CONCEPTS FOR HYDROMOD PLANS – MRP New Development Work Group    1/25/06
These options represent WB options.  BASMAA and NGOs will review further and bring forth their preferred option(s) at the next workgroup meeting.
Option A:  Based on existing HMP’s and requirements:

· All new and redevelopment projects that create or replace one acre or more of impervious surface shall implement hydromodification (HM) controls.

· Sites ≤ X acres may use either a continuous simulation model to size their HM controls or use the sizing charts (considering CCCWP’s and/or F-S’s, and their adaptability to other counties)
· Sites > X acres must use a continuous simulation model that meets the performance standards below:

· continuous simulation model using at least 30 years of local rainfall data

· the HM unit is sized, and the allowable low-flow discharge rate is thus, that the runoff from the site will not increase the erosion potential of the receiving water body

· the post-project flow duration curve shall not deviate above the pre-project flow duration curve by more than 10% over more than 10% of the length of the curve

· Reference each Program’s HMP and its status (adopted or not)

· may establish consistencies where needed in the MRP, such as better define exempt areas

· Require one HM monitoring project per Program (except Vallejo), or cooperation on 3 region-wide projects.  (NGO wondering: who pays and how long would the monitoring continue?  Could someone pay into a fund and have another entity do the monitoring project?  Jill:  Some state grants should be available, or revolving loan money, because the whole State would benefit? )
Option B:  Based on input from NGOs

· Projects discharging to headwaters: all new and redevelopment projects, of any size, shall implement HM controls.  Those projects with up to 5000 sq.ft. impervious surface may use sizing charts for HM controls.  Larger projects shall use continuous simulation model.   Implement in 3 years.

· Projects discharging to transition zone, and where streams are “vulnerable evidence exists of anadromous fish or special-status species that might be adversely affected by volume or speed of water flows: all new development projects of one acre or more of impervious surface shall implement HM controls.   All redevelopment projects of ____ or more impervious surface shall decrease impervious surface by ___ %, or implement HM controls.  Such redevelopment projects that do not decrease impervious surface shall implement HM controls for the entire redeveloped area.

· Projects discharging to flat zone, where no evidence exists of anadromous fish or special-status species that might be adversely affected by volume or speed of water flows:  
· Projects in catchments that are 70% impervious are excluded from HM requirements.
· Projects that discharge to tidally influenced streams are excluded from HM requirements.
· Projects that discharge to streams that are hardened all the way to the Bay are excluded from HM requirements.  (NGO notes that this does not encourage stream restoration.  Example:  Sausal Creek is hardened now; if concrete removed, the city may oppose such a project because a large area could then be subject to HMP requirements.  We need a reasonable solution to this.  This comment applies to all the options.)
· Require one HM monitoring project per Program (except Vallejo), or cooperation on 3 region-wide projects.

· Susan thought this captures the essence of what she is looking for and will look this option over and let the group know if it replaces her “HMP suggested provisions.”
Option C:  Based on Reducing Erosive Flows Relative to Existing Flows
· Same as Option A, but add a time schedule for Programs to revise their HMPs so that erosive flows from redevelopment projects are managed to some benchmark.  This means a project would need to be below, rather than match, the post-project flow / duration curve relative to the pre-project curve.

· Require one HM monitoring project per Program (except Vallejo), or cooperation on 3 region-wide projects.

Comments/revisions by workgroup at 01-25-06 meeting shown in color.
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