize ~mpacts from
storm water runoff on the b~ological integrity of natural dr,~nage
S’.’StemS ~3nd .,~a~er

It ~s the responsibility of the Depa~ment of Regional Planning to
check dunng their planning rewew, the inclusion of standards to
m~n~m~ze ~mpacts from storm water runoff on the biological
~ntegnty of natura~ drainage systems set fo~h by other authorities.         "

b) Maximize. to the MEP. the percentage of permeable surfaces to
allow more percolation of storm water into the ground;

c) Minimize. to the MEF. the quantity of storm water directed to
impermeable surfaces and the MS4;

d) Minimize. ~o :’~e ~.~EP. pollution emanating from parking lots
through the use of appropriate treatment control BMPs and good
housekeeping practices;

project ~ito ~n~udlng, "’ ’* ~* ~*~ * ...... ~*~ ~ *"~ ~*" ~

Item e) ~s    - ’ .,nder the SUSMP and the Development
Construct~u,: ~ _.cram requirements.
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f) Provide for appropriate permanent measures to reduce storm
water pollutant loads in storm water from the development site to
the MEP.

Ad.ding MEP to ~tems a) through d) and f) ~s consistent with the
CWA Secbon 402(p)t3)/B)(iii) of the CWA requires that mun~c~oal
permits shall requ~re controt to reduce the discharge of pollutants
to the maximum extent prachcable, ~nclud~ng management
prachces, control techniques and system, design and eng~neenng
methods, and such other prows~ons as the Administrator or the
State determines appropriate for the control of such pollutants

To accomphslq th~s. [ne Perm~ttees shall rewse tiqe~r Developmenl
Planning Program ~n the SQMP within 180 days of adophon of this Order.
subject to the ap~rova~ ot the Execuhve Officer
Th~s language ~s consistent w~th other programs language update
requirements ~n tiros draft permit.

2. Pe3k F!c’;; Ccntrc!

F~rst. th~s requirement wHi create a very s~gnificant burden on the
developmentcommundy most notably s~ngle lot developers small
bus~ness owners, etc Tne requirements may render many prolects
~nfeas~ble Second. therequ~rementsnould besubstanhatedw~th
adequatesc~ence It has not been proven that the ontysoluhontowater
quahty ~ssues with regards to impervious area creahon ~s the restr~chon of
flows, volumes Manv junsd~cUons ~n the Pacific Northwest have been
trying to deal with reduchons ~n peak flows for many years, and have
experienced many problems, bothw~thexecutlon and results Those
junsd~chons are took~ng to alternate analysesisoluhons to the issue, such
as verification studies to determine the extent of effect(if any) to river
biology due to changes ~n f!ow, enwronmentally friendly streambank
stabilization, etc. Some beheve that some ~ncreases ~n flow may actually
~mprove river ecosystems, especially ~n and regions such as ours.
Therefore. it is recommended that the Regional Board should give
flexibility to the Permlttees with regards to alternate solutions!analyses to
solve the water quahty ~ssues
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3. Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plans

a) Each Permittee shall require that single-family hillside home
developments:

S,ngle-tam,ly nfllside developments qualify as m~n.stenal
prolects dnder County definition The proposed prows~on
,sd~scret~onary~n nature. No legalauthontyex~stlo
~mpose such condihons.

(2) Protect slopes and channels

(3) Provide storm drain system stenciling and signage

(4) Divert roof runoff to vegetated areas before discharge

(a~ Ur~less d~vers~on !~as potential to reduce s~te stability
if a landslide ~s created as a result of diversion.
Perm~ttees w~ti be subjected to lawsuits by property
owners

(5) Direct surface flow to vegetated areas before discharge

(a ~r~les~ d~’,,ers~on has potenhat to reduce s,te stablhty
If a landslide ~s created as a result of diversion,
Pe~m~ttees w~ll be subjected to lawsuits by property

b) Each Permittee shall require that a Standard Urban Storm Water
Mitigation Plan as approved by the Regional Board in Board
Resolution No. R 00-02 be implemented for the following
categories of ’, .... -,!,ondrv development6 larolects with immediate
effect:

To De cons~s~er~I ~.dr~ the definihon of priority projects

(1) Single-family hillside residential developments of ~
~ 1 acre or more of disturbed area

April 13, 2001 37
Draft

R0002462



Order No. 01-XXX CAS6!400!

(2) Ten or more unit homes (includes single family homes,
multifamily homes, condominiums, and apartments)

(3) A 100,000 or more square feet industrial/commercial
development

(4) Automotive service facilities (SIC 5013, 5014, 5541, 7532-
7534, and 7536-7539)

(5) Retail gasoline outlets

(6) Restaurants (SIC 5812)

(7) Parking lots 5,000 square feet or more or with 25 or more
parking spaces

c) Each Permittee shall require, no later than 180 days from permit
adoption that a Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plan be
implemented for all d~scret~onary deveiopment projects located in
or directly adjacent to or discharging directly to an environmentally
sensitive area, where, the development will:

(1) create 2,500 square feet or more of impervious area, or

(2) alter the area of imperviousness of the site to ten or more
percent of the naturally occurring condition, and

(3) discharge storm water and urban runoff that is likely to
impact a sensitive biological species or habitat

4. Numerical Design Criteria
We recommend ~tem ~4 and =6 be consohdated ~nto ~tem #3 as d) and e)
s~nce they are part of tr~e SUSMP requirements.

The Permittees shall require that post-construction treatment control BMPs
incorporate, at a minimum, the following design criteria to mitigate (infiltrate,
filter or treat) storm water runoff:

a) Volumetric Structural or Treatment Control BMP

(1) the 85~n percentile 24-hour runoff event determined as the
maximized capture storm water volume for the area, from
the formula recommended in Urban Runoff Quafity
Management, WEF Manual of Practice No. 23/ASCE
Manual of Practice No. 87, (1998), or

(2) the volume of annual runoff based on unit basin storage
water quality volume, to achieve 80 percent or more
volume treatment by the method recommended in
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Cafifomia Stormwater Best Management Practices
Handbook - Industrial/Commercial, (1993), or

(3) the volume of runoff produced from a 0.75 inch storm
event, prior to its discharge to a storm water conveyance
system, or

(4) the volume of runoff produced from a historical-record
based reference 24-hour rainfall criterion for "treatment"
(0.75 inch average for the Los Angeles County area) that
achieves approximately the same reduction in pollutant
loads achieved by the 85th percentile 24-hour runoff event,

AND/OR:

b) Flow Based Structural or Treatment Control BMP

(1) the flow of runoff produced from a rain event equal to at
least 0.2 inches per hour intensity, or

(2) the flow of runoff produced from a rain event equal to at
least two times the 85th percentile hourly rainfall intensity
for Los Angeles County

(3) the flow of runoff produced from a rain event that will result
in treatment of the same portion of runoff as treated using
volumetric standards above,

5. Applicability of Numerical Design Criteria

The Permittees shall require the following categories of planning priority
projects to design and implement post-construction treatment and structural
controls to mitigate storm water pollution prior to issuing grading or building
permits:
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a) Single-family hillside residential developments of 19,000 square
feeq ’ .:, ~ or more

b) Ten or more unit home development (includes single family
homes, multifamily homes, condominiums, and apartments)

c) A 100,000 or more square feet industrial/commercial
development

d) Automotive service facilities (SIC 5013, 5014, 5541, 7532-7534
and 7536-7539)

e) Retail gasoline outlets [ suggested criteria: projected gasoline
output of 25,000 gallons per month or more; or with four or more
fueling dispensers, or with 24 or more dispensing meters or
projected average daily traffic of 100 cars or more or 5,000 square
feet or more of surface area]

f) Restaurants (SIC 5812) [5,000 square feet or more]

g) Parking lots 5,000 square feet or more or with 25 or more parking
spaces

h) Projects located in, adjacent to or discharging directly to
environmentally sensitive areas that meet threshold conditions
identified above.

6. Each Permittee shall require the implementation of SUSMP and post-
construction control requirements for the following categories of
d~screbonary development planning projects no later than March 9, 2003,
to conform to USEPA Phase II requirements:

a) One acre (~ 4,3.560 square feet) industrial/commercial
development

7. Site Specific Mitigation

a) Each Permittee shall require a site-specific plan for d~screhonary
developments. .,r:ts not requiring a SUSMP but which may
potentially have adverse impacts on post-development storm
water quality, where the following project characteristics eXist:

(1) .Vehicle or equipment fueling areas;

(2) Vehicle or equipment maintenance areas, including
washing and repair

(3)    Commercial or industrial waste handling or storage
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(4) Outdoor handling or storage of hazardous materials;

(5) Outdoor manufacturing areas

(6~r Outdoor food handling or processing

(7) Outdoor animal care, confinement, or slaughter

(8) Outdoor horticulture activities

8. Redevelopment Projects

The Permittees shall apply the SUSMP, or site specific requirements
including post-construction storm water mitigation to all pnor~ty projects
that undergo significant redevelopment in their respective categories.
Significant redevelopment means the creation or addition or replacement
of 5,000 square feet of impervious surface area on an already developed
site. Where significant redevelopment results in an increase of more than
fifty percent of impervious surfaces of a previously existing development,
and the existing development was not subject to post development storm
water quality control requirements, the entire project must be mitigated.

9. Maintenance Agreement and Transfer

Each Permittee shall require that all developments subject to SUSMP and
site specific plan requirements provide verification of maintenance
provisions for structural and treatment control BMPs, including but not
limited to legal agreements, covenants, CEQA mitigation requirements, and
or conditional use permits. Verification at a minimum shall include:
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a) The developers signed statement accepting responsibility for
maintenance until the responsibility is legally transferred, and
either

b) A signed statement from the,public entity assuming responsibility
for structural or treatment control BMP maintenance and that it
meets all local agency design standards, or

c) Written conditions in the sales or lease agreement, which requires
the recipient to assume responsibility for maintenance and
conduct a maintenance inspection at least once a year, or

d) Written text in project conditions, covenants and restrictions
(CCRs) for residential properties assigning maintenance
responsibilities to the Home Owners Association for maintenance
of the structural and treatment control BMPs; or

e) Any other legally enforceable agreement that assigns
responsibility for the maintenance of post-construction structural
or treatment control BMPs

10. M!t!g~t!cn F,Jnd!ng

g) t~iel~fi,,~ f, ,nile h .........

!0 Reqlonai Storm v%’at,?r r,1, : ;aton Program

A Perm~ttee ,3r Perr~,f:~ 3rouo ~aV aODly tO the Regional Board for
t r3pDrov81 C.~ a red=,:brq.~ ;!~;,r:.~ .,.a,e m~t~gat~on program The Executwe

~on snail approve such a regional
prod]ram d ne ]eter ~ .... ’" ~[ ~; ,b ~Ke~, [o result ~n equal or grea[er water
quality 9eneflt ;~d~. ;~r ,t’ /-by-prolec[ m~t~gabon, as descnbed above
Permlttees 8r~d ~]r’)~b ’ :.::or~ents [hat padic~pate in any apDroved

.... .;<~on program snail ~n so doing satisfy t~ereg~ona! s[orm waler ’,~ ’
requirement tot IR~ ~][)D ~cs~on ol IRe numerical design criteria.

Regional SOibbons ~o ’~eet ~ne SUSMP requirements are cost effective
and nave a good char~ce ot being supDo~ed by developers and
municipalities
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~’-~li+,~.~,i~ ,-’,~,,i ...... ,.~i~ ,,-~mu~li+" ^,., ~=,’~^~ n ....... * Update1 1

CEQA guidelines ~-h,’~ll require .... i‘4,~.~ti,-,~, ~.f fh~, fall ....

k~,-,,kli,~ ~- ot~,,,~,-,~ V ~’’*~" ~"~" ’~" ’l:l ~"~,

harm on the b!olegic, a! !ntegr!ty of the ’;:ateP.’:ays and water bodies

The considerahon of potenhal storm water quality impacts ~s already an
element of theCEQAgu~oennes it does not need to De~ncluded ~nth~s
draft permit

12. Genera! P!an Update

The General Plan ~sadopted accord~ng to state statutory schemes. It~s
the obhgabon of ttne County s Board of Superwsors to develop ~ts goals
and pol,c~es Tr~e Reg,onai Board has no authority to d~rect spec~ficahons
of rev,s,on of the General Plan Furthermore. the enwronmental concerns
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thai tr, e Reg~ol~al Boarg ~ ~equests are already taken ~nto col’~s~aerahon ;,’.
the County s General P!an

13. Targeted Employee Training

Each Permittee shall train its employees in targeted positions (whose jobs
or activities are engaged in development planning) regarding the
requirements of the development planning on an annual basis beginning no
later than [1~-~ 356 d from permit adoption], and more frequently if
necessary.

To be consistent w~ttq other programs’ hme frame.

14. Dcvc!cper Technica! G,Jidance and !nfcrmat!cn

We parhc~pateo ,,n the update of the State BMPs Handbooks which are
expected to becomoleteo ~n 18months Therefore, tiqe requesteC
technical manual ~s unnecessary and would require considerable amount
of hme, experhse, and staff that the Perm~ttees do not have

¯ -,~      =,-,,-,h D...,-,.~.aa ,-R~,,, ,4 ,., ,,. i,-, ,‘,-,,4 ,-,-,,‘# ..... il,‘~,a *,-, developer
deve!opment ,.,,,-,,.,,., i .....

m!n!m~m

desg

(2)    Criter!~

D. Programs for Construction Sites

Each Permittee shall implement a program to ~ reduce pollutants ~n runoff
from construction activity at all construction sites through the use of BMPs to the
MEP. To accomplish this, the Permittees shall revise their Development
Construction Program in the SQMP within 180 days of adoption of this Order,
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subject to the approval of the Executive Officer. The revisions shall specify a
schedule for implementation by each Permittee, and must contain the following
minimum elements, including performance measures, schedules for
implementation, and shall include the following categories of construction:

To be consistent w~th the oblect~ve of the Program to reduce pollutants ~n runoff
from construction actw~hes

a) Five or more acres;

b) Between one and five acres; and

c) Less than one acre.

1. For construction sites less than 1 acre, each Permittee shall:

Item a) and b) are ,ndiv,dual requirements under the Program
We recommend placing these two items to the end of thrs Section
as ~tem ~5 and ~6

~a ~ Require the implementation of a minimum set of BMPs to prevent
pollution and control storm water runoff discharges. These
minimum BMPs shall, at a minimum, include:

¯ Requirements for the use of effective erosion and sediment
controls at construction sites;

~ Requirements for structural and non-structural Best
Management Practices (BMPs) for controlling runoff at
construction sites;

D ~ Ver:ttc3~ +~+on of m~nlmum 8MPs notes on COPStrdctIo~
plans ar~c ’ - --,.IPB ~mplementat~on.

Thetanguac,+ -: -hanged for clarity. Fu~hermore. thisbullet
should not b~ "(: uded as pa~ of the m~n~mum BMPs, so we
recommend treat +t be an ~tem b)" under D 1.
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the m!n!mum B,MP~.
Each Perm~ttee. ~tnecessar,! ,s encouraged to pr,onhze s~tes to
De ,nspected Cunng we[ weather to determine comDhance w~th the
m~n~mum BMPs

The County ~nspects all construction s~tes within the County
unincorporated areas and contracted c~t~es.

2. For construction sites between one acre and ejr-eat.e~ five acres each
Permittee shall require that in D.1 above and require the preparation,
submittal, and implementation of a Local Storm Water Pollution
Prevention Plan (Local SWPPP), prior to issuance of a grading permit for
construction projects, that meets one or more of the following criteria:

a) Will result in soil disturbance of one acre or more in size;

b) Is within, directly adjacent to, or is discharging directly to an
environmentally sensitive area; or

c) Is located in a hillside area.

The Local SWPPP shall include appropriate construction site BMPs and
maintenance schedules. A State required SWPPP may be substituted by
a Local SWPPP if the Local SWPPP is at least as inclusive as the
requirements for a State SWPPP. The BMPs may be selected from
documents such as the California Storm Water BMP Handbook, the
Caltrans Storm Water Quality Handbook, Ventura County Stormwater
Quality Standard Sheet, American Society of Civil Engineers (ASCE)
database or similar guidance documents. In addition, each Permittee
shall ensure the following minimum requirements are effectively
implemented, to the max~rnum extent practicable, at all construction sites
regardless of size:

Adding MEP ~s consistent w~th the Vemura Permit and the CWA

d) Sediments generated on the project site shall be retained using
adequate structural drainage controls;

e) Ne-construction-related materials, wastes, spills, or residues shall
be d!sch3rged re~a~ned on s~te to minimize transport from the
project site to streets, drainage facilities or adjacent properties by
wind or runoff;

The proposed language ~s consistent w~th ~tem D.2 d)
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f) Non-storm water runoff from equipment and vehicle washing and
any other activity shall be contained at the project site; and

g) Erosion from slopes and channels will be prevented by
implementing BMPs including, but not limited to: !!m!t!ng cf grad!ng

’ inspecting graded areas during
rain events; planting and maintenance of vegetation on slopes;
and covering erosion susceptible slopes.

We have regulahons that require properly engineered erosion
control to be used on all grading projects: therefore we dO not
neeo any’ I~m~ta~on on grading schedules dunng the wet season

The Local SWPPP must include the rationale used for selecting or
rejecting BMPs. The project architect, or engineer of record, or
authorized qualified designee, must sign a statement on the Local
SWPPP to the effect:

"As the architect/engineer of record, I have selected appropriate BMPs to
effectively minimize the negative impacts of this project’s construction
activities on storm water quality. The project owner and contractor are
aware that the selected BMPs must be installed, monitored, and
maintained to ensure their effectiveness. The BMPs not selected for
implementation are redundant or deemed not applicable to the proposed
construction activity."

"~ ce~;*,,,,..~ that ~";- ~ ....... * ~-~ ~" ~~ .............. ~ ,,~
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It ,S the respons{b,i,hes o~ [r~e prolect arch,tecVeng~neer to {nsure that the
plan ~s ~n compliance of al~ regulations (state and local laws)

3. ~ ~ ........... ~ .... * ..... ~ Permittees shall inspect all
construction sites with kocal SWPPPs ~ [or storm water
~ual~t~ requirements 6unn~ routine inspections a minimum ol once
the wet season. The Local SWPPP ~ shall be reviewed for
compliance. For inspected sites that have not adequately implemented
their Local SWPPP ~, a follow-up inspection to ensure
compliance will take place within 2 weeks. If compliance has not been
attained, the Permittee will take additional actions to achieve compliance
(as specified in Local ~codes). !f ~mp!13nce h3s not been

ActMty Storm Wator Permit, oach Portal,co sha~! notify tho onfcrco tho~r

joint enforcement actions.

This sechon needs to be rood,fled to reflect that it is not the Perm~ttees
obligation to ~nspect. oversee or enforce the General Construction Achvity
Storm Water Permit The draft permit, as written, violates Arhcle XlttB.
section 6. of the Cahforn~a Conshtuhon. and the GCASP itself The
federal regutahons also do. not authonze ~mpos~tion of these obtigahons
on the Perm~ttees

ArhcleXllIB Sect,or~ t’..,’the Cahforn,aConstituhon prowdes,n pert,nent
part. Whenever the Legislature or any state agency mandates a new

,_, e, u. serwce on any local government, the stateprogram or h,gner ~ .....
shall prov,de a subvenho~ of funds tO re{mburse such local government
for the costs of such ~ro~ram or ,ncreased level of serv,ce    The
,mpos~t{on of the obi,~.=F.~or, to ,nspect to assure compliance w,th the
GCASP ,s to stnlf! respons~Od,ty for enforcement of the general permit
from thereg~onalboardtotneperm~ttees. As such ,t is mandat,ng anew
program orah~gtqerteveiofserwceoneachpermittee. Because the
Board ~s qot reimbursing the permmees for the costs of th~s program or
h,gher level of serv,ce, these requ,rements wolate the California
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T~-e,; requirements aiso ,~olate lne ,:3e~erai Construction Permit ~tself.
That permit delegates to the Regional Boards the authority to ~mplement
the permit. ~nclud~ng. but not hm~ted to, rewew~ng SWPPs. reviewing
mon~tonng reports, conducting comphance ~nspect~ons, and taking
enforcement actions " ~State Board Order No.99-08-DWQ. Section D 1 a
The General Permit does not g~ve that authority to municipal storm water
perm~ttees
The federal regulations also do not authorize ~mpos~t~on of these
obhgat~onsonthePerm~ttees 40 CFR 122.26(d)(2)!~v)(D!requ~resa
descr~pbon ot a program to ~mplement best management practices to
reduce pollutants ~n storm water from constructions s~tes There ~s no
reference ~n th~s sechon to overseeing or enforcing the General
Construction Permit
It ~s the Regional Boards respons~biht~es to verify and enforce the
provls~onsoftheGeneraIConstruct~on Permit. The Countysnould not
legally assume the Regional Boards statutory respons~bditles of enforcing
any non-compliance of state SWPPPs

4. For sites five acres and greater, each Permittee shall require that in D.1
above and:

a) Require proof of filing of a Notice of Intent (NOI) for coverage
under the State General Construction Activity Storm Water Permit
and a copy of the SWPPP prior to issuing a grading permit for all
projects requiring coverage under the state general permit. On
March 10, 2003, for sites one acre and greater, each Permittee
shall require proof of filing a Notice of Intent (NOI) for coverage
under the State General Construction Activity Storm Water Permit
and a copy of the SWPPP prior to issuing a grading permit for all
projects requiring coverage under the state general permit. The
prepared SWPPP may satisfy the requirement under D.2. (in-lieu
of Local SWPPP).

Each Permittee shall require proof of an NOI and a copy of the
SWPPP at any time a transfer of ownership takes place for the
entire development or portions of the common plan of
development where construction activities are still on-going.

It is more appropriate to leave this requirement to the discrebon of
the Permittees There may not be a need to use an electronic
system

c) Each Permittee shall ~nspect construction s~tes covered under the
State General Construction Achwty Storm Water Permit for storm
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the,nspechor~ the Perm~ttee must not~fythe Regional Board

5. Implement an educational program to discuss storm water pollution
prevention and controls at construction sites and distribute educational
materials targeted to the construction community during meetings,
workshops, pre-construction meetings, inspections, and as appropnate

6. Train employees in targeted positions (whose jobs or activities are
engaged in construction activities including construction inspection staff)
regarding the requirements of the storm water management program no
later than (4-8~ 35¢ days from adoption of this Order), and annually
thereafter.

E. Public Agency Activities

1. Each Permittee shall implement a Public Agency program to minimize
storm water pollution impacts from public agency activities. Public
Agency requirements consist of:

¯ Sewage Systems Operations
¯ Public Construction Activities
¯ Vehicle Maintenance/Material Storage Facilities Management
¯ Landscape and Recreational Facilities Management
¯ Storm Drain Operation and Management
¯ Streets and Roads Maintenance "
¯ Parking Facilities Management
¯ Public Industrial Activities
¯ Emergency Procedures

There ~s no formal dry weather d~vers~on construction program, therefore
th~s category should be removed.

2. Sewage System Operations

Each Permittee shall implement a response plan for overflows of the
sanitary sewer system within their respective jurisdiction which shall
consist of the following at a minimum:
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a) Investigate any complaints received;

b) Immediately respond to overflows by containment; and

c) Notify appropriate sewer and public health agencies when a sewer
overflows to the MS4.

For those Permittees which own and/or operate a sanitary sewer system,
each Permittee shall also implement the following requirements until such
time that they are superceded by the proposed Capacity, Management,
Operation and Maintenance Regulations (CMOM) are promulgated by the
USEPA:

d) A program to prevent sewage spills or leaks from sewage facilities
from entering the MS4; and

e) Identify, repair, and remediate sanitary sewer blockages,
exfiltration, overflow, and wet weather overflows from sanitary
sewers to the MS4.

3. Public Construction Activities Management

a) Each Permittee shall implement a program to control runoff from
construction activity at all construction sites. To accomplish this,
the Permittees shall revise their Construction Development
Program in the SQMP within 180 days of adoption of this Order,
subject to the approval of the Executive Officer. The revisions
shall specify a schedule for implementation by each Permittee,
and must contain the following minimum elements, including
performance measures, schedules for implementation, and shall
include the following categories of construction:

(1) Five or more acres;

(2) Between one and five acres; and

(3) Less than one acre.

b) Each Permittee shall comply with requirements 1, 2, and 3 in the
Construction Section of this Order and with the following
requirements at all public construction sites:

(1) Design and construction of public facilities shall be
consistent with the requirements and dates specified for
private development in Part 4.C Programs for
Development Planning;

(2) Prepare and retain site-specific SWPPPs for municipal
construction sites;

(3) Implement construction and post-construction storm water
controls as required of private construction projects,
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including numerical mitigation criteria for post-construction
BMPs;

(4) Implement a program to ensure that SWPPPs and BMPs
implemented are effective;

(5) Inspect public construction sites and implement changes
as necessary to maintain or replace ineffective BMPs in
order to protect water quality; and

(6) Each Permittee shall obtain coverage under the State of
California General Construction Activities Storm Water
Discharge Permit coverage for public construction sites for
sites 5 acres or greater (or part of a larger area of
development, etc...) except that a municipality under
100,000 in population need not obtain coverage under a
separate permit until March 10, 2003.

the State of Ca!ifernia Genera! Construct!on #,ctMt!es Sierra

Th{s ~s based on a requirement that doesnt currently exist and
theretore shouldP toe ~ncluded at this t~me.

4. Vehicle Maintenance/Material Storage Facilities/Corporation Yards
Management
a)    Each Permittee shall implement pollution prevention plans for

public vehicle maintenance facilities and material storage facilities
which have the potential to discharge pollutants into storm water.

b) Each Permittee shall implement BMPs to minimize pollutant
discharges in storm water including but not be limited to:

(1) Good housekeeping practices;

(2) Material storage control;

(3) Vehicle leaks and spill control; and

(4) Illicit discharge control;

c) Each Permittee shall require that all vehicle/equipment wash
areas be self-contained or covered, or equipped with a clarifier, or
other pretreatment device, and properly connected to the sanitary
sewer to prevent the discharge of pollutants to the MS4 for new
facilities or during redevelopment of existing sites.
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~ nn nnn ~ ...... i~,~ ..... ~ ~, ~l~ ,~ ~lm~ ,,~,~l ~.~ ~ n, 2003.

Municipal yards are ~ncluded under this comprehensive municipal
NPDES Permit and ~nerefore do not need separate coverage.
Separate coverage would ~ncur s~gnificant pape~ork and
expense and d~vert our effo~s from other program elements

5. Landscape and Recreational Facilities Management

Each Permittee shall continue to implement the following requirements
with the following additions:

a) Each Permittee shall implement a standardized protocol for the
routine and non-routine application of pesticides, herbicides
(including preemergents), and fe~ilizers.

b) There shall be no appli~tion of pesticides or fe~ilizers
immediately before, during, or immediately after a rain event t~at
wou~d resul~ ~n measurable runoff or when water is flowing off the
area to be applied.

New wording sif!! ensures tlqere w~ll be no runoff of pollutants

c) The Permittee shall ensure that staff applying pesticides are
certified by the California Department of Food and Agriculture, or
are under the direct supervision of a certified pesticide applicator.

d) Each Permittee shall implement procedures to encourage
retention and planting of native vegetation where feasible and to
reduce water, fertilizer, and pesticide needs io ~he maximum
extent practicable;

Planbng native vegetation may be encouraged but ~n many
s~tuat~ons neither native nor non-native landscaping may be
feasible due to water, fertihzer, and pesticide costs. Please note
thatnat~ve vs non-nat~vemaybeadoptedasavotunta~pohcy
but~sanecolog~cal not a water quality ~ssue. The MEPstandard
~s needed ~n the event that no reasonable reductions are poss~bie
follow~ng our existing efforts to reduce water, fertdizer and
pesticide rise

e) Each Permittee shall store fertilizers and pesticides indoors or
under cover on paved surfaces or use secondary containment;

f) Each Permittee shall reduce the use, storage, and handling of
hazardous materials ~o the maximum extent practicable; and
]-he MEP standard ~s needed in the event that no further
opportunq~es for reduction are found as part of our ongoing effort
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g) Each Permittee shall regularly inspect storage areas.

6. Storm Drain Operation and Management

Each Permittee shall implement the following BMPs for storm drain inlet
Maintenance (except that for any Permittee within an area subject to a
trash TMDL, the Permittee may implement a program which maximizes
trash removal by using an effective combination of street sweeping, catch
basin clean outs, installation of treatment devices, and/or implementation
of any other BMPs that achieve waste load allocations):

a) Inspect and clean catch basins between May ! and September 30
of each year;

b) Clean #r~onlv ca[oh oas~ns wnen ~r~ev oecome 40" o ;u!i

Our hsted priority CBs wdl be cleaned when they are found to be
40’;.~ full The original word~ng would have g~ven an uncertain
defin~hon to r:)nontv CB" resulhng ~n a constantly and
unnecessarily changing list and ~neffic~ent ~nspechon program

C) Cleaning of priority catch basins, as necessary, between October
1 and April 30;

d) Keep record of catch basins cleaned;

e) Recording of the overall quantity of catch basin waste collected;
and

f) Each Permittee shall submit a record (preferably as a GIS layer)
of all Perm~ttee owned catch basins !n ~ munic!p~!!ty and identify
which are city ......,~ .....* ........ ,4 .,,,,4 ,,,~,~,.4, ity.............. ¯ ....................are prior for
more frequent cleaning.

Perm~ttee c~tles should only be responsible for ~denhfy~ng their
own CBs L~kew~se, the County can prowdealistof~tsown CBs.
County CBs are not ~dentffied oy the c~ty wllere they are located
To do th~s. we would have to spend a s~gnificant amount of hme
and resources w~thout a clear benefit

(GENERAL NOTE ANEW NUMBER IS NEEDED BEFORE THE NEXT
SERIES OF ITEMS AND LETTERING NEEDS TO BE READJUSTED]

Each Permittee shall implement BMPs for Storm Drain Maintenance that
shall include but not be limited to:
a) A program to visually monitor open channel storm drains for

debris and identify and prioritize problem areas of illicit discharge
for regular inspection;
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b) A review of current maintenance activities to assure that
appropriate storm water BMPs are being utilized to ~rnorove water
quality;

c) Removal of trash and debris from open channel storm drains shall
occur a minimum of once per year before the storm season;

d) Minimize the discharge of contaminants during MS4 maintenance
and clean outs;

e) Recording of the overall quantity of catch basin waste collected;
and

f)    Proper disposal of material removed.

7. Streets and Roads Maintenance

a) Each Permittee shall conduct street sweeping on curbed public
streets in their permitted area according to the following schedule
(except that for any Permittee within an area subject to a trash
TMDL, the Permittee may implement a program which maximizes
trash removal by using an effective combination of street
sweeping, catch basin clean outs, installation of treatment
devices, and/or implementation of any other BMPs that achieve
waste load allocations):

(1) At a monthly average not less than 4 times per month in
areas generating high volumes of trash;

(2) At a monthly average not less than 2 times per month in "
areas generating moderate volumes of trash on traffic
collector streets and residential areas.

b) Permittee-owned parking lots shall be kept clear of debris and oil
buildup and cleaned no less than 2 times per month and/or
inspected no less than 2 times per month to determine if cleaning
is necessary.

c) Each Permittee shall require that sawcutting wastes be recovered
and disposed of properly and that in no case shall waste be
allowed to enter the storm drain.

d) Concrete and other street and road maintenance materials and
wastes shall be managed to prevent pollutant discharges; and

e) The washout of concrete trucks and chutes shall only occur in
designated areas and never into storm drains, open ditches,
streets, or catch basins leading to the storm drain system.

Each Permittee shall train their employees in targeted positions (whose
interactions, jobs, and activities affect storm water quality) regarding the
requirements of the storm water management program to:
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a) Promote a clear understanding of the potential for maintenance
activities to pollute storm water; and

b) Identify and select appropriate BMPs.

8. Emergency Procedures

Each Permittee shall continue to repair essential public services and
infrastructure in a manner to minimize environmental damage in
emergency situations such as: earthquakes; fires; floods; landslides; or
windstorms. BMPs shall be implemented to the extent that measures do
not compromise public health and safety. After initial emergency
response or emergency repair activities have been completed, each
Permittee shall implement BMPs as required under this Order.

F. Program to Eliminate Illicit Connections and Discharges

Permittees shall eliminate all illicit connections and illicit discharges to the storm
drain system, and shall document and report all such cases. To accomplish this,
the Permittees shall revise their Program for Elimination of Illicit Connection and
Illicit Discharge (IC/ID Program) within 180 days of Permit adoption. This
revision, which is subject to the approval of the Executive Officer, must specify a
schedule for implementation by each Permittee, and must contain the following
minimum elements, including performance measures and schedules.

1. General Elements

a) Implementation: Upon Executive Officer approval of the revised
IC/ID Program, each Permittee must develop an Implementation
Program which specifies how each Permittee is implementing the
revised IC/ID Program from the SQMP. This Implementation
Program must be documented, and available for review and
approval by the Regional Board when requested.

b) Management and Tracking System: All Permittees shall make use
of analytical tools, such as a Geographic Information System or a
comparable tool suited to their storm drain system, that
the Lc3d Pcrmlttcc to manage and track all ~ illicit
connections and illicit discharges into t.he their storm drain system.
Fu."thermorc, ,,,~ ......... ~"’’" ""-"’~* "~’’*~’-’-’ t~he L-ea~

~erm~t[ees snail use t~e selected loot ~ to track and
evaluate patterns and trends of illicit connections and illicit
discharges in the [~e~r entire storm drain system,

The County cap ~mplemer~t the usage of GIS. to a certain e×tent,
[o track tlhc~t Connections and Illicit Discharges within Cour~ty’s
junsdictior~ However, the County shoutd not take the
responsibdl{y [o track and manage Illicit Connections and illegal
Discharges for all Permittees.
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To evaluate patterr~.s and trends of Ilhclt Connecbons and Ilhot
Discharges the County s data may suffice and at most. ~f the City
of L.A agrees, we cancomb~ne City of L.A. and Countysdala
Between these two agencies, enough data should be available to
do cluster anaiys~s inaddd~on, try~ngtostandard~zedatasetsand
software oetween 83 Perm~ttees is almost ~mposs~ble especially
s~nce not all of them have GIS.

There ~s no need to use diS to locate all permitted d~scharges If
the ~qeed for th~s dataset ~s of cnhcal benefit, the Regionai Board
musl provide the GIS file of all d~scharges permitted by the Board
Perm~tteesdonotissued~schargeperm~ts. The ontyperm~ts
some Perm~ttees ~ssue are construction connection permits and
they wouldn t De of any benefit to this element of the program
Besides trying [o convert th~s data would almost be ~mposs~ble
s~nce our database has over 100,000 records and we issue well
over 1.000 permits per year and again the resources and t~me
spent on th~s can not just#y the benefit of this parhcular dataset.
The ma~n objechve of this element in the Illicit Connections and
ithc~t D~scharges program ~s to manage precisely that. illicit
Connections and !thc~t D~scharges.

c) Training: Complete, within ~ 365 days of Permit adoption,
training for all targeted employees who are responsible for
identification, investigation, termination, cleanup, and reporting of
illicit connections and discharges. Furthermore, conduct refresher
training on an annual basis thereafter.

Our Department nas over 2000 employees requiring ICilD
training. We needt~metodevetoptra~ning materials and then
we’ll need hme to schedule training ~n a way that minimizes ~mpact
to Department operahons

d) Documentation and Reporting: Document and report all illicit
connections, illicit discharges, and hazardous substances that
enter the storm drain, within times specified below.

2. Illicit Connection Elements

a) Baseline Screening: Permittees shall continue to screen the
storm drain system for illicit connections during scheduled
infrastructure maintenance. On ~,q ~nn’,J’~! b~s!s, Permittees shall
report, [o [h~ ~t ;~.);~,91 Board Executive Officer. as part of their
Annual Storm " il#r Relaort. ~’,’, *~,,- ~ ,~..,,4 D,~,,.,,, I.÷,-,-, eR. the
location and length of open channels and/or closed storm drains
that have been screened, and e~ the status of suspected,
confirmed, and terminated illicit connections.
Perm~ttees ¢~, :~:orporatethese figures as part of the~r Annual
Storm Water Re~orl and Assessment
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b) Priority Screening: In addition to the baseline screening that will
occur during regularly scheduled maintenance, Permittees shall
design and implement a proactive storm drain screening of priority
areas. Permittees shall consider, among others, one or more of
the following factors when designating priority areas: an analysis
past illicit connections; a,~ a review of documentation for storm
drain connections made in the six months following the 1994
Northridge Earthquake, a,~ in the year following the 1992 civil
unrest.
The County agrees w~th ~mp~emenhng a proachve pr~ontv
screening ~n addition to the base hnescreen~ng Pnonty areas are
determined based on past experience (which IS the first of your
proposed factors to consider); however records from the
Northndge Earthquake or for the 1992 r~ots would not be of any
benefit Try~ngtogo back almost 10 years to search for records
that were ke~t manually does not Justify the benefits, if any,
gained by the results. We feel that for the most part. the nots
~nvolved ~eople fighting with people, people sethng fires, peo!~le
ioohng stores and general vandalism but we dont beheve people
use those days as an opportunity to break ground to nook up
undocumented storm dra~n connections.

C) Investigation: Upon discovery through either baseline or priority
screening, or upon receiving a report of a suspected illicit
connection, Permittees shall initiate an investigation within 21
days, to determine the source of the connection, the nature and
volume of discharge through the connection, and the responsible
party for the connection.

Termination: Upon confirmation of the illicit nature of a storm
drain connection, Permittees shall ensure termination of the dhc~t
connection by the ~ssuance of a connection permit or by removal
of the connection within 180 days., ,~ .... ~ ....... * -~, ,*~,---~* ....
P, eeeq~. For those cases of illicit connections that require more
than 180 days to eliminate due to lengthy court proceedings, t-he
Perm~ttees shall prowde a written notification of the case to the
Regional Board Executive Officer. m~y

b~si6
Just to clarify the two ways to deal w~th a connection {removal or
perm~thng) and to not g~ve the ~mpress~on that removal ~s the only
ophon
For cases that go to court, ~t would greatly s~mphfy the process
we notify the Req.~onal Board as these cases come up rather than
to go through a whole process of time extensions requests.
Add~honall~.. the dural~on of these legal processes, which are
outside of our control. ~s often uncertain.

April 13, 2001 58
Draft -

R0002483



Order No. 01-XXX CAS614001

3. Illicit Discharge Elements

a) Abatement and Cleanup: Respond, within 72 hours of discovery
or a report of a suspected illicit discharge, with activities to abate,
contain, and clean up all illicit discharges, including hazardous
substances.

b) Investigation: As soon as practicable, during or immediately
following containment and cleanup activities, take enforcement
action as appropriate.

PART 5. DEFINITIONS

The following are definitions for terms applicable to this Order:

"Adverse Impact" means a detrimental effect upon water quality or beneficial uses caused by
a discharge or loading of a pollutant or pollutants.

"Anti-degradation policies" refers to the Statement of Policy with Respect to Maintaining
High Quality Waterin California (State Board Resolution No. 68-16) which protects surface and
ground waters from degradation. In particular, this policy protects waterbodies where existing
quality is higher than that necessary for the protection of beneficial uses including the protection
of fish and wildlife propagation and recreation on and in the water.

"Applicable Standards and Limitations" means all State, interstate, and federal standards
and limitations to which a "discharge" or a related activity is subject under the CWA, including
"effluent limitations, "water quality standards, standards of performance, toxic effluent standards
or prohibitions, "best management practices," and pretreatment standards under sections 301,
302, 303, 304, 306, 307, 308,403 and 404 of CWA.

"Authorized Discharge" means any discharge that is authorized pursuant to an NPDES
permit or meets the conditions set forth in this Order.

"Automotive Repair Shop" means a facility that is categorized in any one of the following
Standard Industrial Classification (SIC) codes: 5013, 5014, 5541,7532-7534, or 7536-7539.

"BAT/BCT Criteria" means treatment-based standards for reducing the discharge of pollutants,
as defined in 40 CFR subchapter N, for specific categories of industrial facilities subject to storm
water effluent limitations guidelines, new source performance standards, or toxic pollutant
effluent standards. Effluent limitations have been defined in 40 CFR for the reduction of toxic
pollutants using Best Available Technology Economically Achievable (BAT) and for the
reduction of conventional pollutants using Best Conventional Pollutant Control Technology
(BCT).

"Basin Plan" refers to the Water Quality Control Plan, Los Angeles Region, Basin Plan for the
Coastal Watersheds of Los Angeles and Ventura Counties, adopted by the Regional Board on
June 13, 1994 and subsequent amendments.
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"Beneficial Uses" means the existing or potential uses of receiving waters in the permit area
as designated by the Regional Board in the Basin Plan.

"Best Management Practices (BMPs)" are methods, measures, or practices designed and
selected to reduce or eliminate the discharge of pollutants to surface waters from point and
nonpoint source discharges including storm water. BMPs include structural and nonstructural
controls, and operation and maintenance procedures, which can be applied before, during,
and/or after pollution producing activities.

"Commercial Development" means any development on private land that is not heavy
industrial or residential. The category includes, but is not limited to: hospitals, laboratories and
other medical facilities, educational institutions, recreational facilities, plant nurseries, muit4-
3p3,"t,m~nt bui!dlngc, car wash facilities, mini-malls and other business complexes, shopping
malls, hotels, office buildings, public warehouses and other light industrial complexes.

Please clarify or remove muit~-apartmen’~ buildings

"Construction" means constructing, clearing, grading, or excavation that results in soil
disturbance. Construction includes structure teardown. It does not include routine maintenance
to maintain original line and grade, hydraulic capacity, or original purpose of facility, nor does it
include emergency construction activities required to immediately protect public health and
safety.

"Control" means to minimize, reduce, eliminate, or prohibit by technological, legal, contractual
or other means, the discharge of pollutants from an activity or activities.

"Dechlorinated Swimming Pool Discharge" shall mean swimming pool discharges which           "
have no measurable chlorine and do not contain any detergents, wastes, or additional
chemicals not typically found in swimming pool water. The term does not include swimming
pool filter backwash.

"Development" shall mean any construction, rehabilitation, redevelopment or reconstruction of
any public or private residential project (whether single-family, multi-unit or planned unit
development); industrial, commercial, retail and other non-residential projects, including public
agency projects; or mass grading for future construction.

"Directly Adjacent" means situated within 200 feet of the contiguous zone required for the
continued maintenance, function, and structural stability of the environmentally sensitive area.

"Director" shall mean the Director of Pubhc Works of the County and Person(s) designated by
and under the Director’s instruction and supervision.

"Directly Discharging" means outflow from a drainage conveyance system that is composed
entirely or predominantly of flows from the subject, property, development, subdivision, or
industrial facility, and not commingled with the flows from adjacent lands.

"Discharge" when used without qualification means the "discharge of a pollutant."
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"Discharge of a Pollutant" means: Any addition of any "pollutant" or combination of pollutants.
to "waters of the United States" from any "point source" or, Any addition of any pollutant or
combination of pollutants to the waters of the "contiguous zone" or the ocean from any point
source other than a vessel or other floating craft which is being used as a means of
transportation. The term discharge includes additions of pollutants into waters of the United
States from: surface runoff which is collected or channeled by man; discharges through pipes,
sewers, or other conveyances owned by a State, municipality, or other person which do not lead
to a treatment works; and discharges through pipes, sewers, or other conveyances, leading into
privately owned treatment works. This term does not include an addition of pollutants by any
"indirect Discharger."

"Disturbed Area" means an area that is altered as a result of clearing, grading, and/or
excavation.

"Effluent limitation" means any restriction imposed by the Regional Board on quantities,
discharge rates, and concentrations of "pollutants" which are "discharged" from "point sources"
into "waters of the United States," the waters of the "contiguous zone," or the ocean.

"Environmentally Sensitive Areas" means an area "in which plant or animal life or their
habitats are either rare or especially valuable because of their special nature or role in an
ecosystem and which would be easily disturbed or degraded by human activities and
developments" (California Public Resources Code § 30107.5). Areas subject to storm water
mitigation requirements are:~, ..... ~ ~v,~.’~"o>’~’-*’~’~.~,~ ~v .... ~,, ,A,, .... ~ v,~ Spot!3!            _.~.~,~.~ ~"’’’~"’= J Signific3~nco

The Perm~ttees have very difficult t~me to ~dent~fy the ESA locations on maps of ASBS,
S~g ~- ’n~,.can Natural Area. and RARE because ~hese maDs are not clear It ~s recommended that
the Regional Board works w~th the Perm~tttees to come uD w~th a better solution for the ESAs.

"Executive Adviso~ Commi~ee" refers to the committee composed of representatives of the
Los Angeles County Flood Control District, the City of Los Angeles, and the five Watershed
Management Areas.

"General Construction Activities Storm Water Permit (GCASP)" is the general NPDES
permit adopted by the State Water Resources Control Board which authorizes the discharge of
storm water from construction activities under ce~ain conditions.

"General Industrial Activities Storm Water Permit (GIA$P)" is the general NPDES permit
adopted by the State Water Resources Control Board which authorizes the discharge of storm
water from ce~ain industrial activities under ce~ain conditions.
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"Hillside" means property located in an area with known erosive soil conditions, where the
development contemplates grading on any natural slope that is 25% or greater and where
grading contemplates cut or fill slopes.

"Illicit Connection" shall mean any man-made conveyance that is connected to the storm
drain system without a permit, excluding roof drains and other similar type connections.
Examples include channels, pipelines, conduits, inlets, or outlets that are connected directly to
the storm drain system.

"Illicit Discharge" means any discharge to the storm drain system that is prohibited under local,
state, or federal statutes, ordinances, codes, or regulations. The term illicit discharge includes all
non storm-water discharges except discharges pursuant to an NPDES permit, discharges that are
identified in Part 1 of this order, and discharges authorized by the Regional Board Executive
Officer.

"Illicit Disposal" means any disposal, either intentionally or unintentionally, of material(s) or
waste(s) that can pollute storm water.

"lndustriallCommercial Facility" means any facility involved and/or used in either the
production, manufacture, storage, transportation, distribution, exchange or sale of goods and/or
commodities, and any facility involved and/or used in providing professional and non-professional
services. This category of facilities includes, but is not limited to, any facility defined by the
Standard Industrial Classifications (SIC). Facility ownership (federal, state, municipal, private) and
profit motive of the facility are not factors in this definition.

"Infiltration" means the downward entry of water into the surface of the soil.

"Local SWPPP" refers to the Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan required by the local
agency if the project is not subject to the Statewide Construction Activities General Permit.

"Maximum Extent Practicable (MEP)" refers to the standard for implementation of storm water
management programs to reduce pollutants in storm water. It is the maximum extent possible
taking into account equitable consideration and competing facts, including, but not limited to: the
gravity of the problem, public health risk, societal concern, environmental benefits, pollutant
removal effectiveness, regulatory compliance, public acceptance, implementability, cost and
technical feasibility. Section 402(p)(3)(B)(iii) of the CWA requires that municipal permits "shall
require controls to reduce the discharge of pollutants to the maximum extent practicable,
including management practices, control techniques and system, design and engineering
methods, and such other provisions as the Administrator or the State determines appropriate for
the control of such pollutants.

"Method Detection Limit (MDL)" is the minimum concentration of a substance that can be
measured and reported with 99 percent confidence that the analyte concentration is greater
than zero, as defined in 40 CFR 136, Appendix B.

"Minimum Level (ML)" is the concentration at which the entire analytical system must give a
recognizable signal and acceptable calibration point. The ML is the concentration in a sample
that is equivalent to the concentration of the lowest calibration standard analyzed by a specific
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analytical procedure, assuming that all the method specified sample weights, volumes, and
processing steps have been followed.

"Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System (MS4)" means a conveyance or system of
conveyances (including roads with drainage systems, municipal streets, catch basins, curbs,
gutters, ditches, manmade channels, or storm drains) owned by a State, city, county, town or
other public body, that is designed or used for collecting or conveying storm water, which is not
a combined sewer, and which is not part of a publicly owned treatment works.

"National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES)" means the national program
for issuing, modifying, revoking and reissuing, terminating, monitoring and enforcing permits,
and imposing and enforcing pretreatment requirements, under sections 307,402, 318, and 405
of CWA. The term includes an "approved program."

"New Development" means land disturbing activities; structural development, including
construction or installation of a building or structure, creation of impervious surfaces; and land
subdivision.

"Non-Storm Water Discharge" means any discharge to a storm drain that is not composed
entirely of storm water.

"Nuisance" means anything that meets all of the following requirements: (1) is injurious to
health, or is indecent or offensive to the senses, or an obstruction to the free use of property, so
as to interfere with the comfortable enjoyment of life or property; (2) affects at the same time an
entire community or neighborhood, or any considerable number of persons, although the extent
of the annoyance or damage inflicted upon individuals may be unequal; (3) occurs during, or as
a result of, the treatment or disposal of wastes.

"Parking Lot" means land area or facility for the temporary parking or storage of motor vehicles
used personally, for businesses or for commerce with a lot size of 5,000 square feet or more, or
with 25 or more parking spaces.

"Permit" means an authorization, license, or equivalent control document issued by EPA or an
"approve State" to implement the requirements of 40 CFR Parts 122, 123, and 124. "Permit"
includes an NPDES "general permit" (§ 122.28). Permit does not include any permit which has
not yet been the subject of final agency action, such as a "draft permit" or a "proposed permit."

"Permittee(s)" means Co-Permittees and refers to any agency named in this Order as being
responsible for permit conditions within its jurisdiction. Permittees to this Order include the Los
Angeles County Flood Control District, Los Angeles County, and the cities of Agoura Hills,
Alhambra, Arcadia, Artesia, Azusa, Baldwin Park, Bellflower, Bell Gardens, Beverly Hills,
Bradbury, Burbank, Calabasas, Carson, Cerritos, Claremont, Commerce, Compton, Covina,
Cudahy, Culver City, Diamond Bar, Downey, Duarte, El Monte, El Segundo, Gardena, Glendale,
Glendora, Hawaiian Gardens, Hawthorne, Hermosa Beach, Hidden Hills, Huntington Park,
Industry, Inglewood, Irwindale, La Canada Flintridge, La Habra Heights, Lakewood, La Mirada,
La Puente, La Verne, Lawndale, Lomita, Los Angeles, Lynwood, Malibu, Manhattan Beach,
Maywood, Monrovia, Montebello, Monterey Park, Norwalk, Palos Verdes Estates, Paramount,
Pasadena, Pico Rivera, Pomona, Rancho Palos Verdes, Redondo Beach, Rolling Hills, Rolling
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Hills Estates, Rosemead, San Dimas, San Fernando, San Gabriel, San Marino, Santa Fe
Springs, Santa Monica, Sierra Madre, Signal Hill, South El Monte, South Gate, South
Pasadena, Temple City, Torrance, Vernon, Walnut, West Covina, West Hollywood, Westlake
Village, and Whittier.

"Phase I Facilities" are the categories of facilities which are required to obtain an NPDES
permit for storm water discharges associated with "industrial activity" as required by 40 CFR
122.26(c).

"Pollutants" means those "pollutants" defined in Section 502(6) of the federal Clean Water Act
(33.US.C.§1362(6)), or incorporated into California Water Code §13373. Examples of
pollutants include, but are not limited to the following:
¯ Commercial and industrial waste (such as fuels, solvents, detergents, plastic pellets,

hazardous substances, fertilizers, pesticides, slag, ash, and sludge);
¯ Metals such as cadmium, lead, zinc, copper, silver, nickel, chromium, and non-metals such

as phosphorus and arsenic;
¯ Petroleum hydrocarbons (such as fuels, lubricants, surfactants, waste oils, solvents,

coolants, and grease)
¯ Excessive eroded soils, sediment, and particulate materials in amounts which may

adversely affect the beneficial use of the receiving waters, flora or fauna of the State;
¯ Animal wastes (such as discharge from confinement facilities, kennels, pens, recreational

facilities, stables, and show facilities);
¯ Substances having characteristics such as pH less than 6 or greater than 9, or unusual

coloration or turbidity, or excessive levels of fecal coliform, or fecal streptococcus, or
enterococcus;

The term "pollutant" shall not include uncontaminated storm water, potable water or reclaimed
water generated by a lawfully permitted water treatment facility.

The term "pollutant" also shall not include any substance identified in this definition, if through
compliance with the best management practices available, the discharge of such substance has
been eliminated to the maximum extent practicable.

~il~hl~

~everses me burden of proof and wola~es [he basic prem{se ot our legal system.

"Po{able Wa~er Dis{ribu{ion S~s{ems" means sources o~ flows from drinking wmer s{orage,
supply and dis{ributJon systems including ~ows from sys{em failures, pressure releases, sys{em
maimenance, well developmenL pump {es{ing fire hydram flow ~es~ing; and flushing and
dewmering of pipes, rese~oirs, vauRs, and wells.

"Priori{y Pollu{an{s" are ~hose constRuen{s re~erred ~o in 40 CFR 40~ .1~ and IJs{ed in {he EPA
NPDES Appli~tion Form 2C, pp. V-3 ~hrough v-g.

"Projec{" means all developmem and land disturbing ac{Jvifles. The ~erm
"Project’ as defined under California Environmemal Quali{y Ac~ (Pub Resources Code Sec{ion
21065).
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"Rain Event" means any rain event greater than 0.1 inch in 24 hours.

"Receivincj Waters" means all surface water bodies within the permit area that are identified in
the Basin Plan.

"Redevelopment" means, but is not limited to, the expansion of a building footprint or addition
or replacement of a structure; structural development including an increase in gross floor area
and/or exterior construction or remodeling; replacement of impervious surface that is not part of
a routine maintenance activity; land disturbing activities related with structural or impervious
surfaces. Redevelopment that results in the creation or addition of 5,000 square feet or more of
impervious surfaces is subject to the requirements for storm water mitigation. If the creation or
addition of impervious surfaces is fifty percent or more of the existing impervious surface area,
then storm water runoff from the entire area (existing and additions) must be considered for
purposes of storm water mitigation. If the creation or additions is less than fifty percent of the
existing impervious area, then storm water runoff from only the addition area needs mitigation.

"Regional Administrator" means the Regional Administrator of the Regional Office of the
Environmental Protection Agency or the authorized representative of the Regional
Administrator.

"Restaurant" means a facility that sells prepared foods and drinks for consumption, including
stationary lunch counters and refreshment stands selling prepared foods and drinks for
immediate consumption (SIC Code 5812).

"Runoff" means any runoff including storm water and dry weather flows from a drainage area
that reaches a receiving water body or subsurface. During dry weather it is typically comprised
of many base flow components either contaminated with pollutants or uncontaminated.               ,,

"Side Walk Rinsing" means pressure washing of paved pedestrian walkways with average
water usage of 0.006 gallons per square foot, with no cleaning agents, and properly disposing of
all debris collected, as authorized under Regional Board Resolution No. 98-08.

"Site" means ihe land or water area where any "facility or activity" is physically located or
conducted, including adjacent land used in connection with the facility or activity.

"Source Control BI~IP" means any schedules of activities, prohibitions of practices,
maintenance procedures, managerial practices or operational practices that aim to prevent
storm water pollution by reducing the potential for contamination at the source of pollution.

"SQI~IP" shall mean the Los Angeles Countywide Stormwater Quality Management Plan.

"Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP)" shall mean a plan, as required by a State
General Permit, identifying potential pollutant sources and describing the design, placement and
implementation of BMPs, to effectively prevent non-stormwater Discharges and reduce
Pollutants in Stormwater Discharges during activities covered by the General Permit.
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"Storm Water" shall mean any surface flow, runoff, and/or drainage associated with rainstorm
events and/or snowmelt.

"Stormwater Quality Management Plan" shall mean the Los Angeles Countywide Stormwater
Quality Management Plan, which includes descriptions of programs, collectively developed by
the Permittees in accordance with provisions of the NPDES Permit, to comply with applicable
federal and state law, as the same is amended from time to time.

"Structural BMP" means any structural facility designed and constructed to mitigate the
adverse impacts of storm water and urban runoff pollution (e.g. canopy, structural enclosure).
The category may include both treatment control BMPs and source control BMPs.

"SUSMP" means the Los Angeles Countywide Standard Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plan.
The SUSMP shall address conditions and requirements of ~ ptannlng pnonty development
and redevelopment igrolects.

"Total Maximum Daily Load (’rMDI.}" means the sum of the individual waste load allocations
for point sources and load allocations for nonpoint sources and natural background.

"Toxicity Identification Evaluation" refers to a set of procedures to identify the specific
chemical(s) responsible for toxicity. These procedures are performed in three phases
(characterization, identification, and confirmation) using aquatic organism toxicity tests.

"Toxicity Reduction Evaluation" is a study conducted in a step-wise process to identify the
causative agents of effluent or ambient toxicity, isolate the sources of toxicity, evaluate the
effectiveness of toxicity control options, and then confirm the reduction in toxicity.

"Treatment" means the application of engineered systems that use physical, chemical, or
biological processes to remove pollutants. Such processes include, but are not limited to,
filtration, gravity settling, media absorption, biodegradation, biological uptake, chemical
oxidation and UV radiation.

"Treatment Control BMP" means any engineered system designed to remove pollutants by
simple gravity settling of particulate pollutants, filtration, biological uptake, media absorption or
any other physical, biological, or chemical process.

"Water Column Toxicity" means a 70 percent survival rate for a single test or an average of
90 percent survival for three consecutive tests.

"Water Quality Standards and Water Quality Objectives" applicable to the Permittee include
those contained in the Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Plan (Basin Plan), the
California Ocean Plan, the National Toxics Rule, the California Toxics Rule, and other state or
federally approved surface water quality plans. Such plans are used by the Regional Board to
regulate all discharges, including storm water discharges.

"Waters of the State" means any surface water or groundwater, including saline waters, within
boundaries of the state.
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"Waters of the United States" or "Waters of the U.S." means:

a. All waters that are currently used, were used in the past, or may be susceptible to
use in interstate or foreign commerce, including all waters which are subject to
the ebb and flow of the tide;

b. All interstate waters, including interstate "wetlands";
c. All other waters such as intrastate lakes, rivers, streams (including intermittent

streams), mudflats, sandflats, "wetlands," sloughs, prairie potholes, wet
meadows, playa lakes, or natural ponds the use, degradation, or destruction of
which would affect or could affect interstate or foreign commerce including any
such waters:

Which are or could be used by interstate or foreign travelers for
recreational or other purposes;

2. From which fish or shellfish are or could be taken and sold in interstate or
foreign commerce; or
Which are used or could be used for industrial purposes by industries in
interstate commerce;

d. All impoundments of waters otherwise defined as waters of the United States under
this definition;

e. Tributaries of waters identified in paragraphs (a) through (d) of this definition;
f. The territorial sea; and
g. "Wetlands" adjacent to waters (other than waters that are themselves wetlands)

identified in paragraph (a) through (f) of this definition.

Waste treatment systems, including treatment ponds or lagoons designed to meet the
requirements of CWA (other than cooling ponds as defined in 40 CFR 423.22(m), which
also meet the criteria of this definition) are not waters of the United States. This
exclusion applies only to man-made bodies of water, which neither were originally
created in waters of the United States (such as disposal area in wetlands) nor resulted
from the impoundment of waters of the United States. Waters of the United States do
not include prior converted cropland. Notwithstanding the determination of an area’s
status as prior converted cropland by any other federal agency, for the purposes of the
Clean Water Act, the final authority regarding Clean Water Act jurisdiction remains with
US EPA.

"Wet Season" means the calendar period beginning October -1- 15 through April 15.

"Whole Effluent Toxicity" means the aggregate toxic effect of an effluent measured directly by
a toxicity test.
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PART 6. STANDARD PROVISIONS

A. Standard Requirements

1. :T-he Each Permittees shall comply with all provisions and requirements of
this permit appncab~e to ~t.

2. Should the-a Permittees discover a failure to submit any relevant facts or
that it submitted incorrect information in a report, it shall promptly submit
the missing or correct information.

3. ~ Each. Permittees shall report all instances of non-compliance not
otherwise reported at the time monitoring reports are submitted.

4. This Order includes the attached Monitoring and Reporting Program, and
Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plan, which are a part of the
permit and must be complied with in the same manner as with the rest of
the requirements in the permit.
Changes suggested to clar#y that wolation ~s on a Perm~tte-by-Perm~ttee
bas~s
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B. Public Review

1. All documents submitted to the Regional Board in compliance with the
terms and conditions of this Permit shall be made available to members
of the public pursuant to the Freedom of Information Act (5 U.S.C.
Section 552 (as amended) and the Public Records Act (California
Government Code Section 6250 et seq.).

2. All documents submitted to the Executive Officer for approval shall be
made available to the public for a 30-day period to allow for public
comment.

C. Duty to Comply [40 CFR 122.41(a)]

1. ~ Eacr~ Permittee must comply with all of the terms,
requirements, and conditions of this Order apphcable to it. Any violation of
this order constitutes a violation of the Clean Water Act, its regulations
and the California Water Code, and is grounds for enforcement action,
Order termination, Order revocation and reissuance or modificauon,
denial of an application for reissuance; or a combination thereof.

2. A copy of these waste discharge specifications shall be maintained by
each Permittee so as to be available during normal business hours to
Permittee employees and members of the public.

3. Any discharge of wastes :)v any Perm~ttee at any point(s) other than
specifically described in this Order is prohibited, and constitutes a
violation of the Order.

Changes suggested to clarify that wolat~on ~s on a Perm~tte-by-Perm~ttee
laas~s and also to conform worc~ng to U.S. EPA Regulations.

D. Duty to Mitigate [40 CFR 122.41 (d)]

:T-he Each Permittees shall take all reasonable steps to minimize or prevent any
discharge that has a reasonable likelihood of adversely affecting human health or
the environment.

Change suggested to clarify that ~,~olabon ~s on a Perm~tte-by-Perm~ttee 9as~s

E. Inspection and Entry [40 CFR 122.41(i)]

The Regional Board, USEPA, and other authorized representatives shall be
allowed:
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1. Entry upon premises where a regulated facility is located or conducted, or
where records are kept under conditions of this Order;

2. Access to copy any records that are kept under the conditions of this
Order;

3. To inspect any facility, equipment (including monitoring and control
equipment), practices, or operations regulated or required under this
Order; and,

4. To photograph, sample, and monitor for the purpose of assuring
compliance with this Order, or as otherwise authorized by the Clean
Water Act and the California Water Code.

F. Proper Operation and Maintenance [40 CFR 122.41 (e)]

The Permittees shall at all times properly operate and maintain all facilities and
systems of treatment and (and related appurtenances) that are installed or used by
the Permittees to achieve compliance with this Order. Proper operation and
maintenance includes adequate laboratory controls and appropriate quality
assurance procedures. This provision requires the operation of backup or auxiliary
facilities or similar system that are installed by a Permittee only when necessary to
achieve compliance with the conditions of this Order.

G. Signatory Requirements [40 CFR 122.41(k)]

Except as otherwise provided in this Order, all applications, reports, or
information submitted to the Regional Board shall be signed by the Director of
Public Works, City Engineer, or authorized designee~,,,"’~,~, ...... ,.~,,~,.j~*" v, "* ~,~,"’~-~ .... j and
certified as set tortr~ ,r~ 4L~ O~t~ .... ;

H. Reopener and Modification [40 CFR 122.41 (f)]

.1. This Order may only be modified, revoked, or reissued, prior to the
expiration date, by the Regional Board, in accordance with the procedural
requirements of the Water Code and Title 23 of the California Code of
Regulations for the issuance of waste discharge requirements, and upon
prior notice and hearing Jar any of the reasons set forth in 40 CFR !22.62
or, to:

b) Incorporate a~plicable requirements or statewide water quality
control plans adopted by the State Board or amendments to the
Basin Plan;
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The U.S. EPA Regulahons provide detailed criteria for the amendment of
a permit, wimch are not reflected ~n current language.

2. After notice and opportunity for a hearing, this Order may be terminated
or modified for cause, including, but not limited to:

a) Violation of any term or condition contained in this Order;

b) Obtaining this Order by misrepresentation, or failure to disclose all
relevant facts; or,

c) A change in any condition that requires either a temporary or
permanent reduction or elimination of the authorized discharge.

Thie /"tr~l~r m,~/ h~:~ rr~r~if;~-I r~:~,,-~L-~l ~ r~i~, ,~ ~r f~rmi~f~ for

This provision ~s superfluous

4. The filing of a request by the Principal Permittee for a modification,
revocation and re-issuance, or termination, or a notification of planned
changes or anticipated noncompliance does not stay any condition of this
Order.

5. This Order may be modified to make corrections or allowances for
changes in the permitted activity listed in this section, following the
procedures at 40 CFR Part 122.63, if processed as a minor modification.
Minor modifications may only:

a) Correct typographical errors, or

b) Require more frequent monitoring or reporting by the Permittee.

I. Severability

The provisions of this permit are severable; and if any provision of this permit or
the application of any provision of this permit to any circumstance is held invalid,
the application of such provision to other circumstances and the remainder of this
permit shall not be affected.

J. Duty to Provide Information [40 CFR 122.41(h)]

The Permittees shall furnish, within a reasonable time, any information the
Regional Board or USEPA may request to determine whether cause exists for
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modifying, revoking and reissuing, or terminating this Order. The Permittees shall
also furnish to the Regional Board, upon request, copies of records required to be
kept by this Order.

K. Twenty-four Hour Reporting1

1. The Permittees shall report 3ny ncnccmp!!ancc [he exceedance of any
narrat{ve effluent i~rnqat~ons that may endanger health or the environment.
Any information shall be provided orally within 24 hours from the time any
Permittee becomes aware of the circumstances. A written submission
shall also be provided within five days of the time the Permittee becomes
aware of the circumstances. The written submission shall contain a
description of the noncompliance and its cause; the period of
noncompliance, including exact dates and times and, if the
noncompliance has not been corrected, the anticipated time it is expected
to continue; and steps taken or planned to reduce, eliminate, and prevent
reoccurrence of the noncompliance.
As noted above, footnote moved into tl~e text, and assumption made that
wolat~on effluent hm~t ~s the oniy orcumstance requ~nng reporting under
this provision

2. The Regional Board may waive the required written report on a case-by-
case basis.

L. Bypass [40 CFR 122.41(m)]2

Bypass (the intentional diversion of waste streams from any portion of a treatment
facility) of any storm water control or BMP as provided ~n this Order or ~n the
SQMP and ~nstalled by a Perm~ttee is prohibited. The Regional Board may take
enforcement action against Permittees for bypass unless:

Footnote moved ~n the text for clanty.
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1. Bypass was unavoidable to prevent loss of life, personal injury or severe
property damage. (Severe property damage means substantial physica!
damage to property, damage to the treatment facilities that causes them
to become inoperable, or substantial and permanent loss of natural
resources that can reasonably be expected to occur in the absence of a
bypass. Severe property damage does not mean economic loss caused
by delays in production.);

2. There were no feasible alternatives to bypass, such as the use of
auxiliary treatment facilities, retention of untreated waste, or maintenance
during normal periods of equipment down time. This condition is not
satisfied if adequate back-up equipment should have been installed in the
exercise of reasonable engineering judgment to prevent a bypass that
could occur during normal periods of equipment downtime or preventive
maintenance;

3. The Permittee submitted a notice at least ten days in advance of the need
for a bypass to the Regional Board; or,

4. Permittees may allow a bypass to occur that does not cause effluent
limitations to be exceeded, but only if it is for essential maintenance to
assure efficient operation. In such a case, the above bypass conditions
are not applicable. The Permittee shall submit notice of an unanticipated
bypass as required.

M. Upset [40 CFR 122.41(n)]3

1. A Permittee that wishes to establish the affirmative defense of an upset
(as defined in 40 CFR !22.41/n))in an action brought for non compliance
shall demonstrate, through properly signed, contemporaneous operating
logs, or other relevant evidence that:
Suggest delehng the footnote and adding reference to the definition of
"upset "

April 13, 2001 73
Draft

R0002498



Order No. 0!:XXX CAS614001

a) An upset occurred and that the Permittee can identify the cause(s)
of the upset;

b) The permitted facility was being properly operated by the time of
the upset;

c) The Permittee submitted notice of the upset as required; and,

d) The Permittee complied with any remedial measures required.

2. No determination made before an action for noncompliance, such as
during administrative review of claims that non-compliance was caused
by an upset, is final administrative action subject to judicial review.

3. In any enforcement proceeding, the Permittee seeking to establish the
occurrence of an upset has the burden of proof.

N. Property Rights [40 CFR 122.4(g)]

This Order does not convey any property rights of any sort, or any exclusive
privilege.

O. Enforcement

1. Violation of any of the provisions of the NPDES permit or any of the
provisions of this Order may subject the violator to any of the penalties
described herein, or any combination thereof, at the discretion of the
prosecuting authority; except that only one kind of penalties may be
applied for each kind of violation. The Clean Water Act provides the
following:

a) Criminal Penalties for:

(1) Negligent Violations:
The CWA provides that any person who negligently violates
permit conditions implementing sections 301, 302, 306,
307, 308, 318, or 405 of the Act is subject to a fine of not
less than $2,500 nor more than $25,000 per day of violation,
or by imprisonment for not more than 1 year, or both.

(2) Knowing Violations:
The CWA provides that any person who knowingly violates
permit conditions implementing sections 301,302, 306, 307,
308, 318, or 405 of the Act is subject to a fine of not less
than $5,000 nor more than $50,000 per day of violation, or
by imprisonment for not more than 3 years, or both.

(3) Knowing Endangerment:
The CWA provides that any person who knowingly violates
permit conditions implementing sections 301,302, 307, 308,
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318, or 405 of the Act and who knows at that time that he is
placing another person in imminent danger of death or
serious bodily injury is subject to a fine of not more than
$250,000, or by imprisonment for not more than 15 years, or
both.

(4)    False Statement:
The CWA provides that any person who knowingly makes
any false material statement, representation, or certification
in any application, record, report, plan, or other document
filed of required to be maintained under the Act or who
knowingly falsifies, tampers with, or renders inaccurate, any
monitoring device or method required to be maintained
under the Act, shall upon conviction, be punished by a fine
of not more than $10,000 or by imprisonment for not more
than two years, or by both. If a conviction is for a violation
committed after a first conviction of such person under this
paragraph, punishment shall be by a fine of not more than
$20,000 per day of violation, or by imprisonment of not more
than four years, or by both. (See section 309(c)(4) of the
Clean Water Act.)

b) Civil Penalties

The CWA provides that any person who violates a permit condition
implementing sections 301, 302, 306, 307, 308, 318, or 405 of the
Act is subject to a civil penalty not to exceed $27,500 per day for
each violation.

2. The California Water Code provides that any person who violates a waste
discharge requirement provision of the California Water Code is subject to
civil penalties of up to $5,000 per day, $10,000 per day, or $25,000 per
day of violation; or when the violation involves the discharge of pollutants,
is subject to civil penalties of up to $10 per gallon per day or $25 per
gallon per day of violation; or some combination thereof, depending on
the violation or combination violations.

P. Need to Halt or Reduce Activity not a Defense [40 CFR 122.41(c)]

It shall not be a defense for a Permittee in an enforcement action that it would
have been necessary to halt or reduce the permitted activity in order to maintain
compliance with the conditions of this Order.
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2. To mccrporat¢ ~ ........ . .............................. . .....~ ........

4. Any amendments under the Clean Water Act.

Provision ~s superfluous: already covered above

R.    Regional Board Order No. 96-054 is hereby rescinded.

S. This Order expires on July 26, 2006]. The Principal Permittee must submit a
Storm Water Quality Management Plan in accordance with Title 23, California
Code of Regulation, not later than 180 days in advance of such date as
application for reissuance of waste discharge requirements.

I, Dennis A. Dickerson, Executive Officer, do hereby certify that the foregoing is a full, true, and
correct copy of an order adopted by the California Regional Water Quality Control Board, Los
Angeles Region, on July 26, 2001.

Dennis A. Dickerson
Executive Officer
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State of California
CALIFORNIA REGIONAL WATER QUALITY CONTROL BOARD

LOS ANGELES REGION

MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM

FOR

STORM WATER MANAGEMENT/URBAN RUNOFF DISCHARGES
FOR

LOS ANGELES COUNTY FLOOD CONTROL DISTRICT,
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS, AND THE CITIES OF LOS ANGELES COUNTY

NPDES PERMIT NO. CAS614001 (CI 6948)

I. Program Reporting Requirements

A. Program Management

Permittees shall submit, by October 15, 2001, the Annual Storm Water Report and
Assessment for the period July 1, 2000, through July 26, 2001 documenting the status of
the general program up to permit reissuance and the results of analyses from the
monitoring and reporting program.

The Pr!ncip3! Permittees shall submit, by October 15 of each year beginning the year
2002, an Annual Storm Water Report and Assessment documenting the status of the
general program and individual tasks contained in the SQMP., ~nd ~,n !ntcgr~tcd

The respons,bility of annual reposing should not be solely that of the Pr,nclpal Permtttee.
out [hat of al! Permittees The Perm~ttees should evaluate results and analysesof
programs w~th the guidance of the Regional Board.

The Annual Storm Water Repod and Assessment shall include any proposed changes to
the SQMP as approved by the Executive Adviso~ Commi~ee. The Annual Storm Water
Repo~ and Assessment Repo~ shall cover each fis~l year from July 1 through June 30.
At a minimum, the annual repo~ will include the following:
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1. A comparison of program implementation results to performance
standards established in this Order and in the SQMP;

2. Status of compliance with permit requirements including implementation
dates for all time-specific deadlines. If permit deadlines are not met,
Permittees shall report the reasons why the requirement was not met,
how the requirements will be met in the future, including projected
implementation date;

3. An assessment of the effectiveness of SQMP requirements to reduce
storm water pollution. This assessment will be based upon the specific
record-keeping information requirement in each major section of the
permit, monitoring data, and any other information related to program
effectiveness. Beginning in the Year 2002, to the extent that data
collected in monitoring requirements included herein and existing
monitoring data allows, the Principal Permittee shall include an analysis
of trends, land use contributions, pollutant source identifications, BMP
effectiveness, and impacts on beneficial uses;

4. An analysis of the data to identify areas of the Program coverage which
cause or contribute to exceedances of water quality standards or
objectives, predominate land uses in these areas, and potential sources
of pollutants in those areas;

5. Discussion of the compliance record and the corrective actions taken or
planned that may be needed to bring the discharge into full compliance
with the waste discharge requirements.

B. Public Information and Participation Program

Pro,qrams for Residents

1. Number of storm drain inlets and designated public access points to
creeks, channels, and other relevant water bodies in each Permittees’
systems that are marked or posted with a no dumping message. If the
requirement that 100 percent of storm drains inlets are marked/signed is
not met, each Permittee shall report the reasons why, and how the
requirement will be met in the future, including the implementation date.

2. Description of activities on distributing brochures, community outreach
efforts, public communication efforts and educational programs in schools
including an estimate of the number of impressions per year made on the
general public about storm water quality via print, local IV access, local
radio presentations, meetings or other appropriate media;

3. Description of the quarterly Public Outreach Strategy meetings, including
percentage of Permittee attendance, effectiveness at coordinating
Permittee education programs, and overall effectiveness based on
Permittee evaluations. Also, a description of each Permittee’s
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participation in and contribution to the Public Education and Participation
Program.

4. Description of activities for the Pollutant-Specific Outreach programs,
including creating and distributing outreach materials to the general public
and target audiences, such as schools, community groups, contractors
and developers, and at appropriate counters and events.

Pro,qrams for Businesses

1. Description of the Corporate Outreach program, including the number of
consultations with corporate heads of gas stations and restaurant chains
and the percentage of the total.

2. Description of the Business Assistance Program, including the number of
businesses that requested assistance and the number that were assisted
through site visits, telephone consultations, presentations, or material
distribution.

C. Programs for Industrial / Commercial Inspections

1. An annual update of the watershed-based inventory of all
Industrial/Commercial sites identified as a threat to water quality. This
includes all Phase I industrial facilities, motor vehicle repair shops, motor
vehicle body shops, motor vehicle parts and accessories facilities,
restaurants, and other facilities that contribute or have the potential to
contribute to impairments of receiving waters. The inventory shall include
at a minimum: facility name, site address, SIC code and narrative
description of activities performed at each facility.

2. Number of restaurants, automotive businesses, industrial facilities, and
other commercial facilities targeted under the program. During the past
year, the number of industrial and commercial inspections conducted, the
number of non-compliant sites, and the number of industrial facilities the
Permittees have identified that have failed to file an NOI.

3. The percentage of targeted staff trained annually.

D. Programs for Planning and Land Development

1. Total number and percent of all development projects reviewed and
conditioned to meet SUSMP requirements by category such as
residential, commercial, and industrial.

The County has thousands of planning prolects submitting for approval
each year. It ~s difficult for the County to keep track of total square feet of
~mpervious area for every s~ngle project that required for mihgat~on.
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3. Significant date rewrite completed of General Plan with storm water
considerations.

4. Percent and total number of targeted staff trained annually [100 percent].

5. Date CEQA guidelines revision completed to include storm water
mitigation conditions.

6. Date BMP design and sizing technical manual completed and made
available electronically.

E. Programs for Construction Sites

1. Number of construction projects requiring local SWPPPs in the past year
and the percentage of projects in categories requiring submittal of a local
SWPPP for which local SWPPPs were completed.

2. Number and type of enforcement actions, applicable to storm water
enforcement, taken at construction sites during the past year.

3. Description of the outreach program to the construction community and
assessment of its effectiveness; This assessment should include a
discussion of the number of inspections, skte-,,4ei~, or other meetings
conducted.
The Development Construction Program does not r~ave a s~te ws~ts
requirement

4. The percentage of targeted staff trained annually.

F. Programs for !!!ic!t D!schargc and !!!~ga! tthclt Connection and Illicit Discharges
Control
Throughout the permit th~s ~s referred to Ilhc~t Connections and Illic~t Discharge
program Replace Illegal D~scharge w~th Illicit Discharge and reorder the

elements to IC/ID (instead of ID,C’
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1. Annual update of the analytical tool used to manage and track illicit
connections and discharges, including an evaluation of patterns and
trends of illicit connections and illicit discharges in the entire storm drain
system.

2. Location and length of open channels and closed storm drains that were
screened by all Permittees, and the status of all suspected, confirmed,
and terminated illicit connections.

3. Number of reports of illicit discharges that Permittees responded to,
percentage that were identified as actual illicit discharges, and
percentage of the actual illicit discharges where the incident was either
cleaned up, referred to another responsible agency and/or follow
up/education with the discharger was conducted.

4. Percentage of cleanup and abatement activities that occurred within 72
hours of discovery or report of a suspected illicit discharge and
justification for response activities that exceeded 72 hours.

5. For groups of identified illicit discharge types where the probable causes
for the discharge can be identified, report probable causes and the
actions taken to prevent similar discharges from occurring;

6. Number of cont~rmed illicit connections identified in the past year;
For clanficahon purposes only. We wili report on confirmed dhc~t
connections as opposed to suspec[ed ~llic~t connections

7. Percentage of investigations that were initiated within 21 days of
identification or a report of an illicit connection and justification for those
that exceeded 21 days.

8. Number of illicit connections eliminated in the past year;

9. Percentage of illicit connections terminated within 180 days of
identification and justification for terminations that exceeded 180 days.

10. Number and type of enforcement actions for storm water illicit discharges
and/or illicit connections taken in the past year;

A summary from records on illicit discharges ~nd ccnnccticnc which
includes t-yge descn~bon of d~sctqarge ~, ~ source, and ~ate
of !n!t!3! !~spcct!cn, enforcement action taken,

Unclear of the purpose of th~s summary. For summaries, we should
separate Ilhc~t Connec[~ons from Illicit Discharges. Therefore I am
proposing a new ~tem, ~2;
Also. a summary carl not contain dales. Each ~nc~dent will have ~ts own
~n~tial date of ~nspect~on. follow up. etc. If we are to include these dates.
you will end up not w~th a summary but with the entire database ~tself.
Dates are already addressed ~n ~tems 4. 7. and 9.
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S,Jmmar~e> coui,q L)e sa’~ rror~’, 800 ,nc~Cents 400 involved o~1 sp~l’,s 2.00
~nvolved paint, et¢

A summary from records on ~lhc~t connections which ~ncludes the number
of ~lhc~I connections terminated by the ~ssuance of a connection permit
and thosetermmaled bv removal of the connection. Th~s summary may
also ~nclude a breakdown of ~dentff~ed iltic~t connections by land use

Th~s summary needs different companson items than the Illicit D~scharges
summary. Maybe we can ~dentify, out of so many illicit connections, how
many were round ~n residential land use. commercial, industnal, etc. We
can also summanze how the dlicd connections were resolved (permitted
vs physical removal}
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13. The percentage of targeted employees trained annually. The percentage
of targeted employees trained annually.

G. Programs for Facilities.Maintenance

1. A summary which at a minimum includes the quantity, predominant types
and likely sources of trash removed from catch basin inlets;

2. A summary of the total curb miles of streets swept annually and the
percentage of total curb miles swept annually as a function of total curb
miles;

3. The percentage of targeted staff trained annually; and,

H. Pollutants of Concern

1. A progress report on sources of pollutants of Concern, BMPs for their
control, and implemented BMP effectiveness.

I. Monitoring Program Management

1. The Principal Permittee shall submit a Storm Water Monitoring Report on
August 15, 2002, and annually on August 15, thereafter. The report shall
include:

a) status of implementation of the monitoring program;

b) results of the monitoring program;

c) a general interpretation of the results;

d) both tabular and graphical summaries of the monitoring data
obtained during the previous year;

e) an analysis of trends, land use contributions, pollutant source
identifications, BMP effectiveness, and impacts on beneficial uses;
and

f) suggestions for improvements to the SQMP based on the
analysis.

2. The Principal Permittee shall submit, by October 15, 2001, the results of
analyses from the monitoring and reporting program for the period July 1,
2000 through July 26, 2001 together with the Annual Report for the same
period.

All applications, reports, or information submitted to the Regional Board shall be
signed and certified pursuant to EPA regulations 40 CFR 122.41 (k); Each report shall
contain the following completed declaration:
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"1 certify under penalty of law that this document and all attachments were
prepared under my direction or supervision in accordance with a system
designed to assure that qualified personnel properly gather and evaluate the
information submitted.

Based on my inquiry of the person or persons who manage the system, or
those persons directly responsible for gathering the information, the
information submitted is, to the best of my knowledge and belief, true,
accurate, and complete. I am aware that there are significant penalties for
submitting false information, including the possibility, of a fine and
imprisonment for knowing violations.

Executed on the __ day of ,20_,

at

(Signature) (Title) ";

Permittee submittals to the Principal Permittee shall also be signed and certified
pursuant to EPA regulations 40 CFR 122.41 (k).

The Principal Permittee shall mail the original of each annual report to:

INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY
CALIFORNIA REGIONAL WATER QUALITY

CONTROL BOARD - LOS ANGELES REGION
320 W. 4TM STREET, SUITE 200

LOS ANGELES, CA 90013

A copy of the annual report shall also be mailed to:

REGIONAL ADMINISTRATOR
ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY

REGION 9
75 Hawthorne Street

San Francisco, CA 94105

II. Monitoring Requirements

The Principal Permittee shall implement the Countywide Storm Water Monitoring Program as
follows.

A. Mass Emissions

1. The Principal Permittee shall monitor mass emissions from the following
six mass emission stations: Ballona Creek, Malibu Creek, Los Angeles
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River, San Gabriel River, Coyote Creek, and Dominguez Channel. The
Principal Permittee shall monitor the first storm event and a minimum of.3
additional storm events of each season. One dry weather event per year
at each mass emission station shall also be monitored.

2. Samples for mass emission station monitoring shall be taken with the
same type of automatic sampler used under Order 96-054, as well as
through grab sampling. The samplers shall be set to monitor storms
totaling 0.25 inches or greater of rainfall. Samples taken at mass
emission stations during the first storm event should be analyzed for all
constituents listed in Attachment 1. The Principal Permittee may elect not
to sample Volatile Organic Compounds from the list of constituents for
mass emission stations.

T~e Suspended-Sediment Concentration (SSC) and panicle s~ze
dlstribuhon requ~remen[swHInotberequ~red. Total Suspended Sohds
(TSS; wil! be tested using current testing method

4. Method detection limits for priority pollutants shall be modified, pursuant
to the C3~fcrn~3 Tcx~cs R’J~� the Policy tor Implementation of Tox~cs
Standards for Inland Sudace Waters. Enclosed Bays, and Estuaries of
Cahforn~a. The modified method detection limits are listed in A~achment
1. If a constituent has been detected in 100 percent of samples during
the last 2 years of monitoring, the Principal Permittee may continue to use
the existing method detection limit until the constituent is not detected,
afte~hich, the method detection limits shall be lowered to those in
Attachment 1.

The reference of method detection hm~ts will be changed from the
California Toxics Rule (CTR) to the Policy for Implementation of Toxics
Standards for Inland Surface Waters, Enclosed Bays. and Estuaries of
California (SIP)

Wetentahveiyaqr.:- : ’ )r;alyzewaterqualitysamp!escollecteddunng
the first storm of~, . ~sor~ using SIPdetect~onlim~ts Results of
analyses of these , > would be used for ~dentify~ng the 303/d) list
pollutants of cor~ .... ~ RWQCB’s staff ~ndicated that there may be
need to analyze ,... ~’.    ,al~ty samples of more than one storm using SIP
to ~ncrease the c~ ’ ¯ ’ .~ of using the detected levels for establishing
the303(d)i~st Tin... q,lla need to further d~scuss this requirement.

5. If a constituent is not detected at the method detection limit for its
respective test method listed in Attachment 1 in more than 25 percent of
the first ten sampling events or on a rolling basis using ten consecutive
sampling events, it need not be further analyzed, with the exception of the
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first storm of each season, unless the observed occurrences show high
concentrations and are cause for concern.

B. Toxicity Monitorin.g

1. Water Column Toxicity Monitoring

The Principal Permittee shall analyze two wet weather samples and two
dry weather samples from each mass emission station for toxicity per year.
A minimum of one freshwater and one marine species shall be used for
toxicity testing. Specifically, Ceriodaphnia dubia and sea urchin fertilization
shall be used. If toxicity is not detected in either of the dry weather
samples for any given mass emission station, the Principal Permittee may
reduce dry weather toxicity testing to one sample per year at that station. If
toxicity is not detected in either of the wet weather samples for any given
mass emission station, wet weather toxicity testing may be reduced to one
sample from the first storm per year at that station. Toxicity shall be
defined as a 70 percent survival rate for a single test or an average of 90
percent survival for three consecutive tests.

2. Toxicity Identification Evaluations (TIE)
The Principal Permittee shall conduct Phase I TIEs on wet weather
samples when two consecutive samples from the same monitoring station
show toxicity and on dry weather samples when two consecutive dry
weather samples from the same monitoring station show toxicity.

3. Toxicity Reduction Evaluations (TRE)
Following the identification of a toxic pollutant, the Principal Permittee shall
perform a TRE for that pollutant and submit it to the Regional Board
Executive Officer for approval within one year. TREs shall include
procedures for investigating the causes and identifying corrective actions
for toxicity problems. Specifically, the following activities shall be included
in each TRE:

¯ Identify the causative agents of toxicity (accomplished with the
TIE)

¯ Isolate the sources of toxicity
¯ Evaluate the effectiveness of toxicity control options
¯ Implement effective toxicity control options
¯ Confirm the reduction in toxicity

The Pnnc~pal Perm~ttee and Perm~ttees are responsible for the
~mplementat~on of toxicity controls ~n areas where they have
junsOlchon

We agreed that the County should be responsible for the implementation
of toxicity reduction BMPs only ~n the unincorporated areas.
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If applicable, the Principal Permittee may use the same TRE for
the same toxic pollutant in different watersheds.

During TRE development and implementation, the Principal
Permittee shall continue monitoring the first storm and one dry
weather event per year for toxicity at the subject station. Two
years after the TRE has been approved, the Principal Permittee
shall analyze two wet weather and two dry weather samples for
toxicity to evaluate the effectiveness of the TRE.

The Principal Permittee shall conduct a maximum of two TREs per
year and wdi contnL~u[e up to a maximum of $300.000 per year for
TRE developmem ~mplementat~on and monitoring. TRE
performance shall be prioritized according to the TMDL schedule
(Attachment 2) and the level of toxicity present.

We agreed on a cat3 of $300.000 per year for TRE development.
~mplementat~on and mon~tonng

The Principal Permittee may use sampling data from prewous
storm water toxicity monitoring, however, all stations must conduct
regular toxicity tests on the freshwater species Ceriodaphnia
dubia where it was not previously conducted. For example,
toxicity monitoring activities during the 2001-2002 permit year
shall occur according to Table 1.

Table 1. Toxicity Monitoring Activities for 2001-2002
Monitoring Station Toxicity Monitoring Activities
Ballona Creek Zinc TRE, Copper TRE, toxicity testing on Ceriodaphnia dubia
Malibu Creek Toxicity testing on Ceriodaphnia dubia, reduced testing on sea urchins
Los Angeles River Wet and dry weather TIEs, toxicity testing on Ceriodaphnia dubia
San Gabriel River Wet weather TIE, toxicity testing on Ceriodaphnia dubia
Dominguez Channel Toxicity monitoring
Coyote Creek Toxicity monitoring

C. Tributary/Source Identification Monitoring

1. The Principal Permittee shall develop and implement a tributary/source
identification monitoring program. At a minimum the program shall
consist of station identification, monitoring, and analysis of data for a
minimum total of 20, ~’ tributary stations throughout the five major
watersheds (Ballona Creek, Matibu Creek, Los Angeles River, San
Gabriel River, and Dominguez Channel).

We agreed to form ,~ :e~:qn~cal group, which will include vanous
stakeholders, to del~P, eate a program for tributary monitonng. The group
wdl determine the number of monitoring stations and their locations and
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rrequenc~ ofsampl,~g The RWQCBtl~enw~llass~gntr~e~denhfied
mon~tonng stations ~.o selected permlttee ~nclud~ng the LA County Flood
Contro~ D~str~ct

2. Each tributa~ station shall be selected and prioritized based on the
TMDL schedule (A~achment 2), and the results of monitoring
summarized in the Los Angeles County Integrated Monitoring Repo~
(Integrated Repot), located on the internet at

nttp:../www dpw CO.la.ca.us, epdlwqllntTC.cfm, and the Land Use Model.
To the extent practi~ble, station selections shall be representative of
specific sources of pollutants identified through the Land Use Model. The
Principal Permi~ee may develop a staggered monitoring schedule to
ensure sufficient available resources. Staggered monitoring shall begin
with a minimum of the ~ {o) highest priority tributa~ stations. The
Principal Permi~ee shall submit the station selections to the Regional
Board Executive Officer for approval prior to the issuance of this Order.

The web address of the ~nlegrated monitoring report needs to be changed
from http: dpwcola us/epd"wqilntTCcfmto
http:, www dpw co.la ca us,epd,’wqilntTC.cfm.

The technical group will determine details of the staggered
scnedule based or’, the rlumber of stations and frequency of sampi!ng.
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3. Permittees shall participate in tributary monitoring when the majority of a
monitoring station subwatershed is located in their jurisdiction.

4. The Principal Permittee shall monitor the first storm event and at least 2
additional storm events during each storm season. At least one dry
weather event per year will also be sampled at each station.

5. All samples for tributary stations may be taken as grab samples or with an
automatic sampler. Constituents to be analyzed for each location shall
include the following:

a) Constituents on the 303(d) and TMDL lists for each receiving
water

b) Constituents that were identified in the Integrated Report as
exceeding the objectives of the California Ocean Plan, the Los
Angeles Basin Plan, and the California Toxics Rule

c) Diazinon and chlorpyrifos

d) Indicator bacteria (total and fecal coliform, streptococcus, and
enterococcus)

e) Toxic pollutants identified by TIEs at that tributary’s mass emission
station

6. If a constituent is not detected at the method detection limit (MDL) for its
respective test method listed in Attachment 1 in more than 25 percent of
the first ten sampling events or on a rolling basis using ten consecutive
sampling events, it will not be further analyzed unless the observed
occurrences show high concentrations and are cause for concern. The
Principal Permittee will also conduct annual confirmation sampling for
non-detected constituents at each station for as long as the station is
monitored.

7. The Principal Permittee shall submit a report identifying sources and/or
source areas of pollutants within each watershed and priority
management actions as part of the fourth Annual Report.

of Stormw3tor D~sch3rgo on S3nta Moni~ B3y" for B3~cn3 and
M3~bu Cr~oks may bc used.
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We agreed that Rece~wng Waters Studies are not needed. However. there ,s a
possibility that sediment to×~¢~t’! mon~tonng and benthic mon~tonng on a regular bas~s
be conducted ~nstead                                                                  ,,

E. Urban Stream Bioassessment Monitoring

1. The Principal Permittee shall develop and implement an urban stream
bioassessment monitoring program. At a minimum, the program shall
consist of station identification, sampling, monitoring and analysis of data
for 20 bioassessment stations in order to determine the biological and
physical integrity of urban streams within Los Angeles County. In addition
to the urban stream bioassessment stations, three reference
bioassessment stations shall be identified, sampled, monitored, and
analyzed. The selechon, sampling, monitoring, and analysis of
bioassessment stations shall meet the following requirements and shall
be compatible with the Ambient Monitoring Program being developed by
the Regional Board and with the California Department of Fish and Game
Bioassessment Program.

Each urban stream b~oassessment station shall:
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a) be located within one of the six watersheds specified in the Mass
Emission Monitoring Section;

b) be representative of urban stream conditions within one of the six
watersheds; and

c) Meet the physical criteria of the California Stream Bioassessment
Procedure4, or a modification thereof, approved by the Regional
Board Executive Officer.

2. Reference stations shall be selected in stream reaches that are not listed
as impaired on the 303(d) list and that are not representative of urban
stream conditions, based on surrounding land uses and a lack of up-
stream point source discharges.

3. The Principal Permittee shall submit a proposed urban stream
bioassessment monitoring plan, including station selections, to the
Regional Board for approval within 180 days of the date this Order is
adopted.

4. Each urban stream bioassessment station shall be monitored twice
annually, in May and October of each year, beginning in May 2002 for me
first two years and then once a year. A minimum of three replicate
samples shall be collected at each station during each sampling event.

We agreed that tiqe D~oassessment mon~tonng should be conducted twice
a year for the first two years and then once a year

5. Sampling, laboratory, quality assurance, and analysis procedures shall
follow the standardized procedures set forth in the California Department
of Fish and Game’s California Stream Bioassessment Procedure (CSBP).
Analysis procedures shall include comparison between station mean
values for various biological metrics. Sampling, laboratory, quality
assurance, and analytical procedures shall follow the standardized "Non-
point Source Bioassessment Sampling Procedures" for professional
bioassessment as set forth in the CSBP. Results of the Urban Stream
Bioassessment Monitoring shall be reported annually as part of the
Annual Storm Water Monitoring Report. Results shall include:

a) All~,,,,~.~,,’-’~’,,"i""l v,,~,,,,~,"~"i-"~ ~,,~’-",4 biological data collected in the
assessment;

Physical and chem~cat data collection s~ould not be required ~n the
b~oassessrnent mon~tonng

’ California Stream Bioassessment Procedure (Protocol Brief for Biological and Physical/Habitat Assessment in Wadeable Streams),
Califomia Department of Fish and Game - Aquatic Bioassessment Laboratory, May 1999. Located at
www.dfg .ca.gov/cabw/protocols.htmL
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b) Photographic documentation of assessment and reference
stations;

c) Documentation of quality assurance and control procedures;

d) Analysis that shall include calculation of the metrics used in the
CSBP;

e) Comparison of mean biological and habitat assessment metric
values between assessment and reference stations;

f) Electronic data formatted to the California Department of Fish and
Game Aquatic Bioassessment Laboratory for inclusion in the
Statewide Access Bioassessment Database.

6. A professional environmental laboratory shall perform all sampling,
laboratory, quality assurance, and analytical procedures.

F. B3ctcd~
,,,~ ....... ~, , ~ ....... ~ .,,~ ~"3 ~, .~ ...... eN~ll r~;..;r~f.~ ;~

................... ~ ..... ;~ .............................~,, ,. ~,,,-O~ORC?,~~,~ r~.,,I,~

’,Ne agreed that bactena monitoring should not be required.

G.    Trash ,Mon!tcr!ng

We requested that th~s requirement be removed from the permit since the TMDL
regulations have not been fir~hzed ]-he Regional Board will make changes to
the Irash TMDL language requirement used in the draft permit to account for the
fact the TMDL regulahon h~s no~ ~een finalized

H. Natural Stream Study
The Principal Permittee and Permittees !n the .Ma!!bu Wat:r:hod i?) shall
participate in, or seek funding to conduct, a study of the impacts of development
and peak flow on erosion and habitat in natural stream channels in the Malibu
Creek watershed.

There ~s a i3oss~b~i~ty that a n,~[ural stream study will be conducted in the Santa
Clara Watershed ~nslead of the Mahbu Watershed.
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I. BMP Effectiveness Study
The Principal Permittee shall conduct or participate in studies to evaluate the
effectiveness of structural and treatment control storm water best management
practices. The objectives of this study shall include the following:
¯ Monitor the reduction of pollutants of concern in storm water

(including, but not limited to: trash, suspended sediment, pathogen
indicators, nutrients, heavy metals, and oil and grease) from a
minimum of three different BMPs that have been properly installed
within the year preceding monitoring. Monitoring shall be continued
until the effectiveness of the BMP can be determined.

¯ Evaluate the requirements, feasibility and cost of maintenance for
each BMP.

¯ Develop recommendations for appropriate BMPs for the reduction of
pollutants of concern in storm water in Los Angeles County.

The Principal Permittee may participate in the Santa Monica Bay
Restoration Foundation’s proposed study, "Performance Evaluation of
Structural BMPs for Storm water Pollution Control in the Santa Monica
Bay Watershed" to meet this requirement. Participation includes
collaboration and resource contribution to expand the scope of the
proposed study.

* Shorehne Mondor~ng

We agreed that snorehne mon~tonng, ~f ~t ~s added [O the MS4 permit, would be
tr~e sole respons~b~hty of the C~ty of Los Angeles.

J. Standard Monitoring Provisions

1. The Principal Permittee shall retain records of all monitoring information,
including all calibration and maintenance of monitoring instrumentation,
copies of all reports required by this Order, and records of all data used to
complete the Report of Waste Discharge and application for this Order,
for a period of at least five (5) years from the date of the sample,
measurement, report, or application. This period may be extended by
request of the Regional Board or EPA at any time and shall be extended
during the course of any unresolved litigation regarding this discharge.

Records of monitoring information shall include:
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a) The date, exact place, and time of sampling or measurements;

b) The individual(s) who performed the sampling or measurements;

c) The date(s) analyses were performed;

d) The individual(s) who performed the analyses;

e) The analytical techniques or methods used; and,

f) The results of such analyses.

2. All sampling, sample preservation, and analyses must be conducted
according to test procedures under 40 CFR Part 136, unless other test
procedures have been specified in this Order.

3. All chemical, bacteriological, and bioassay analyses shall be conducted at
a laboratory certified for such analyses by an appropriate governmental
regulatory agency.

4. If no flow occurred during the reporting period, the monitoring report shall
so state.

5. For any analyses performed for which no procedure is specified in the
EPA guidelines or in this Monitoring and Reporting Program, the
constituent or parameter analyzed and the method or procedure used
must be specified in the monitoring report.

6. Whenever feasible, all MDLs shall be less than California Toxic Rule and
Ocean Plan standards. If this is not feasible, the Principal Permittee shall
use analytical methods with the lowest MDL.

=,,,.,., ,,i,,,. m#i,.,~. ,~,.,,...,i,,,.,. ,~.,, ,~..,., ~p,., ,.,,,,, ,.,,,.,~,,.,~ ÷,. ,., ,,.,.,.fy

The SSC analysis will not be required. TSS will be tested using current
testing method.
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8. The Regional Board Executive Officer or the Regional Board, consistent
with 40 CFR 122.41, may approve changes to the Monitoring and
Reporting Program, after providing the opportunity for public comment,
either:

a) By petition of the Principal Permittee or by petition of interested
parties after the submittal of the Annual Monitoring Program
Report. Such petition shall be filed not later than 60 days after the
Annual Monitoring Program Report submittal date, or

b) As deemed necessary by the Regional Board Executive Officer
following notice to the Principal Permittee.

ATTACHMENT 1

LIST OF CONSTITUENTS IN MONITORING PROGRAM
AND ASSOCIATED DETECTION LIMITS

CONSTITUENTS USEPA METHOD DETECTION LIMIT

Conventional Pollutants (mg/L)

Oil and Grease 413.2 1
Total Phenols 420.1 0.1
Cyanide 335.2 0.01 "
pH 150.1 0- 14
Temperature None
Dissolved Oxygen --- Sensitivity to 5 mg/L

Bacteria

Total Coliform 9221 B <20mpn/100ml
Fecal Coliform 9221 B <20mpn/100ml
Fecal Streptococcus 9221 B <20mpn/t 00ml

General (mg/L)

Dissolved Phosphorus 300 0.05
Total Phosphorus 300 0.05
Turbidity 180.1 0.1 NTU
Suspended-Sediment Concentration 2
Total Suspended Solids 160.2 2
Total Dissolved Solids 160.1 2
Volatile Suspended Solids 160.4 2
Total Organic Carbon 415.1 1
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Total Petroleum Hydrocarbon 418.1 1
Biochemical Oxygen Demand 405.1 2
Chemical Oxygen Demand 410.4 20-900
Total Ammonia-Nitrogen 350.2 0.1
Total Kjeldahl Nitrogen 351.2 0.1
Nitrate-Nitrite 4110 0.1
Alkalinity 310.1 2
Specific Conductance 120.1 lumho/cm
Total Hardness 130.2 2
MBAS 425.1 <0.5
Chloride 4110 2
Fluoride 4110 0.1
Sulfate 4110 2

CONSTITUENTS USEPA METHOD DETECTION LIMIT

Metals (Total and Soluble) (pg/L)

Aluminum 202.1 100
Antimony 204.2 0.5*
Arsenic 206.2 1 *
Barium 208.2 100
Beryllium 210.2 0.5*
Boron 212.3 250
Cadmium 213.2 .25*
Calcium 215.2 200
Chromium 218.2 0.5*
Copper 219.2 0.5*
Hex. Chromium 7196 5*
Iron 236.2 100
Lead 239.2 0.5*
Magnesium 242.1 200
Manganese 243.2 30
Mercury 245.1 0.2*
Nickel 249.2 1 *
Potassium 258.1 100
Selenium 270.2 1"
Silver 272.2 .25"
Sodium 273.1 50
Thallium 279.2 1"
Zinc 289.2 1 *

Semivolatile Organic Compounds (pg/L)

Acids 8250

Benzoic Acid 8250 <5
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Benzyl Alcohol 8250 <5
2-Chlorophenol 8250 <2
2, 4-Dichlorophenol 8250 1 *
2, 6-Dichlorophenol 8250 <2
4-Dimetylphenol 8250 <2
4, 6-Dinitro-2-metylphenol 8250 <3
2,4-Dinitrophenol 8250 <3
2-Methylphenol 8250 <3
4-Methylphenol 8250 <3
2-Nitrophenol 8250 <3
4-Nitrophenol 8250 <3
4-Chloro-3-methylphenol 8250 1 *
Pentachlorophenol 8250 1 *
Phenol 8250 <1
2,3,4,6-Tetrachlorophenol 8250 < 1
2,4,5-Trichlorophenol 8250 <1
2,4,6-Trichlorophenol 8250 < 1

CONSTITUENTS USEPA METHOD DETECTION LIMIT

Base/Neutral 8250 (pg/L)

Acenapthene 8250 <0.5
Acenapthylene 8250 0.2*
Acetophenone- 8250 <3
Aniline 8250 <3
Anthracene 8250 2.0*
4-Aminobiphenyl 8250 <3
Benzidine 8250 <3
Benzo(a)anthracene 8250 <1
4-Chloroaniline 8250 <1
1-Chloronapthalene 8250 <1
p-Dimethylaminoazobenzene 8250 <3
7,12-Dimethylbenz(a)-anthracene 8250 < 1
a-,a-Dimethylphenethylamine 8250 <3
Benzo(a)pyrene 8250 <1
Benzo(b)flouranthene 8250 < 1
Benzo(k )flouranthene 8250 < 1
Chlordane 8250 < 1
Bis(2-chloroethoxy)methane 8250 <1
Bis(2-chlorisopropyl)ether 8250 < 1
Bis(2-chloroethyl)ether 8250 <1
Bis(2-ethylhexyl)phtalate 8250 <3
4-Bromophenyl phenyl ether 8250 <1
Butyl benzyl phthalate 8250 <3
2-Chloronapthalene 8250 <1
4-Chlorophenyl phenyl ether 8250 <1
Chrysene 8250 <1
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Dibenz(a,j)acridine 8250 <3
Dibenz(a,h)anthracene 8250 0.1 *
1,3-Dichlorobenzene 8250 <0.5
1,4-Dichlorobenzene 8250 <0.5
1, 2-Dichlorobenzene 8250 <0.5
3, 3-Dichlorobenzidine 8250 <3
Diethylphthalate 8250 <0.5
Dimethylphthalate 8250 <0.5
Di-n-butylphthalate 8250 <3
2,4-Dinitrotoluene 8250 <0.5
2, 6-Dinitrotoluene 8250 <0.5
Diphenylamine 8250 <3
1, 2-Diphenylhydrazine 8250 1 *
Di-n-octylphtalate 8250 <3
Ethyl methanesulfonate 8250 <3
Fluoranthene 8250 .05*
Fluorene 8250 0.1 *

CONSTITUENTS USEPA METHOD DETECTION LIMIT

Base/Neutral (continued) 8250 (pg/L)

Hexachlorobenzene 8250 <0.5
Hexachlorobutadiene 8250 <1
Hexachlorocyclopentadiene 8250 <3
Hexachloroethane 8250 < 1
Indeno(1, 2, 3-cd)pyrene 8250 0.05*
Isophorone 8250 <0.5
3-Methylcholanthrene 8250 <3
Methyl methanesulfonate 8250 <3
Napthalene 8250 0.2*
1-Napthylamine 8250 <3
2-Napthylamine 8250 <3
2-Nitroaniline 8250 <3
3-Nitroaniline 8250 <3
4-Nitroaniline 8250 <3
Nitrobenzene 8250 <0.5
N-Nitroso-di-n-butylamine 8250 <3
N-Nitrosodimethylamine 8250 <3
N-Nitrosodiphenylamine 8250 1 *
N-N itroso-d i-N-propylamine 8250 < 1
N-Nitrosopiperidine 8250 <3
Pentachlorobenzene 8250 <3
Phenacitin 8250 <3
Phenanthrene 8250 0.05*
2-Picoline 8250 <3
Pronamide 8250 <5
Pyrene 8250 0.05*
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5-Tetrachlorobenzene 8250 <3
1,2, 4,-Trichlorobenzene 8250 <0.5

Pesticides 608 pg/L

Aldrin 608 0.005*
atpha-BHC 608 0.05
beta-BHC 608 0.05
delta-BHC 608 0.05
gamma-BHC (Lindane) 608 0.05
Carbofuran 531.1 <5
Chlordane 608 0.05
4, 4’-DDD 608 0.05*
4, 4’-DDE 608 0.05*
4, 4’-DDT 608 0.01 *
Benzaton 515.1 <2
Dieldrin 608 0.01"
Endosulfan I 608 <0.1
Endosulfan II 608 <0.1
Endosulfan sulfate 608 0.05*
Endrin 608 0.01 *
Endrin aldehyde 608 0.01 *
Glyphosate 547 <.5
Heptachlor 608 0.01"

CONSTITUENTS USEPA METHOD DETECTION LIMIT

Pesticides (continued) 8250 (pg/L)

Heptachlor epoxide 608 0.01 *
Methoxychlor 608 <0.5
Toxaphene 608 0.5*
2,4-D 515.1 <0.02
2,4,5-TP-SI LVEX 515.1 <0.2

Polychlorinated Biphenyls 608 (pg/I)
Aroclor-1016 608 0.5*
Aroclor-1221 608 0.5*
Aroclor-1232 608 0.5*
Aroclor-1242 608 0.5*
Aroclor-1248 608 0.5*
Aroclor-1254 608 0.5*
Aroclor-1260 608 0.5*

Herbicides (pg/L)

Diazinon 0.01
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Chlorpyrifos 0.05
Diuron 1
Malathion 1
Prometryn 507 2
Atrazine 507 2
Simazine 507 <2
Cyanazine 507 2
Molinate 507 <.01
Thiobencarb 507 <. 1

Volatile Organic Compounds (VOCs) 8240A (pg/L)

Acetonitrile 8240A 10.0
Acrolein 8240A 2*
Acrylonitrile 8240A 0.5
Benzene 8240A 0.5
Bromoform 8240A 0.5
2-Butanone 8240A 10.0
Carbon Disulfide 8240A 10.0
Carbon Tetrachloride 8240A 0.5
Chlorobenzene 8240A 0.5
Chlorodibronmethane 8240A 0.5
Chloroethane 8240A 0,5
2-Chloroethyl vinyl ether 8240A 1.0
Chloroform 8240A 0.5
Dibromomethane 8240A 0.5
1,2-Dibromo-3Chloropropane 8240A <.01
1,4-Dichloro-2-butene 8240A 10.0 "
Dichlorobromomethane 8240A 0.5
Dichlorodifluoromethane 8240A 0.5
1, 1-Dichloroethane 8240A 0.5
1, 2-Dichloroethane 8240A 0.5
1, 1-Dichloroethene 8240A 0.5
CONSTITUENT USEPA METHOD DETECTION LIMIT

VOCs (continued) 8240A (pg/L)

trans-t, 2-Dichloroethene 8240A 0.5
1,2-Dichloropropane 8240A 0.5
cis-1, 3-Dichloropropene 8240A 0.5
trans-!, 3-Dichloropropene 8240A 0.5
Ethanol 8240A 10.0
Ethylbenzene 8240A 0.5*
Ethylene Dibromide 8240A <.01
Ethylene Oxide 8240A 10.0
Ethyl Metcrylate 8240A 0.5
2-Hexanone 8240A 5.0
Iodomethane 8240A 0.5
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Methyl Bromide 8240A 5.0
Methyl Chloride 8240A 5.0
Methylene Chtoride 8240A 1.0
4-Methyl-2-pentanone 8240A 5.0
Styrene 8240A 0.5
1, 1, 2,2-Tetrachloroethane 8240A 0.5
Tetrachloroethane 8240 0.5
Toluene 8240A 0.5*
Trichlorofluoromethane 8240A 1.0
1, 2,3-Trichloropropane 8240A 0.5
Trichloroethene 8240A 0.5
1, 1, 1-Trichloroethane 8240A 1.0
1, 1,2-Trichloroethane 8240A 1.0
1,1,2-Trichloro-
1,2,2 triflluoroethane 8240A <.5
Vinyl acetate 8240A 5.0
Vinyl chloride 8240A 0.5
Xylene (Total) 8240A 0.5

* Method Detection Limits have been decreased pursuant to the California Toxics Rule
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Attachment 2
Total maximum Daily Loads Scheduled for Implementation in Los Angeles County

Watershed Within 5 Years

Waterbod¥ TMDL ~ Consent Decree Year
Malibu Coliform 2002
Matibu Nutrients 2002
Malibu Creek Lakes and Metals
Tributaries
Ballona Creek Trash 2001
Ballona Creek Coliform 2006
Ballona Creek Historic Pesticides 2004
Ballona Creek Metals 2004
Dominguez Channel/LA Harbor Coliform 2002 ,
Los Angeles River Trash 2001
Los Angeles River Nutrients 2001
Los Angeles River Coliform 2001
Los Angeles River Chlorpyrifos 2006
Los Angeles River Metals 2004
San Gabriel River Nutrients 2003
San Gabriel River Coliform
San Gabriel River Metals 2006
San Gabriel Lakes Coliform
Santa Monica Bay Beaches Coliform 2002
Santa Monica Bay Beaches Metals 2004
Santa Monica Bay Beaches Chlordane 2006
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