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March 23. 2001

Xavier Swamikannu

Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board
320 West 4" Street, Suite 200

Los Angeles. CA 90013

RE: Monitoring and Reporting Requirements 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 Dr. Swamikannu:
Thank vou for the opportunity to comment on the Stormwater Management/Urban Runoff

Discharges NPDES Permit for Los Angeles County. In general we are concerned that permit
requirements are too vague and the TMDL requirements are not incorporated into the permit.

I. Receiving Waters Studies

The requirements for this section are vague and the categories of studies to be conducted are too
broad.

A. “Receiving Water Monitoring™ should replace “"Natural Stream Studies”, aad shouldg
required in all five major watersheds. We recommend a program similar to that of the,San
Diego Municipal separate Storm Sewer System NPDES permit (Order No. 2001-01. =3
California Regional Water Quality Control Board, San Diego Region — see attached).
Specifically we advocate a bioassessment program which would consist at a minimuntof
station identification. sampling, monitoring. and data analysis for 20 stations-in order ig
determine the biological and physical integrity of urban receiving waters within Los __
Angeles County. In addition. three reference bioassessment stations should be samplei‘,
The bioassessment study should meet the following requirements and should be compagble

with the Ambient Monitoring Program being developed by the Los Angeles Regional
Board:

(4110 s

i. Each urban stream bioassess:ne:t station inust
a)  be located within the jurisdiction of a co-permittee;

b)  be representative of urban stream conditions within one of the five
watersheds: and

¢)  meet the physical criteria of the California Stream Bioassessment

Procedure'. or a modification thereof, approved by the Executive
Officer.

1. Each urban stream bioassessment station should be monitored twice annually, in
May and October. A minimum of three replicate samples should be collected at
each sampling station.

" California Stream Bioassessment Procedure. Califorma Department of Fish and Game. Aquatic
Bioassessment Laboratory, May 1999.
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i Sampling. laboratory. quality assurance and analysis procedures should follow
the procedures in the California Stream Bioassessment Procedure. Results
should be reported annually and data should be submitted to the Board
electronically. formatted to CDFG Aquatic Bioassessment Laboratory
specifications for inclusion in the statewide bioassessment database.

B. For "Benthic Studies™. the parameters to be studied and the number and locations of
samples must be specified. Benthic studies should occur at the mouths of all five major

watersheds.

1.

1ii.

Parameters should include body burdens of 303(d) listed bioaccumulative
contaminants in shellfish and fish.

Population and community metrics of benthic epifauna and infauna must be
determined.

Sample numbers and locations should depend on the dynamics of the
stormwater plume in each receiving water. Some of the sites must be within
the zone of impact of the plume. If the zone of impact is not defined for a
given plume. then best professional judgment should determine sampling
locations. Each year. study results will determine sampling locations in
subsequent years.

C. For "BMP Effectiveness Studies” in Santa Monica Bay, the number of structural and
source control BMPs to be evaluated each year must be specified. Leaving this as an open
ended requirement will result in an outcome similar to the last two permits: no usable
information on BMP effectiveness.

2. Toxicity Testing

A. The permit must state the species to be used in water column toxicity testing, including a
minimum of one marine and one freshwater species. We recommend requiring
Ceriodaphnia dubia for freshwater monitoring because it is known to be sensitive to
pesticides which are present and may be causing toxicity in stormwater. As you know,
pesticides (Diazinon) have been the leading cause of toxicity in bioassays on urban runoff
in a number of northern California areas. A recommendation for the marine bioassay is
the sea urchin fertilization test. It is cheap to perform and sensitive to metals.

B. The sediment toxicity testing requirements must be clarified and expanded. We
understand the purpose of sediment toxicity testing to determine if and where sediment
toxicity exists and what the specific causes are. Therefore:
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Clarify the “receiving waters” requirement. Does this mean in the river, in
the estuary, at the fresh/salt water interface, or elsewhere? We recommend
in the estuary, beginning at the region of velocity slow-down of the
stormwater plume if it is known. and at the mean low tide line if plume
dynamics are unknown.

Sampling locations for the three sediment samples must be specified.
Sampling locations should depend on the dynamics of the stormwater plume
in each receiving water. and should be in areas of deposition of particles
from the stormwater plume. If these areas have not been defined for a given

" plume, then best professional judgment should determine sampling locations

in the first year of the study. The results of the first year of sampling will
direct sample site selection in the following years; for example, if grain size

2

R0002529



analysis and toxicity results indicate no settlement of stormwater particles,
the. sampling locations must be re-evaluated before the next sample
collection.

1ii. The three samples should be tested separately, not composited. We
recommend spatially separated samples (for example. 100 m apart and
oriented either linearly in an offshore direction, or in a fan pattern where
particle settlement from the plume occurs; see 2.B.ii.). This will assist
detection of toxicity and determination of causes of toxicity.

C. Total organic carbon determination and grain size analysis must accompany each
sediment toxicity test.

3. Toxicity Identification and Evaluation (TIE) Studies

The TIE requirements in the draft monitoring program are not acceptable. The draft program
requires a TIE when two consecutive dry-weather or three consecutive wet-weather samples show
toxicity. However, only two dry-weather and two wet-weather samples are required for toxicity
testing each year. This protocol will not trigger a TIE for wet weather samples in a single year.
Nor will it provide sufficient information to determine causes of toxicity.

A. Since little is known about the causes of toxicity in stormwater, a TIE should be triggered
whenever a single sample shows toxicity, for the life of this permit. Toxicity is indicated
by an amphipod survival rate of 70% or less in a single test.

B. We recommend each TIE study utilize more than one species. because of inter-species
differences in sensitivities to stormwater contaminants of concern. For example,
arthropods are more sensitive indicators of pesticide toxicity while sea urchins are more
sensitive indicators of impacts due to metals.

4. Constituents Exempted from Monitoring

Non-detection in 25% of samples does not justify exemption from the monitoring program. We
recommend the following protocol: If a constituent is not detected over the life of the permit and
MLs are below the CTR limits, then that constituent may be exempted in future permits, except
for the first storm sample of the year when all priority pollutants are tested.

5. Tributary/Source Identification Monitoring

A. Are there 20 monitoring stations in total. or 20 stations per contributing watershed? We
recommend basing the number of sampling stations on the number of major tributaries in
each watershed, i.e. at least one station in each major tributary and the mainstem of
Malibu Creek, at least one station in each major tributary and the mainstem of the San
Gabriel River, etc.

B. How many samples are required per storm event? We recommend a minimum of five
samples per storm if grab samples are taken. and more (duration of the storm) if an
automatic sampler is used.

Heal the Bay 3
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0. TMDL Requirements

This section was not developed. The TMDL monitoring requirements. as well as Waste Load
Allocations (WLAs). should be specified in the permit. For example. on the trash TMDLs for the
L.A. River and Ballona Creek. the requirement to participate in the baseline monitoring was
specified, but there was no mention of the implementation monitoring requirements. We strongly
recommend that all of the pertinent monitoring and implementation requirements in the trash
TMDLs should be put directly in the stormwater permit.

Also. there is no mention of the other TMDL requirements that will soon kick in. For example:
the Santa Monica Bay beaches pathogen TMDL should be approved by the Regional Board by
the end of the year and the Malibu Creek nutrient TMDL will be before the Board this year. Both
of these critical TMDLs will have implementation and monitoring requirements. The permit
must require entities subject to WLAs to implement pertinent baseline implementation
monitoring requirements.

7. Terminology

The terms ““detection limit (DL)" and “method detection limit (MDL)"" should be replaced with
“minimum level (ML) as per the State Implementation Policy (SIP).

8. Reporting Requirements

In addition to written reports. all data should be submitted electronically.

Thank you again for the opportunity to comment on Stormwater Management/Urban Runoff
Discharges NPDES Permit for Los Angeles County.

Sincerely.,

Mark Gold, D. Env.
Executive Director,
Heal The Bay

Shelley Luce
Staff Scientist
Heal The Bay
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ATTACHMENT 1.

PART A OF THE RECEIVING WATERS MONITORING PROGRAM. FROM
ORDER NO. 2001-01, CALIFORNIA REGIONAL WATER QUALITY CONTROL BOARD.
‘ SAN DIEGO REGION ‘
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Order No. 2001-01 Page B-2 February 21, 2001
S:\STORM\SDPERMIT\Sdperm99-01\PermitiattachmentsA-Ee.doc .

Il. Receiving Waters Monitoring Program - - Year Round

Utilizing the findings of the “Previous Monitoring and Future Recommendations Report” discussed
above, the Copermittees shall collaborate to develop, submit, conduct, and report on a year round
countywide or watershed based Receiving Waters Monitoring Program2, The goals of both the
countywide and watershed based Receiving Waters Monitoring Program shall be clearly stated.
The Receiving Waters Monitoring Program goals shall focus on assessing compliance with this
Order, achieving water quality objectives, protecting beneficial uses, and assessing the overall
health and long-term water quality trends of receiving waters, For purposes of conducting the
countywide or watershed based Receiving Waters Monitoring Program, the Copermittees are
encouraged to collaborate with other agencies conducting similar monitoring, such as the Southern
California Coastal Water Research Project (SCCWRP), the California Department of Fish and
Game, or other municipalities in Southern California. Implementation of the countywide or
watershed based Receiving Waters Monitoring Program shall begin within 180 days of adoption of
this Order. The countywide or watershed based Receiving Waters Monitoring Program shall
include, at a minimum, the following components:

A. Urban Stream Bioassessment Monitoring
B. Long-term Mass Loading Monitoring
C. Coastal Storm Drain Outfall Monitoring
D. Ambient Bay, Lagoon, and Coastal Receiving Water Monitoring
E. Toxic Hot Spots Monitoring in San Diego Bay
A. Urban Stream Bioassessment Monjtoring
1. The Copermittees shall collaborate to 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 bicassessment
stations in order to determine the biological and physical integrity of urban streams
within the County of San Diego. 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:
a. Each urban stream bioassessment station shall be selected using the following
criteria. Each urban stream bioassessment station shall:
{1) be located within the jurisdiction of a Copermittee; or
(2) be located within one of the nine watersheds specified in Section J, Table 4
of this Order; and
{3) be representative of urban stream conditions within one of the nine
watersheds specified in Section J, Table 4 of this Order; and
{(4) meet the physical criteria of the California Stream Bioassessment
Procedure3; and
(%) to the extent feasible, coincide with the location of an already existing
monitoring station used by the California Department of Fish and Game in
the conduct of the SDRWQCB’s Ambient Bioassessment Program.

K Dunpg trs bt g o ontonng anateporttes v L wandusted 2nd reported on 2 countywide basis. Beginning
pi e i ra Conienna pened <f Oiaer 2001 01 tre - onding and reporting program wii' shift to a watershed based
apgproact

3 Cadforn s Shiear oo sessment Pracegure (Fror e for Siological and Physical/Habitat Assessment in
Wadeable Streams). C.aforme Depariment of Fisr + 1 S anie - Aguatic Bicassessment Laboratcry. ivtay 1999,
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Order No. 2001-01 Page B-3 February 21, 2001
S:A\STORM\SDPERMIT\Sdperm99-01\Permit\attachmentsA-Ee.doc .

b. Each bioassessment station shall be monitored twice annually, in May and
October of each year, beginning in May 2001. A minimum of three replicate
samples shall be collected at each station during each sampling event.

¢. Sampling, iaboratory, 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 set forth in the CSBP. In
the event that the CSBP “Point-Source Professional Bioassessment Procedure”
is performed in place of the “Non Point Source Bioassessment Sampling
Procedure,” justification and documentation of the procedure shall be submitted
with the report. Resuits of the Urban Stream Bioassessment Monitoring shall be
reported annuaily as part of the overall Receiving Waters Monitoring and
Reporting Program for Order No. 2001-01. Reporting of the bioassessment data
shall follow the format of the San Diego Regional Water Quality Contro!l Board
"1999 Biological Assessment Annual Report®. The report shall include:

1) All physical, chemical and biological data collected in the assessment;

2) Photographic documentation of assessment and reference stations;

3) Documentation of quality assurance and control procedures;

4) Analysis that shall include calculation of the metrics used in both the CSBP
and the 1999 Annual Report.

(5) The report shall provide interpretation for comparisons of mean biological
and habitat assessment metric values between assessment and reference
stations.

(6) Utilize a regional index of biclogical integrity as part of the analysis.

(7) Electronic data formatted to California Department of Fish and Game Aquatic

Bioassessment Laboratory specifications for inclusion in the Statewide

Access Bioassessment database.

d. A professional environmental laboratory shall perform all sampling, laboratory,
quality assurance, and analytical procedures. While valuable, data collected by
volunteer monitoring organizations shall not be submitted in place of professional
assessments.

e. Reference stations shall be selected following the recommendations in the 1993
Annual Report, Hughes (1995)5 and Barbour et. al. (1999)6, Reference stations
shall be evaluated annuaily by the Copermittees for suitability and the results
included in the annual report. New reference stations will be selected as needed
by the Copermittees.

4 San Diego Regronat Waier Quahty Cortroi Board | 1939 Ehological Assessment Annual Report. A Water Quality

(&,

5

Inventory Sertes Binlogica and Physicai-rabitat Assessment of California Water Bodies. California Department of
Fish and Game Office of Sp 'l Preventinn and Resp nse YWVatar Pollution Control Laboratory. December 1939,

Hug~zs, R M (1295} Defining Acceptable Biologieal Status by Comparing with Raference Conditions in Biological
Assessment ard Crtena Feols for Water Resoure Pinning and Decision Making, VWayite S Davis and Thomas
P. Simon eas &..i Puolstb ors Bosa Rate T A

Barbour, .7 . wsntens BL Synaer Ane b e, 1.89) Rap Bioassessriont Protocg's For Jse in
Streams ana Lanealbic wers Tenpryton 2-ne L omvertebrates, and Fish Sacond Ediion. EPA 841-8-99-
002 '
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Order No. 2001-01 Page B-4 February 21, 2001

S:A\STORMISDPERMIT\Sdperm99-01\PermitiattachmentsA-Ee.doc

2. The Copermittees shall design and implement a program to conduct standardized
toxicity testing at urban stream bioassessment stations where the bioassessment
data indicates significant impairment. When findings indicate the presence of toxicity,
a Toxicity Identification Evaluation (TIE) shall be conducted to determine the cause(s)
of the toxicity.

B. Long-term Mass Loading Monitoring

For purposes of evaluating long-term trends, the Copermittees shall continue to monitor the
five existing long-term mass loading stations as specified in Monitoring and Reporting
Program No. 95-76 and amended by Technical Change Order Nos. 1-4. When findings
indicate the presence of toxicity, a Toxicity Identification Evaluation (TIE) shall be conducted
to determine the cause(s) of the toxicity.

C. Coastal Storm Drain Qutfall Monitoring

The Copermittees shall collaborate to develop and implement a monitoring program for
discharges of urban runoff from coastal storm drain outfalls. The program shall meet the
following requirements:

1. The program shall include rationale and criteria for selection of storm drain outfalls to
be monitored.

2. The program shall include collection of samples for analysis of total coliform, fecal
coliform, and enterococci, in addition to any other indicators or pathogens identified
by the Copermittees.

3. Samples shall be collected at both the storm drain outfall and in the surf zone (at
ankle to knee water depths) directly in front of the outfall.

4. Samples shall be collected during both dry and wet weather periods.

5. Exceedances of public health standards for bacteria must be reported to the County
Department of Public Health as soon as possible by the Copermittees

D. Ambient Bay, Lagoon, and Coastal Receiving Water Monitoring

The Copermittees shall collaborate to develop and implement a program to assess the overall
health of the receiving water and monitor the impact of urban runoff on ambient receiving water
quality. This monitoring shall inciuding San Diego Bay, Mission Bay, Oceanside Harbor, the
Pacific Ocean coastline, coastal lagoons and estuaries, and all Clean Water Act section 303(d)
water bodies or other environmentally sensitive areas as defined in F.1.b(2)(ajvii of this Order

E  Toxic Hot Spots Monitoring in San Diego Bay

The Copermittees shall collaborate to develop and implement a program to assess the relative
contribation of urban runoff on Toxic Hot Spots in San Diego Bay.

Il Submittal of Receiving Waters Monitoring Program Document
Tre Princioa: Permittee shall submit to the SDRWQCB the countywide or watersnea bassu
Rerewing Watars Monttoring Program witnin 180 days of adoption of this Orde: The regional or

watershed hasea Receiving Waters Monitoring Program shall describe how the Copermittees wiii
maetthe reqomaments of the components cuthinad in Section 1l of this Atachmer:
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May 16. 2001

Dr. Xavier Swamikannu

Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board
320 W. 4™ Street. Suite 200

Los Angeles, California 90012

Re: Comments on Draft LARWQCB 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 Long Beach and Santa Clarita

Dear Dr. Swamikannu:

On behalf of Heal the Bay, an environmental group with over 10,000 members dedicated to
making Santa Monica Bay and Southern California coastal waters safe and healthy again for
people and marine life. we have the following comments on the first draft L.A. County storm
water NPDES permit. Although the permit is much further along than either the first draft of
the 1990 or 1996 permits. we still have numerous comments and concerns about the draft
permit. We believe that these and other changes should be made to the draft permit before it
is finalized, and we wish to incorporate by reference the comments submitted by the Santa
Monica Baykeeper and the Natural Resources Defense Council on the Draft Permit. We also
incorporate by enclosure our previously-submitted comments on the Draft Monitoring and
Reporting Requirements for this permit, as an addendum to this letter. Further comments on
monitoring will follow once a revised monitoring plan is issued by the Regional Board.

The permit fails to truly require a watershed approach to storm water pollution
abatement — The draft permit lays out a baseline storm water regulatory approach without
additional watershed-specific requirements. All of the watershed groups had to prepare a
watershed management area plan (WMAP) as required under the 1996 permit. However, the
RWQCB failed to require implementation of these plans in order to achieve receiving water
quality objectives. For example: most of the Malibu Creek watershed is listed for nutrients
and fecal bacteria on California’s S.303d list, yet there are no specific requirements in the
permit for BMP implementation to achieve water quality objectives within the watershed.
Also, there are no requirements to implement any of the watershed’s WMAP. As the permit
is currently crafted. achievement of receiving water quality objectives and implementation of
WMAPs are unlikely to occur. Please rectify this omission by insuring that requirements for
implementing watershed specific BMPs targeting water quality impairments and WMAP
identified priorities are included in the permit. Watershed-specific issues were addressed and
studied extensively as part of the 1996 permit. It is long overdue to include watershed-
specific requirements for each of the watersheds within the storm water permit.

Definition of Environmentally Sensitive Area (ESA) — In findings on page 4 —number 6

and in definitions. Please include Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Areas (ESHAs) with
receiving waters in your definition of ESAs. Los Angeles County has an extensive, ongoing
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process using numerous scientific experts to identify and map ESHAs. The State certainly
has not undergone such an extensive effort to identify and characterize the areas already
included as part of the definition of ESAs. Please make the necessary addition.

The findings should include justification for the use of SIP minimum levels. This issue
has been brought up by the County in discussions about monitoring requirements. SIP MLs
must be included in the permit because they are the only recently developed MLs that attempt
to take into consideration recent improvements in chemical analytical methods. If there were
other RWQCB, SWRCB or EPA analytical methods that had more current MLs, then the use
of those MLs certainly would be an option for the Board. However, there really are no
sensible alternatives to the SIP MLs. Low detection limits are needed to provide information
on land-use, tributary and watershed mass loadings. Until recently, PAHs were found at
concentrations of concern in sediments in local estuaries, yet PAHs were not detected in
runoff because of the high MLs in the analytical methods used. Use of the SIP MLs should
£0 a long way towards eliminating this problem. Also, non-detects can’t be used to accurately
determine mass loadings. Finally, quantifiable data will allow the RWQCB to better assess
water quality and to develop Waste Load Allocations and Load Allocations for TMDLs.

Correction of finding 23 on page 7 - Heal the Bay and the Santa Monica BayKeeper were
also plaintiffs in the TMDL lawsuit against the EPA.

Since dam releases are not included in the discharge prohibition section, does that make
them illegal? — The discharge prohibition section includes numerous types of dry-weather
runoff discharges that are legal under the permit. However, the permit makes no mention of
how to categorize occasional dry weather discharges from dams. These discharges can
severely alter the natural dry-weather flow regime for a given stream segment. Also, because
waters held in reservoirs and lakes behind dams often have siltation, nutrient and fecal
bacteria problems, dam releases can lead to exceedances of water quality objectives
downstream of the discharge. Dam releases are currently either unregulated or poorly
regulated by the RWQCB. Please provide language in the permit to insure that these dry-
weather runoff discharges are prohibited except as needed to prevent imminent harm to public
health or property.

The draft permit does not include additional requirements for those circumstances
where implementation of the revised SQMP fails to result in the abatement of violations
of water quality objectives and/or standards — As the permit is written on page 14 - #4,
there are no further requirements stated for permittees in the event that implementation of the
modified SQMP fails to result in the abatement of violations of water quality standards and
objectives. The iterative process laid out in the permit must continue until the violations are
abated if the permittee still has the reasonable potential to cause or contribute to these
violations. Please modify the permit accordingly.

Please add the following requirement under Part 3 B - All permittees must ensure that
residents, businesses and local government properties and employees all comply with the
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permittee’s local storm water pollution control ordinances. Without strong local compliance
assurance and enforcment programs, the ordinances will have little to no impact on storm
water pollution.

Delete the MEP language in the Legal authority Section on Page 18 — The Ventura
County storm water permit includes the following language: Co-permittees shall possess the
necessary legal authoritv to prohibit non-storm water discharges and control the contribution
of pollutants to the storm drain system from storm drain discharges . . . . For consistency
purposes. the language should be the same as the Ventura County permit. In addition, any
inclusion of MEP for issues such as legal authority is a complete misuse of the MEP standard.
The bottom line is that the cities must prohibit illegal non-storm water discharges — period.

Also on pg. 18 — add a prohibition of discharge of sediments to the MS4. Sediment
discharges from construction and grading activities can cause major water quality and
habitat degradation problems. These discharges must be prohibited.

More specific requirements in the storm water monitoring reports should be included in
the permit pg 20 —J. The annual monitoring reports should include an assessment of BMP
efficacy, status and trends results for ongoing monitoring programs, loadings for each
watershed, etc.

Modify Public Information and Participation Section - Pg. 21 Part 4. A — Change the
third requirement to the following: To measurably change the waste disposal and polluted
runoff generation behavior of target audiences by encouraging implementation of appropriate
solutions.

Pg. 22 1b — Add “faded or lack of catch basin stencils under the list of items to report to the
County hotline.

Pg. 22 1c — Insert a sentence after the first sentence: This message must remain legible during
the life of the permit.

Pg 23d - Ist sentence in the top paragraph — please add and interested parties after co-
permittees. The public and other agencies (school districts, universities, aquaria, etc.) should
be encouraged to participate in this process to strengthen educational efforts.

Also, there should be a requirement to assess program effectiveness for the in-school
educational programs. An assessment of students’ knowledge of storm water pollution
problems and solutions before and after the program should be a permit requirement.
Currently, it is difficult to assess how effective educational efforts by the County, City of L.A.
and others have been.

Pg 23e - Why were PAHs omitted from the Ballona Creek, Dominguez Channel, and L.A.
River target pollutants for outreach? PAHs have been problems in the sediments at the
mouths of those creeks and rivers. Also. sediments should be added to the list for the Malibu
Creek watershed. Mapping efforts, stream morphology characterization, and biological
assessment of the watershed (macroinvertebrate Index of Biological Integrity) have
demonstrated that sedimentation and erosion are major problems in the watershed. Finally —
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outreach material should include information on pollutants and sources of concern und source
abatement measures.

Pg 24 2a - Corporate outreach — Please add the following to the second sentence: and those
businesses that have the reasonable potential to cause or contribute to violations of water
qualiny objectives and/or standards. This language clarifies additional types of commercial
businesses that should be targeted in the corporate outreach program.

Pg. 25 Programs for industrial/commercial inspections must be clarified. The focus of
this program must be to educate industries and commercial businesses that are potential
sources of storm water pollutants to receiving waters on regulatory requirements and BMPs to
reduce storm water pollution. This section should be clarified as compliance assurance and
enforcement of existing local ordinances. Currently, the language could be interpreted as
requiring permittees to enforce state and federal regulatory requirements over and above what
is required in local storm water ordinances. Also, no definition is provided as to what
constitutes a commercial facility under the inspection requirement. Other than gas stations,
restaurants, and automotive service facilities, only those commercial facilities that have the
reasonable potential to cause or contribute violations of water quality objectives and/or
standards should be included in the program. This should be clarified on pg. 27 - 3d as well.

Pg 27 — 4a BMP implementation clarification needed- please describe the designated
minimum BMPs as approved in Resolution No. 98-08. As written, it is difficult to determine
which BMPs are required for each type of business.

Pg 27 - 5 - Inspection of Industrial/Commercial sites must focus on compliance with
local ordinances — Again, the point of emphasis of the section should be inspections to insure
that industrial and pertinent commercial facilities are complying with local storm water
ordinances. This is stated separately as a requirement under Section 6, but it should be stated
as part of section 5. As part of the inspection requirements, please specify that inspectors
must ask to see a SWPPP and NOI form for Phase I industrial facilities.

Pg 29 — C2 - Focus on peak flow control may not prevent down-stream erosion and
sedimentation problems. Post development storm flows must mimic pre-existing conditions.
Although controlling peak storm runoff discharge rates is critical to protecting stream and
wetland habitat, it is by no means the only important hydrologic parameter that needs to be
addressed. Maintaining a hydrograph that mimics natural conditions is the best way to
prevent sedimentation and erosion. That means that flow controls should take in to account
the total volume of runoff discharged from a site and when and at what magnitude the runoff
is discharged from the site. Without taking the entire hydrograph into account, one may
design and implement BMPs that manage the peak storm flow without abating sedimentation
and erosion problems.

Pg 30-31 — The SUSMP provisions need to provide a more complete definition of ESAs.
We strongly support the inclusion of ESAs and retail gasoline outlets in the SUSMP
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requirements. As stated previously, the ESA definition must include receiving waters within
ESHAs. On a related topic (also on pg. 47), why was 200 feet chosen as the distance to
define directly adjacent? Clearly storm flows from developed areas can impact receiving
waters more than 200 feet from the site.

Pg. 32-33 - 7a — The permit requires development of site-specific mitigation plans
without requiring implementation. Implementation requirements need to be added to
insure that the plans are implemented and implemented effectively. Under 7a-7 — please
define outdoor animal care. Is it any stable? Commercial stable? A certain size facility?
Also. please add golf courses to this list because they use enormous amounts of water,
pesticides, herbicides, fungicides, and fertilizers.

Pg. 34 — 10 — The mitigation funding section must be clarified. A definition needs to be
provided of a waiver for impracticability. Other than geologic hazard and very high
groundwater, what development would merit a waiver? Also, wouldn't the waiver only apply
to the infiltration requirement of the SUSMP? One can always provide some level of
treatment for runoff coming off site. When a permittee can opt for helping to fund a regional
solution and the process by which the funding amount will be determined and the project
deemed an acceptable alternative must be clarified in the permit.

Pg. 35 — 14a - Please specify what the RWQCB is requiring in development planning
guidelines. Without specific minimum guideline requirements, the development planning
guidelines will likely be ineffective.

14b-2 - add of discharge after duration.

Pg. 37— D2 - Programs for Construction sites. Strike out that and replace with everything
in the first sentence.

D2d — Add - sediments shall not be discharged to MS4 or receiving waters.

D2e - Add or receiving waters

D2g - Add - Grading during the wet season shall be strongly discouraged, limited or
prohibited. Justification for the need to grade in the wet season must be provided to the
permittee. All erosion-susceptible slopes must be covered, netted or planted during the wet
season.

Pg. 39 — D4a — Why is the “one acre or greater” NOI and SWPPP requirements in this
section instead of section D2?

Pg. 40 —E2 - In the event of chronic poor beach water quality (high fecal bacteria
densities) near a storm drain, what is required of permittees that may have been the
source of the contamination? High bacteria densities in storm drains may be due to illegal
discharges. illicit connections or leaky sewer lines, so the question is pertinent for this section.
When beaches have chronic problems, the permittee must be required to implement a sanitary
survey to determine the likely sources of beach contamination. Also, the permittee must
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revise the SQMP and implement appropriate BMPs to abate the water quality problem as soon
as possible.

Pg. 42 — E4 - Please add the following prohibitions for landscape and recreational
facilities management — Use of banned pesticides, herbicides, rodenticides and fungicides is
prohibited. Disposal of landscape waste in the MS4 and receiving waters is prohibited. The
storm water monitoring program must analvze runoff samples for all pesticides, herbicides,
rodenticides and fungicides that are used by public agencies.

Pg. 43 — E5a — Please add the following language - Catch basin inspection procedures shall
include an assessment of the legibility of the catch basin stencil. [llegible stencils must be
restenciled within one vear of inspection.

ESe — Please provide greater specificity on the requirements. Do you want the permittees to
give you the total annual volume of waste collected from catch basins or do you want the
volume by catch basin cleaning route? Or the volume per basin per year? Or the volume per
basin per cleaning?

Storm Drain Maintenance — the second ES needs modifications as well.

E5a — Lack of specificity - All open channels should be visually inspected on at least an
annual basis.

ESb — Please clarify.

ESc - Please add a requirement to quantify the annual volume or mass of trash removed per
stream segment through the storm drain cleaning program.

Pg. 44 — 6b — The parking lot cleaning and inspection requirements must be clarified.
Based on the permit language, it appears as if parking lots may never need to be cleaned.
Twice monthly inspections can be performed in lieu of any cleaning. No specificity is
provided in the permit on parking lots must be cleaned. (sentence doesn't make sense) Even
with inspections, the permit must include a minimum level of parking lot cleaning. For
example — Under no circumstances can parking lots be cleaned less than once per 30 days
during the dry season, or less than once per 30 days during drv periods of 30 davs or more
during the wet season.

Pg. 44-45 — The program to eliminate illicit connections and discharges does not include
quantifiable requirements. All storm drains should be inspected over the life of the permit.
We suggest the following monitoring frequency: 4/l open channels shall be inspected no less
than annually.  All commercial and industrial storm drains shall be inspected at least once

every three vears. All problem drains thused on past inspections and historic number of

illegal discharges and illicit connections; must be inspected on an annual basis. All
remaining drains shall be inspected ut lcast once over the life of the permit.

As part of the IC/ID program, each permittee should be required to review existing and
historic local storm drain connection and or discharge permits given to businesses. The
permittee should determine which. if anv. non-storm water discharges are authorized under
the existing storm water NPDES permit requirement. Those facilities that do not have a valid
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permit for a legal non-storm water discharge must be forced to cease discharge within 30 to
60 days. or obtain an NPDES permit.

Pg 45 F2b - The priority screening section should be strengthened and clarified.
Requirements need to be included in the permit section on how prioritization must occur.
Should land use be considered? EMCs based on land uses? County mass loadings data?
Source identification and/or critical source monitoring? Also, why are the 1994 Northridge
quake and the 1992 civil unrest relevant to this permit seven to nine years later?

Pg 46 F2d — Illicit connection termination. Delete the second sentence because it isn't
necessary. Clearly, the RWQCB’s intent on this section is to insure that illicit connections are
climinated as quickly as possible, not to enforce against a municipality that is making a good
faith effort to enforce ordinance requirements to eliminate illicit connections.

Add the TMDL section that is included in the Ventura County Storm Water Permit.
The language from the permit was as follows: The permittee shall modify the Ventura Countv
Stormwater Management Plan to comply with waste load allocations developed und approved
pursuant 1o the process for the designation and implementation of TMDLs for impaired water
hodies.

If you have any questions about our comments, please don’t hesitate to call Mark Gold at 310-
453-0395 x119.

Sincerely,

A

Mark Gold
Executive Director

Enclosure: March 23, 2001 letter from Heal the Bay to Xavier Swamikannu.
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Via Facsimile (213-3576-6640) and U.S. Mail

Y

Dr. Xavier Swamikannu

~
=
o=
= 7
Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board ‘ 3 :'
320 West Fourth Street, Suite 200 e o .
Los Angeles, CA 90012 ;
Re: £

Comments on Los Angeles County Municipal Storm Water Perﬂm
Draft One

Dear Dr. Swamikannu;

On behalf of over 400,000 NRDC members. including approximately 50.000 who
reside in Southern California, the Natural Resources Detense Council appreciates the

opportunity to provide comments on the first draft of the 2001 Los Angeles County

NPDES Municipal Storm Water Permit (“Draft Permit™).

After reviewing the document. there is little question that Regional Board staff
have worked hard to produce this Draft Permit. Given the complexity and length of the
permit, however. we nevertheless have a number of comments and serious concerns that
are addressed below. We believe that these and other changes should be made to the

Draft Permit before it is tinalized. In this connection, we wish to join in (and thus

incorporate by reference) the comments submitted by the Santa Monica BayKeeper and
Heal the Bay on the Draft Permit.

Imprecise characterization of Clean Water Act Section 402(p) requirements
Our first comment concerns loose references to the legal requirements imposed by
applicable legal authority throughout the Draft Permit. For example. Paragraph 16 on

page 6 ot the Draft Permit states that the intent ot the Draft Permit is to “minimize the

discharge of pollutants in storm water.” Likewise, the intent of the Draft Permit is

www.nrdc.org £310 San V.cente Boulevard. Suite 250

NEW YORK - WASHINGTON, DC - SAN FRANCISCO
Los Angeles. CA 90048
TEL 323 934-6900 Fax 323 934-1210

“sumer der,c oo Picer
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described (Paragraph 43. Page 10) as assuring that discharges do not “cause” excursions
of water quality standards. Furthermore. the Draft Permit mistakenly provides that non-
storm water discharges must be prohibited to the maximum extent practicable. Draft

Permitat 18. See also Draft Permit at 19 (omitting MEP standard); /d. at 56 (omitting

permittees from the standard provision regarding “Duty to Comply™).

While Staff’s intent to track Clean Water Act requirements may be inferred from
these aspects ot the Draft Permit, each of these statements nevertheless fails to convey the
exact nature of the legal requirement. often understating them. Legally, the Permit must,

among other things. result in a reduction of pollutants in storm water to the maximum

extent practical. and assure that discharges neither cause nor contribute to the exceedence

of water quality standards. and absolutely prohibit non-storm water discharges. 33
U.S.C. Section 1342 40 U.S.C. Section 122.26. Given the contentious approach to storm
water management taken by some permittees, it is imperative that legal requirements be
precisely and plainly stated throughout the Permit. We recommend that staff counsel
correct the problems identitied above and also thoroughly review the Draft Permit with
these concerns in mind. We further believe that these legal requirements must be plainly

stated as Permit limitations, and not simply set forth in the definitions or findings.

Incomplete Discussion of Nature of Discharges and Sources of Pollutants.
Recent monitoring conducted by the County of Los Angeles, and referenced in the Draft
Permit. provides important information on pollutants of concern in local storm water
discharges. However, these data are not the only sources of information on pollution
sources or impacts caused by Southern California’s urban runoff problem. Many other
agencies and institutions, ranging from the University of California to the Southern
California Coastal Water Research Project, have documented severe receiving water
impacts caused by storm water and non-storm water discharges and ranging from toxicity
to viral detection in the surt zone. Many of these facts—including storm water’s status as

the largest source of pollutants to the coastal environment—are documented in NRDC''s
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Petition to the United States EPA for Correction of Legal Deficiencies or Withdrawal of
EPA Approval (2000) ("NRDC Petition™). of which the Board is well aware. We
incorporate that information herein by reference and ask that those undisputed facts be

added to the section of the Permit entitled “Nature of Discharges and Sources of

Pollutants™ (Page 3).

[n addition. given the fact that storm water is the largest source of many pollutants
to local waters. in every instance in which a water body is listed as impaired pursuant to
the State of California’s 1998 Section 303(d) list, the impairing pollutant must be
considered “priority,” as that term is used in Finding 2, Page 3 of the Draft Permit. (This
i1s because the finding of impairment constitutes a corollary recognition that the discharge
of additional loadings of the impairing constituent presumptively exceeds the carrying
capacity of the waterway at issue. This fact assures that additional discharges will cause

or contribute to the violation of a water quality standard.)

No Basis for Approval of the SOMP & Delayed Compliance Requirements. We
are unsure why the Draft Permit refers to the SQMP as being “acceptable.” Draft Permit
at 5. There are no findings in the permit to support this statement. Indeed, the Draft
Permit would require changes to significant aspects of the SQMP, thereby precluding the
possibility that it is now adequate. /d. Indeed. given that the Draft Permit appears to be
predicated on the assumption that faithful implementation of the SQMP may constitute
compliance with the Permit itself, the Permit must justify the consistency of the SQMP
with Clean Water Act requirements, including MEP. Presently, we could not find any

discussion of this matter. although it is ¢xtremely important.

In this connection, the Draft Pernut would repeat the seriously flawed approach
followed in 1996 by requiring that aspects of the management plan be made adequate
after the Permit is issued (generally within 180 days). Not only does staff’s experience

prove that this date will inevitably slip, as it did routinely with respect to nearly every
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requirement imposed as a part of the 1996 permit (sec NRDC Petition), but this approach
does not assure that an adequate storm water program will be implemented concurrent
with the issuance of the permit itself. In fact. the Draft Permit only requires permittees to
implement the management plan after it is approved by the Executive Officer. sometime
after the Permit is itself issued. See, ¢.g., Draft Permit at 17. In some instances.
compliance with extremely basic BMPs is deferred until mid-2003. See Draft Permit at
22 (no dumping signs). Given that this is the third iteration of the municipal permit. there
is simply no justification for such extraordinary delays especially as applied to the most

basic storm water control actions.

The only legal way by which the Board can impose a legal requirement but delay
the date of compliance is to issue a time schedule order (“TSO”) under the Clean Water
Act. Here. however, there is clearly no basis for the issuance of a TSO. especially given
the explicit requirement for the Report of Waste Discharge to contain the storm water
management plan to be implemented under the permit and the fact that the permittees
have been obligated to comply with storm water regulations since 1990. 40 C.F.R.
Section 122.26(d)(2)(iv). We know that many permittees are pressuring staff to make
these sorts of concessions. but it is now past the time when delays such as these are even

arguably appropriate.

Specification of Responsibilities and Loopholes. While it is permissible for a
permit covering multiple entities to contain a delineation of responsibilities. we are
concerned that the Draft Permit fails to explicitly make each co-permittee responsible for
the adequacy of the SQMP. See Draft Permit at 15. There is no provision of the Clean
Water Act that can deflect the legal responsibility of each permittee to design and
inplement a storm water management program that reflects Clean Water Act
requirements. We request that the Draft Permit be clarified to underscore that.
notwithstanding the complicated administration structure that the permittees have chosen

to create (e.g.. EAC and WMIs), each permittee bears individual responsibility to assure
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program adequacy within its respective jurisdiction. See Draft Permit at 14 (describing
duties of County of Los Angeles and "EAC™). This includes the duty to assure that the

program designed is adequate and that, thereafter. it is fully implemented.

Furthermore. language that now provides that permittees have a duty to
implement the Permit “in an efficient and cost-effective manner,” and that appears to
contain other limitations or exceptions (“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™) are

similarly inconsistent with the Clean Water Act and its implementing regulations. Much
of this section of the Draft Permit appears to contain the germs of arguments that some of
permittees intend to use in the future to deflect responsibility for complying with the

Permit. These sections are unlawful.

In these respects, it is critical to emphasize that the issuance of individual permits
to each permittee is a viable alternative that would eliminate the complicated
administrative and logistic apparatus that plagues the Draft Permit. These provisions
threaten to result in the same foot-dragging that doomed the Regional Board’s efforts to

implement the 1996 Permit.

Adequacy of Enforcement and Audits. As staff know, due to severe under-
funding the Regional Board's enforcement and audit program for municipal entities has
been virtually non-existent during the last ten years. This violates the terms the State of
California’s agreement with the United States Environmental Protection Agency allowing
the Regional Board to implement this NPDES permit program—and is also a violation of
the Clean Water Act. See Storm Water Program Five-Year Work Plan at V-9 (State of

California. 1994; NRDC Petition at 22-24.
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While recent budget augmentations have significantly improved Regional Board
capacity. it is unclear whether the Regional Board can meet its own minimum inspection

and audit requirements for each municipal entity during each year of the term of the new

Permit. Does the Board intend to meet these requirements and, if so. how will it do so?

[tis NRDC’s position that the Regional Board’s approval of the new permit
would be unlawful unless the Board articulates a reasonable basis to believe that it will
comply with the annual inspection and audit requirements, including onsite visits to each
permittee each year. While the permit will impose obligations on many cities. issuance of
the Permit imposes obligations on the Board. including those that arise as a function of
California’s agreements with EPA.  See Draft Permit at 7 (Finding 22, discussing
delegation of authority by EPA to the State of California and Regional Board.) Based on
information compiled in the NRDC Petition. it is clear that the Board has never before
met these requirements. If the Board were to approve the Permit without the ability or
intent to enforce it, the Board’s action—which must comply not only with the substantive
provisions ot the Clean Water Act but also with the general legal provisions that apply to
any agency action—would violate the Clean Water Act and also constitute an abuse of

discretion. California Code of Civil Procedure Section 1094.5(b).

Furthermore. unless the Regional Board can demonstrate capacity that will allow
1t to meet the terms of the State’s agreement with EPA regarding implementation of the
NPDES program, the EPA would have no choice but to object to and disapprove the
Permit. EPA has a responsibility to assure not only that the terms of NPDES permits
meet basic Clean Water Act requirements but also that they are administered by state
agencies that possess the capacity to meet basic enforcement requirements. As discussed
in the NRDC Petition. these requirements are set forth both in EPA regulations and policy
and also 1n state workplans. administrative procedure manuals, and other formal

documents on which EPA delegation is based.
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SUSMP Requirements. We are pleased to see that the Draft Permit expands the
SUSMP to encompass environmentally sensitive areas. gas stations. and ministerial
projects. We believe the SUSMP should be further expanded to cover municipally-
owned maintenance and other related facilities. There is no reason why municipal
governments should not have to assure that these sources of storm water pollution are
covered by appropriate structural controls. In addition, site specification mitigation
requirements (Draft Permit at 32-33) should also cover parking lots smaller than 25
spaces, for all of the reasons that support inclusion of larger parking lots in the SUSMP

numerical treatment/infiltration requirements.

Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on this important proposed

permit. Please feel free to contact me if you have any questions.

Sincerely,

._\ o

>yl S %c fero—

David S. Beckman
Senior Attorney

o Ms. Alexis Strauss, Director, Water Division, United States Environmental
Protection Agency. Region IX
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BAYKEEPER

Protecting Our Bay

,’ n cooperation with Y
The Frank G. Wells
_ Eavironmental Law Clinic &

May 15, 2001 the Water Keeper Alliance

Dennis Dickerson

Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board
320 W 4™ Street, Suite 200 -
Los Angeles, CA 90013 gi

523
Re. Los Angeles County Municipal Storm Water Permit Renewal . -<}“

Dear Mr Dickerson:

: O

B . - . :" . p . .

Santa Monica BayKeeper submits the following comments regarding the drﬁgjummpﬁ,

Storm Water Permit for Los Angeles County and 83 local cities. We also he¥@y, o

incorporate by reference those comments submitted by the Natural Resources Défense
Counct! and Heal the Bay on this matter

THE NATURE OF THE PROBLEM

As this Board is well aware, urban runoff is a significant problem for local surtace waters
This information is highlighted in the In Re Petition of Natural Resources Defense Council
for Correction of Legal Deficiencies or Withdrawal of Stormwater Program Administered
bv the Los Angeles Regionai Water Quality Control Board, on file with the Board L

STORM WATER DISCHARGES CANNOT AND SHOULD NOT CAUSE OR
CONTRIBUTE TO EXCEEDANCES OF WATER QUALITY STANDARDS OR
WATER QUALITY OBJECTIVES

BavKeeper agrees that storm water discharges cannot cause or contribute to exceedances
of water quality standards See. e.¢ In re the Matter of Environmental Health Coalition.
SWRCB Order No 98-11 (January 22. 1998) Nonetheless, many cities make much of
the claim that the Clean Water Act, according to the Ninth Circuit decision in Defenders
of Wildlite v Browner. does not mandate inclusion of numeric eftluent {imits in municipal
storm water permit Instead. the court found these limits are discretionary with EPA and
the states  However, what the cities are missing is the fact that the State already decided
that storm water discharges would be subject to certain effluent limits and receiving water
objectives (see e u . LA Basin Plan, CA Ocean Plan) This regional board cannot now
tenore these state regulations. as the permittees seem to want

I \We hereby incorporate by reference the Petition as well as the referenced matenials on water
qualiy impagrment.

P.O. Box 10096, M(arina del Rey, CA 90295 / Telephone: (310) 305-9645 / Fax: (310) 305-7985
Email: info@smbaykeeper.org / Pollution Hotline: 1-8774 CA COAST
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May 15, 2001

Dennis Dickerson

Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board
320 W. 4™ Street, Suite 200

Los Angeles, CA 90013

Re: Los Angeles County Municipal Storm Water Permit Renewal
Dear Mr Dickerson

Santa Monica BayKeeper submits the following comments regarding the draft Municipal
Storm Water Permit for Los Angeles County and 83 local cities. We also hereby
incorporate by reference *hose comments submitted by the Natural Resources Defense
Council and Heal the Bay on this matter.

THE NATURE OF THE PROBLEM

As this Board is well aware. urban runoffis a significant problem for local surface waters
This information is highlighted in the In Re Petition of Natural Resources Defense Council
tor Correction of Legal Deficiencies or Withdrawal of Stormwater Program Administered
by the Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board, on file with the Board !

STORM WATER DISCHARGES CANNOT AND SHOULD NOT CAUSE OR
CONTRIBUTE TO EXCEEDANCES OF WATER QUALITY STANDARDS OR
WATER QUALITY OBJECTIVES

BavKeeper agrees that storm water discharges cannot cause or contribute to exceedances
of water quality standards See, e.g¢. In re the Matter of Environmental Health Coalition.
SWRCB Order No. 98-11 (January 22, 1998) Nonetheless. many cities make much of
the claim that the Clean Water Act. according to the Ninth Circuit decision in Defenders
of Wildlite v Browner. does not mandate inclusion of numeric etfluent limits in municipal
storm water permit. Instead. the court found these limits are discretionary with EPA and
the states However. what the cities are missing is the fact that the State already decided
that storm water discharges would be subject to certain etfluent limits and receiving water
objectives (see e w . LA Basin Plan. CA Ocean Plan) This regional board cannot now
iznore these state regulations. as the permittees seem to want

Fowe hereby incorporate by reference the Petition as well as the referenced matenals on water
quality impaimment
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ALL NEW MUNICIPAL STORM DRAINS SHOULD MEET WATER QUALITY
STANDARDS BEFORE INSTALLATION

According to 40 CFR 122 4(i), with limited exception, “"No permit may be issued  to a
new source or a new discharger, if the discharge from its construction or operation will
causc or contribute to the violation of water quality standards.” The Regional Board has
largely ignored this requirement. Nonetheless, BayKeeper believes at a minimum that this
permit should require municipalities to demonstrate that new storm drains will not cause
or contribute to exceedances of water quality standards We believe that this
determination should be made before any new drains are allowed We suggest the
following language.

Discharges from a new stormwater outfall, constructed after the issuance of this
permit. shall not cause or contribute to a violation of applicable water qualiny
objectives. Copermittees shall demonstrate compliance with this requirement
before construction of such outfall commences by submitting to the Regional
Board. prior 1o construction. documeniation evidencing how compliance will be
achieved and any water quality data 1o support such claims.

For purposes of this permit, a new stormwater outfall means an outfall that is
constructed at a location where a municipal separate stormwater discharge did
not previously exist. For purposes of this permit, the point of compliance for
discharges from a new stormwater outfall is in the naturally-occurring or man
altered surface water body at the point of discharge.

We also believe this to be tully consistent with the Regional Board's receiving water
approach, although it provides clarity to ensure protectton before a pipe is installed

MEP IS NOT A PROPER LIMITATION ON CONTROLS FOR NON-
STORMWATER DISCHARGES

Page 18 of the permit requires permittees to possess the necessary legal authority to
prohibit non-stormwater discharges “to the maximum extent practicable.” This 1s
inconsistent with the existing MS4 permit (see page 11). the proposed permit (see page
I2) and the Clean Water Act In particular. 33 US C Section 1342 (p)3XB)(11) requires
pernuts tor discharges trom municipal storm svstems to “include a requirement to
ettectively prohibit non-stormwater discharges into the storm sewer ™ There is no mention
ot MEP in this requirement. as the MEP component of the municipal storm water
provision is tound in the next subsection, 33 US C_ Section 1342 (p)(3)}B)m) For this
reason we recommend the tollowing language in place of the proposed language

Co-pernutiees shall possess the necessary legal anthoriy to prohubit non-storm

water discharges and conrol the contribution of pollutants 1o the storm dran
svstem from storm drain discharges.
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THE SUSMP REQUIREMENTS MUST ABSOLUTELY PROHIBIT
DISCHARGES TO AREAS OF SPECIAL BIOLOGICAL SIGNIFICANCE.

Under the current proposal, the definition of Environmentally Sensitive Areas (ESAs)
includes Areas of Special Biological Significance (ASBS) for regulation under the SUSMP
requirements  See Proposed Permit pages 32 and 48. BayKeeper is fully supportive of
protecting-ESA’s. However, we believe that ASBS discharges are afforded absolute
protection from storm water discharges. Indeed. as the Board is fully aware, the Ocean
Plan. for nearly three decades, has contained an absolute prohibition on discharges of
waste, including stormwater, to ASBSs. See e.g. SWRCB Order No. 2001-08 (April 26,
2001) (Upholding the Ocean Plan discharge prohibition for Caltrans stormwater
discharges to an ASBS in Orange County). Thus, the SUSMP provision, as written, could
lead to violations of this requirement. For the reasons discussed below. we therefore
recommend the following SUSMP language change:

Stormwater or dry weather urban runoff discharges to ASBSs are absolutely
prohibited

The California Ocean Plan (“Ocean Plan™ or the “Plan”) is a statewide water quality
control plan for ocean waters. SWRCB, 1997 California Ocean Plan, Water Quality

Control Plan for Ocean Waters of California (July 23, 1997) 2 Fundamentally, it reflects
the view of the State Board that the “protection of the quality of the ocean waters for use
and enjoyment by the people of the State requires control of the discharge of waste to
ocean waters T Id at 1

The Ocean Plan was first adopted in 1972 to establish policies for the discharge of waste
to the Ocean The Ocean Plan is authorized by sections 13000 and 13170 of the Porter-
Cologne Water Quality Act ("Porter-Cologne Act” or “Water Code™) The Ocean Plan

was adopted to comply with section 303 of the federal Clean Water Act. which requires

the adoption of water quality standards for all interstate and intrastate navigable waters.

35 USC S 1313, Cal. Water Code § 13170 Navigable waters. as detined by the Clean
Water Act. include the territorial seas 33 U.S.C. § 1362(7)

Since its inception, the Ocean Plan has applied to most sources of water pollution,
including stormwater discharged through pipes and other channels. The first version of
the Plan. issued in 1972, contained verv limited exceptions for vessel wastes and dredging
(and the disposal of dredging spoils) In fact, these are the only exceptions that have ever
cexisted in the Ocean Plan  Thermal control was the subject of a companion water quality
control plan, which was adopted on Mayv 18. 1972 SWRCB. Water Quality Control Plan
tor Ocean Waters of California (Julv 6. 1972)at 10

> Truc and correct copics ot source documents {other than cascs. statutes and regulations) are
attached as exhibits to “Declaration of Heather L Hoecherl in Support of Response to Petition of
Dcepartment ot Transportation. ™ tiled herewith.
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In 1978, the State Board updated the Ocean Plan “after an extensive review

SWRCB. Resolution No. 78-2 (January 19, 1978)  In the updated Plan, the Board
elaborated on the applicability of Ocean Plan requirements by providing that “[t]his Plan
is applicable, in its entirety, to point source discharges to the Ocean ™ SWRCB, Water
Quality Control Plan for Ocean Waters of California (1978) (reprinted in February 1981)
at 10 The 1978 Ocean Plan further noted that non-point discharges were subject to most
of the Plan’s provisions, including its Chapter V discharge prohibitions, such as the
prohibition applicable to Areas of Special Biological Significance. Id.

The State Board’s intent in making this change underscores the broad scope of the Ocean
Plan from its earliest versions in the 1970s. CEQA documentation associated with the
1978 update to the Plan states that, because of the limited exceptions contained therein, “it
is logical to assume that unless specifically excluded the plan is applicable to non-point
sources, including diffuse storm drainage.™ SWRCB, Initial Study to Describe the
Environmental Impact of Proposed Amendments to the “Water Quality Control Plan for
Ocean Waters of California™ (January 19, 1978) (*1978 Negative Declaration™) at 26-27
While the classification of stormwater as a point source was settled once and for all in
1987 by the United States Congress, the use of the phrase “diffuse storm drainage™ to
elucidate the term “non-point sources” indicates an earlier recognition by the Board that
some stormwater discharges, such as those carried through a conveyance, were properly
considered a “point source” of pollution. Nonetheless, the Ocean Plan prohibition applies
to both point sources and non-point sources.

For this reason, we feel the permit should not include ASBSs in the SUSMP numeric
design criteria. Rather, the permit should recognize the long-standing prohibition on
discharges to ASBSs 3

A PERMIT SHOULD NOT BE ISSUED UNLESS AND UNTIL THE
PERMITTEES DEMONSTRATE THEY CAN AND WILL FULLY ENFORCE
LOCAL ORDINANCES AGAINST INDUSTRIAL FACILITIES.

A number of cities have raised concerns about the provisions for industrial and commercial
mspection and enforcement programs contained at pages 23-28 of the proposed permit
Some cities have gone so far as to state that they do not have the legal ability to do what is
requested of them under this section  BavKeeper is very troubled by these statements.
particularly given the tact that these municipalities have had nearly 10 vears to address
these sources of pollution and have done little

Meanwhile. the federal regulations make very specific legal authority requirements in the
stormwater permit application process  In particular. the federal regulations. at 40 CFR
12226 (d)(2). state

We hereby incorporate by reference the comments provided to the state board in *******
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(2) "Part 2. Part 2 of the application shall consist of’

(i) Adequate legal authority A demonstration that the applicant can
operate pursuant to legal authority established by statute, ordinance. or
series of contract which authorizes or enables the applicant at a
minimum to:

(A) Control through ordinance, permit, contract, order or similar
means, the contribution of pollutants to the municipal storm
sewer by stormwater discharges associated with industrial
activity and the quality of stormwater discharged from sites of
industrial activity.

(B) Prohibit through ordinance, order or similar means, illicit
discharges to the municipal storm sewer;

(C) Control through ordinance, order or similar means, the
discharge to a municipal separate storm sewer of spills,
dumping or disposal of materials other than stormwaters,

(D) Control through interagency agreements among co-applicants
the contribution of pollutants from one portion of the municipal
system to another portion of the municipal system,

(E) Require compliance with conditions in ordinances. permits,
contracts or orders; and

(F) Carry out all inspections, surveillance and monitoring
procedures necessary to determine compliance and non-
compliance with permit conditions including the prohibition on
illicit discharges to the municipal separate storm sewer ™
(Emphasis added)

In addition. federal regulations also require as part of the application process. “[a]
description of a program to monitor and control pollutants in storm water discharges to
municipal systems trom _ industrial facilities that the municipal permit applicant
determines are contributing a substantial pollutant loading to the municipal storm sewer
system " 40 CFR 122 26(d)}(2)(iv)(C) (Emphasis added).  Similar provisions exist for

construction inspection and enforcement programs. See e.g. 40 CFR 122 26(d)(2)(iv)}(D)

Clearly. the regulations never intended to allow continued and ongoing programs to tocus
exclusively on education, as the permittees seem to desire. Instead. the only logical
conclusion is that the municipalities must cooperate in entorciny industrial stormwater
programs. through their local ordinance authoritv  For them to suggest that thev do not
have that authority simply demonstrates that thev have not complied with the Part 2
apphcation process

Moreover. if the cities” argument is that the Regional Board does not have the authority to
Issue a permit with new conditions requiring inspection. then to a certain extent we would
agree However. we do 5o because of the fact that no permit at all can be issued where
the city does not demonstrate that thev have the authority in the first place It is not the
responsibility of the Regional Board to include such a provision in the permit. Rather, it is

R0002556



the responsibility of the cities. should they desire a permit to discharge to Waters of the
United States. to demonstrate -- in advance of the issuance of a permit -- that they have
the legal authority necessary under the federal regulations in order to receive a permit
The cities have clearly failed to do so and thus a permit should not be issued until such
assurances are provided.

THE PERMIT SHOULD INCLUDE RETAIL GASOLINE OUTLETS UNDER
THE STANDARD URBAN STORM WATER MITIGATION PLAN.

BayKeeper is very supportive of including Retail Gasoline Outlets (RGOs) in the SUSMP
numeric design provisions. We agree with staff findings Number 11 and 12 that “studies
indicate that facilities with paved surface subject to frequent motor vehicle traffic (such as
parking lots and fast food restaurants) or facilities which perform vehicle repair,
maintenance. or fueling (automotive service facilities) are potential sources of pollutants of
concern in stormwater.” (citation omitted).

Moreover, we remain unconvinced by many of the arguments presented to the State Water
Board last year by WSPA regarding potential hazards from treatment or infiltration
devices at RGOs.+

In particular, representatives of WSPA claimed. among other things, that there would be a
“risk of explosive gases building up in an underground vault” and thus SUSMP numeric
design provisions should not apply to RGOs M. Welch, an attorney for WSPA stated
that “if vou had a leak that gets in there and a car drives up, you could have an explosion ™
Transcript of SWRCB Proceedings at 214 (June 7, 2000) In addition, Mr. Timothy
Simpson, a consultant for WSPA. testified that “from a practical perspective, anv device
that’s going to collect run-offis also going to collect any spilled product. which can create
a significant explosion hazard and make it much more difficult to clean up spills when they
do occur ” Transcript of Proceedings at 234. Moreover, Mr. Wilkness testified “by not
requiring a treatment device that has an underground structure, you don't have this
problem ™ Transcript of Proceedings at 218

[n light of this testimony BayKeeper conducted a general survey of RGOs in the region to
identify if'in fact the RGO industry as a whole has addressed these types of concerns in the
design and construction of their own facilities

As part of this survey. BavKeeper identified over 100 RGOs in the area with storm drain
ilets or other open-air underground drainage structures on RGO properties  Attached
hereto as Exhibit [ are several hundred true and correct color photographs dentifying the
location of such stations as well as the actual storm drain inlets on the RGO propertv
itselt” This information directly contradicts the testimony of WSPA's representatives at

+owe hereby incorporate by reference the entire admunistrative record in the SUSMP proccedings.
including the numerous comment letters provided by the environmental community as well as the
testumony at the vartous regronal and state board hearings.
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the State Board hearing. Moreover, WSPA's testimony is astonishing given the fact that
BayKeeper investigators identified underground drainage inlets immediately under some
RGO canopies, exactly where cars are fueling. (See e g. photographs for stations at pages
3.8.9,10. 25).

At a minimum. this information makes it clear that subterranean drainage systems are
common at RGOs and that some types of structural treatment BMPs (such as storm drain
inlet filters) are safe for RGOs. At best, it obliterates WSPAs entire argument about the
risks of underground structures at RGOs. It also seems clear that WSPA representatives
conceded the fact that some structural BMPs may not cause risk of explosion is point
during cross examination of Mr. Wilkness by Mr. Helperin:

“Q (by Mr Helperin): All I'm trying to establish is that the two types of BMPs that you
discussed as being problematic [sand filters and compost filters], those problems don't
necessarily apply to many of the other types of BMPs that are available to an RGO, is that
right””

A. (by Mr. Wilkness)' Those particular problems, yes.”
See Transcript of Proceeding at 97. (June 8, 2000).

Finally. the SUSMP continues to have a provision to protect groundwater quality for
other types of infiltration BMPs. We see no reason whatsoever to exempt RGOs from the
numeric design requirements

THE ILLICIT CONNECTION AND DISCHARGE PROGRAM SHOULD BE
STRENGTHENED.

BavKeeper recently learned that the City of Los Angeles, and potentially many other
cities. issued permits for stormwater or other discharges to the MS4 for several decades
In the City of LA, thousands of permits were issued before and after the MS4 NPDES
program came into existence. In light of this, BayKeeper believes all cities should
undertake similar efforts to the City of LA to ensure that these types of discharges do not
violation the discharge prohibitions of the permit. This should include a review of all past
ity permits authorizing any discharges to the MS4  If the discharge is not categorically
exempt under the MS4 permit. then the discharge must immediatelyv cease or the
Jischarger must obtain an individual NPDES permit from the Regional Board

THE PERMIT SHOULD HAVE IMPLEMENTING LANGUAGE FOR TMDLS.
While we believe that all present and tuture TMDL requirements are applicable to
stormwater discharges as point sources. we feel it would be helptul to include express

provision to TMDL compliance in this permit. We suggest the following additional
language
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The permitiees shall comply with applicable waste load aliocations developed and
approved for TMDLs for impaired water bodies.

THE ECONOMICS OF STORM WATER POLLUTION WARRANT STRONG
WATER QUALITY PROTECTION

If dischargers are going to insist on economic considerations for NPDES permits (a
position that BayKeeper believes is contrary to federal and state law, but one that the
board regularly seems to consider), we request that you consider prior economic
conclusions that demonstrate the enormous economic importance of clean water. These
documents include, among the others, evidence from EPA as set forth in the 305(b)
Report to Congress (Chapter 9) - http.//www.epa.gov/305b/98report/toc.html, EPA's
Liquid Assets 2000 (chapters: Executive Summary and "The Business of Clean Water," -
http.//www epa.gov/ow/liquidassets/), and the economic considerations from the
California Toxics Rule, Federal Register May 18, 2000 (Volume 65, Number 97)Page

51705

WE SUPPORT GENERAL PLAN UPDATES

BayKeeper is very supportive of requiring general plan updates to reflect storm water
requirements. For too long, manv of these plans have not included a comprehensive
discussion of water quality, let alone provision to comply with water quality requirements
With the upcoming County and City of LA revisions, now is the time to address these
issues.

THE PERMIT SHOULD CONTAIN SOME ADDITIONAL FINDINGS.

BayKeeper believes that evidence in the record supports inclusion of the following in the
“Findings™ portion ot the proposed permit:

e Lrban Runotf is a waste and a point source discharge of pollutants: Urban runotfis a
waste. as detined in the California Water Code. that contains pollutants and adverselv
attects the quality of the waters of the State The discharge of urban runoff from an
MS4 s a “discharge of pollutants from a points source” into waters of the United
States as detined in the Clean Water Act. (Language identical to San Diego Municipal
Storm Water Permit, SDRWQCB Order No 2001-01 atp 1)

* Urban Development Increases Pollutant Load. Volume, and Velocitv of Development
During Urban Development two important changes occur  First. natural vegetated
penvious ground cover is converted to impervious surtaces such as paved highways.
streets, roofttops and parking lots  Natural vegetated soil can both absorb rainwater
and remove pollutants providing a verv effective natural purification process Because
pavement and concrete can neither absorb water nor remove pollutants, the natural
puritication characteristics of the land are lost Secondly. urban development creates
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new pollution sources as human population density increases and brings with it
proportionzlly higher levels of car emissions, car maintenance wastes, municipal
sewage, pesticides, household hazardous wastes, pet wastes, trash, etc. which can
either be washed or directly dumped into the MS4. (Language identical to San Diego
Municipal Storm Water Permit, SDRWQCB Order No. 2001-01 at p2)

Thark you for the opportunity to comment on this draft permit  If you have any questions
or comments, please do not hesitate to contact me.

Sincerely,

Steve Fleischli
Executive Director
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Western States Petroleum Association
Credible Solutions » Responsive Service » Since 1807

June 15, 2001

Mr. Xavier Swamikannu

California Regional Water Quality Control Board
Los Angeles Region

320 W. 4th Street, Suite 200

Los Angeles, CA 90013

RE: WSPA Comments on the April Draft NPDES Stormwater Permit for Los Angeles
County (NPDES No. CAS614001) -

Dear Mr. Swamikannu:

The Western States Petroleum Association (“WSPA”) appreciates the opportunity to submit
comments on the Regional Board’s April 13, 2001 Draft Waste Discharge Requirements for
Municipal Storm Water and Urban Runoff Discharges in Los Angeles County (NPDES No.
CAS614001) (the “Draft Permit”). WSPA is a trade association representing approximately thirty
companies engaged in all aspects of the exploration for, production, refining, transportation and
marketing of petroleum and petroleum products in the Western United States. WSPA is concerned
that the requirements affecting retail gasoline outlets (RGOs) in the Draft Permit will impose
significant unnecessary costs and expenses on WSPA members, will not result in a demonstrable
environmental benefit, and may, in fact, cause unintended harm to the environment.

Due to WSPA’s prior involvement with the Los Angeles Standard Urban Stormwater
Mitigation Plan (SUSMP), we were surprised that WSPA was not provided any notice of the April
workshop or of the May 16, 2001 comment deadline until after the fact. On June 8, 2001, Wendy
Phillips of your office apologized for this oversight. She invited us to submit comments on the
Draft Permit by June 15 and promised that such comments would be included in the administrative
record. We appreciate Ms. Phillips’ offer to accept WSPA’s comments and incltde them as part of
the record in this proceeding.

In addition, on June 12, 2001 we received a “Technical Report” prepared jointly by staff of
the Los Angeles and San Diego Regional Boards which discusses the proposed design standards for
RGOs. We understand that any comments on the Technical Report must be submitted by August 6,
2001 to be included in the administrative record. We intend to provide additional comments
concerning that document at a later date and reserve the right to supplement or amend these
comments based upon our review of the Technical Report.
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COMMENTS

1. Stormwater Pollution at RGOs is Best Controlled By Implementation of the Task
Force BMPs.

WSPA is convinced that the best means to control any stormwater pollution at retail
gasoline outlets is through the implementation of the best management practices (BMPs) for retail
gasoline outlets published by the California Stormwater Quality Task Force in March 1997 (the
“Task Force BMPs”). The Task Force BMPs were developed specifically for retail gasoline outlets
by the California Stormwater Quality Task Force, an advisory body comprised of stormwater
regulatory agencies. The Task Force BMPs are available on the Internet at the California
Stormwater Quality Task Force’s website www.stormwatertaskforce.org. The stated purpose of the
Task Force BMPs is to assist municipal agencies and retail gasoline outlets in attaining compliance
with storm water regulations. By controlling potential sources of stormwater pollution from retail
gasoline outlets at their source, the Task Force BMPs will prevent and/or reduce pollution in a safer,
more cost-effective and effective manner than the structural treatment controls required by the Draft
Permit.

There is no evidence in the record that retail gasoline outlets present a storm water pollution
problem that cannot be managed by implementation of the Task Force BMPs. The Task Force
BMPs are primarily a list of source control BMPs. The Draft Permit explains that source control
BMPs “aim to prevent storm water pollution by reducing the potential for contamination at the
source of the pollution.” Draft Permit, Part 5, p. 52. Such source control BMPs are required
through SUSMPs and WSPA does not object to making retail gasoline outlets subject to appropriate
source control BMPs such as those identified in the Task Force BMPs.

WSPA notes that on June 30, 1999, the Regional Board required that discharge of storm
water runoff in retail gasoline outlet developments be managed in accordance with the Task Force
BMPs by specific reference in Part 4.D.12. of the Municipal Storm Water Permit for the City of
Long Beach. (Order No. 99-060, NPDES No. CAS004003, p. 18). The Long Beach permit did not
include the numeric design standard contained in the Draft Permit. In adopting the Long Beach
permit, the Regional Board found that the permit was acceptable and “when fully implemented, 1s
expected to be consistent with the statutory standard of Maximum Extent Practicable (MEP).” Id. at
2,9 7. WSPA does not understand what benefit additional structural treatment devices would
provide over and above the benefits of implementing the Task Force BMPs. WSPA is not aware of
any evidence in the record to show that retail gasoline outlets present a storm water pollution
problem that cannot be managed by implementation of the Task Force BMPs.'

! Although WSPA intends to submit detailed comments concerning the June 2001 Technical Report
at a later date, WSPA notes that the Technical Report completely fails to recognize, address or
discuss the Task Force BMPs. The glaring omission of any discussion or analysis of the Task Force
BMPs in the Technical Report shows that the Regional Board has not adequately considered all of
the relevant guidance in California on this subject.

12828475.3 061501 1501P

R0002722



Mr. Xavier Swamikannu
June 15, 2001
Page 3

WSPA urges the Regional Board to exclude retail gasoline outlets from the application of
the numerical design criteria and instead mandate the implementation of the best management
practices described in the Task Force BMPs for retail gasoline outlets.

2. There Is No Justification For Requiring RGOs To Build Structural Treatment Devices.

Subsection Part 4.C.5.¢ of the Draft Permit would require retail gasoline outlets to build
structural treatment devices. This requirement is not justified. According to the State Board’s
Order WQ 2000-11 (the “Order”) any future mandate of numeric design standards for structural
treatment at retail gasoline outlets must be supported by “proper justification.” By failing to
provide adequate justification for making RGOs subject to design standards, the Los Angeles Draft
Permit violates the precedent of the Order.

In the Order, the State Board concluded that any future attempt to subject retail gasoline
outlets to numeric design standards must be supported with proper justification. Order WQ 2000-
11, p. 23. The Order stated:

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 the 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.

Id (emphasis added).

The implementation of the Task Force BMPs would render structural treatment devices and
numeric sizing criteria superfluous and lacking in benefit. No evidence has been presented, let
alone “proper justification,” to show that the Task Force BMPs are inadequate to prevent water
quality impacts from stormwater runoff from retail gasoline outlets.?

3. The Draft Permit Requirements Applicable to Retail Gasoline Qutlets Exceed the
“Maximum Extent Practicable” Standard of the Clean Water Act.

The Clean Water Act only requires that storm water control measures be implemented to the
“maximum extent practicable.” 33 U.S.C. § 1342(p)(3)(B). As the record shows, the Task Force
BMPs meet this standard for retail gasoline outlets. The Draft Permit structural treatment
requirements and use of numeric design criteria, however, are neither effective nor practical for
retail gasoline outlets.

2 To the extent that the Regional Board intends to rely upon the Technical Report as an after-the-fact justification for
applying structural treatment controls, WSPA believes the Technical Report is inadequate and will address the many
defects of the Technical Report in detail in WSPA’s subsequent comments on the Technical Report.
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Retail gasoline outlets should not be required to apply the Draft Permit’s “belt and
suspenders” approach in light of the unique practical problems of implementing structural treatment
controls at retail gasoline outlets.

First, infiltration is not an appropriate method of treatment for a retail gasoline outlet.
Infiltration provides a direct pathway for liquid runoff to soak into the soil and could lead to
groundwater contamination from accidental spills of gasoline since infiltration mechanisms do not
distinguish between gasoline and stormwater runoff. Accidental spillage is caused by events which
are beyond the control of the station owner/operator (e.g. motorist carelessness during refueling, the
motorist driving off with the hose/nozzle still in the fuel tank fill neck, and accidental spillage
during gasoline deliveries). Such events are recognized and incorporated into the Task Force
BMPs.

The problems with infiltration at an RGO were recently recognized by the San Diego
Regional Board in their adoption of San Diego’s NPDES permit. In the Response to Comments
prepared by the San Diego Regional Board in the proceeding, the San Diego Regional Board stated:
“SDRWQCB staff agree that infiltration BMPs should not be employed at RGOs.”” Response to
Comments, p. 189.

There is insufficient evidence in the record to show that catch-basin inserts and oil/water
separators are effective for controlling stormwater pollutants at retail gasoline outlets. In fact, a
recent study shows that the effectiveness of such devices has not been proven. See “Investigation of
Structural Control Measures for New Development” by Larry Walker Associates, Inc. (November
1999); Task Force BMP Guide, p. 5.

The Rouge River study cited by the Regional Board does not impugn this conclusion since it
did not evaluate the impact on water quality, test how the pollutant concentrations in stormwater
runoff changed as a result of the use of filters or examine how implementing source control
practices might have achieved better results. According to a principal author of the Rouge River
study, the facilities chosen for the study did not use source control measures (i.e. BMPs) and were
instructed not to do so during the study period.

Other types of treatment devices which might be used to meet the Draft Permit requirements
(such as oil/water separators, sand filters, and compost filters) would require that an additional
subterranean structure be built beneath the retail gasoline outlet. Such enclosed spaces can allow
gasoline and gasoline vapors to mix with air, resulting in a potentially hazardous situation and result
in public safety concerns.

Based on the record, there is no evidence to justify requiring retail gasoline outlets to build
structural treatment controls and to meet numeric design standards as required by the Draft Permit.
By imposing additional controls on retail gasoline stations beyond those that are practicable, the
Regional Board exceeds its authority under the Clean Water Act.
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4. The Draft Permit Fails to Incorporate Certain Task Force BMP Provisions Required
By The State Board’s Order WQ 2000-11.

In its Order WQ 2000-11, the State Board required the implementation of specific source
control best management practices (BMPs) for RGOs such as those recommended in the Task Force
BMPs. Order WQ 2000-11, p. 23 n.50. The Order stated:

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 areas.

Id. at pp. 22-23. =

While Part 4.C.3.b.5. of the Draft Permit requires the implementation of a model SUSMP
which would affect retail gasoline outlets, the Draft Permit fails to implement the specific source
control best management practices required by the State Board. The Draft Permit should reference
the Task Force BMPs to ensure that the specific source control BMPs discussed by the State Board
in its Order are included in the SUSMPs for RGOs.

5. The Threshold For Application Of the Numeric Standards to RGOs Is Overly Broad.

To the extent that the Regional Board persists in attempting to mandate structural treatment
controls for RGOs, the Regional Board must make a closer examination of an approprnate threshold
for such regulation. The Draft Permit suggests the following 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” Draft Permit, p. 32. Use of these criteria in the alternative would cover
virtually every RGO in Los Angeles county which will be constructed or remodeled.

These proposed criteria in the Draft Permit conflict with the recent Technical Report, which
suggest application of the following two thresholds in conjunction: “(i) creates 5,000 square feet or
more of impervious surface; and (ii) has a projected trip generation of 100 or more motor vehicles
ADT.” Technical Report, p. 9. The Regional Board appears to take these criteria from regulations
in Washington and Oregon without any further analysis or justification. To the extent that the
Regional Board intends to apply a threshold to RGOs, such a threshold must be chosen based on
independent justification and analysis, rather than simply parroting language used in a different
regulation of another state.

While WSPA will address the proposed threshold levels in more detail in its later comments
concerning the Technical Report, WSPA objects to the threshold as proposed in the Draft Permit,
since the threshold levels are so overbroad that they would include almost every RGO in Los
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Angeles County. WSPA is unaware of any analysis of the average daily traffic at RGOs in Los
Angeles undertaken by the Regional Board or any studies which show that stormwater runoff at
large-volume stations requires additional treatment beyond application of the Task Force BMPs.

As discussed earlier, WSPA recommends that RGOs be excluded from application of the
numeric standards entirely and instead regulated by application of the Task Force BMPs. To the
extent that the Regional Board intends to apply a threshold, the Regional Board is obligated to
undertake a thorough analysis of appropriate criteria and provide independent justification which
has not been done here.

6. The Regional Board Did Not Adequately Evaluate Economic Considerations.

The Regional Board performed no meaningful analysis to determine whether any of the
specified numerical design standards would be economically achievable or reasonable if applied to
retail gasoline outlets. Porter-Cologne requires the Regional Board to evaluate “economic
considerations” when establishing waste discharge requirements and water quality standards.
Porter-Cologne, Water Code Sections 13241(d) and 13263(a). Substantial evidence before the
Regional Board shows that such numeric standards are unnecessary, expensive and would provide
little or no environmental benefit. In fact, such standards could result in an environmental
detriment, public safety issues, or both. As one example, infiltration at retail gasoline outlets will
likely cause subsurface contamination as accidental spillage of gasoline is directed into the soil
because infiltration mechanisms do not distinguish between gasoline and stormwater runoff

Constructing structural treatment devices at RGOs will require significant design,
construction and maintenance costs. In particular, to comply with the Draft Permit requirements,
expensive pump stations may be required to operate underground stormwater treatment devices in
some locations. Because the Regional Board has no reasonable basis to show that the numerical
design standards in the Draft Permit are economically reasonable or practicable for RGOs, the
Regional Board’s application of such requirements to retail gasoline outlets is arbitrary, capricious
and contrary to its authority.

7. The Draft Permit Violates Section 13360 of the Water Code By Requiring RGOs to
Construct Structural Treatment Devices.

The Regional Board is prohibited from specifying the “design, location, type of
construction, or particular manner” for compliance with a waste discharge requirement or other
Regional Board order. Porter-Cologne, Water Code § 13360(a). For RGOs, the Draft Permit would
mandate construction of structural treatment devices rather than allowing use of BMPs. By
requiring implementation of specified numeric design requirements to mitigate storm water runoff
at RGOs, the Draft Permit violates Section 13360 of the Water Code.

8. The Regional Board Did Not Satisfy CEQA Requirements.

The Regional Board’s action will have a significant impact on the environment because it
would require many new construction projects to implement specific post-construction controls,
which, in the case of retail gasoline outlets at least, could have potentially significant adverse effects
on groundwater. Since the proposed numerical design standards are not federally required and they
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will significantly affect the environment, the Regional Board must follow CEQA requirements if it
wishes to adopt such standards. Among other requirements, CEQA requires an environmental
assessment of the reasonably foreseeable methods by which compliance will be achieved including
an analysis of alternative means of compliance. See 14 C.C.R. § 15187.> To WSPA’s knowledge,
the Regional Board has not complied with such CEQA requirements in adopting the Draft Permit.

9. The Regional Board Did Not Comply with the Administrative Procedure Act.

The Regional Board did not follow the requirements of the California Administrative
Procedure Act (APA). The APA applies because the Draft Permit requirements for retail gasoline
outlets are a standard of general application which meets the APA definition of a regulation. See
Government Code Section 11342. Government Code Section 11352(b) does not exempt the Draft
Permit from the APA because this provision only exempts required “waste discharge requirements
and permits” and, as described above, the Draft Permit requirements exceed what is required by the
Clean Water Act. Therefore, the Regional Board’s adoption of the numeric design standards is a
quasi-legislative action and the APA applies.

10. The Numeric Design Standards Are An Unfunded Mandate. -

The Draft Permit’s numeric design standards also constitute an unfunded mandate prohibited
by the California Constitution. See Cal. Constitution Art. 13B § 6. Since the Draft Permit
requirements exceed what is required by federal law, such limits are not “costs mandated by the
federal government.” Government Code Section 17513. Consequently, since the numeric design
standards do not qualify as a federal mandate, the Regional Board’s order is invalid because it does
not provide for appropriate funding.

In conclusion, the Draft Permit’s imposition of unnecessary and potentially harmful
standards on retail gasoline outlets beyond what is practicable under the Clean Water Act 1s
improper. WSPA respectfully urges the Board to modify the Draft Permit by exempting retail
gasoline outlets from the structural treatment controls and the numeric design standards, and,
instead, to mandate the effective and appropriate BMPs contained in the Task Force BMP Guide.
Finally, as we stated at the beginning of the letter, WSPA will be providing more detailed
comments concerning the Technical Report and the Draft Permit in the near future.

Sincerely,

Ronald Wilkniss

* While the Regional Board may contend that the Draft Permit is exempt from CEQA by reason of Water Code Section
13389, that section only exempts the adoption of federally-mandated waste discharge requirements and permits. See
Water Code § 13372; Committee for a Progressive Gilroy v. State Water Resources Control Bd., 192 Cal. App. 3d 847
(1987). As discussed above, the Clean Water Act only requires stormwater controls to the “maximum extent
practicable” and the imposition of impracticable controls such as the numeric sizing criteria and structural treatment
requirements for retail gasoline outlets are not federally required. Since the Draft Permit requirements imposed on retail
gasoline outlets are not federally-mandated and could cause environmental degradation, CEQA review is required.
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Ballona Creek /Santa Monica Bay Watershed

May 15, 2001

Mr. Dennis Dickerson, Executive Officer
Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board

320 West 4" Street, Suite 200
Los Angeles, California 90013-1105

™
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60 2 o 81 i 100z

Dear Mr. Dickerson,

As per your request, the following are comments regarding the first draft of the upcoming NPDES
Permit for the municipalities in LA County. These comments have been discussed at the watershed
meeting by the member cities (listed below) and are herby submitted to you on their behalf. Your
serious consideration in incorporating these comments is highly appreciated. Please call me at 562-

802-7880 extension 29 if you have any questions.

Sincerely,

Sheila Kennedy
Chair

Specific comments are:

FINDINGS
This item states that the proposed Storm Water Management Plan

Item 10: Storm Water
Management Plan i tabl . .
gement Tlan s accepad® | 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
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ftem 39: Enforcement Authority

Part 1 - Discharge Prohibitions

Section 2

were generally in continuous development, up until the approval
of the SUSMP program in late 2000. Why are they now being
changed again?

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...”

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

Section 2.A

Section 2.A.1

Section B.2 and B.6

The procedure does not make sense. The Permittees are not
responsible for water quality monitoring, so how will they know
when they are exceeding water quality standards?

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).

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
EAC or County hold a contrary position.

The coordination and facilitation elements of these two items are
effectively 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
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Section 3.D

Section 3.E.1

Section 3.F

Section 3.G

Section 3.G.1.m and 3.G.1.n

Section 3.G.1.p

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.

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.

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.

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.

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?

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.

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
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Section 3.H

Section 3.1

Section 3.K

Part 4 - Special Provisions

Part 4.A — Public Information

Section A.1.c

Part 4.B - Industrial Commercial
Inspections

Section 4.B

Part 4.B — Industrial Commercial
Inspections

Section 4.B.1

Part 4.B - Industrial Commercial
Inspections

Section 4.B.2

Part 4.B - Industrial Commercial
Inspections

Section 4.B.3.c

Part 4.B — Industrial Commercial
Inspections

| finalized?

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
of the Board. Why include additional copies of something they
already have?

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.

| This item should be included in Part 3 Section F.3

The permit does not state who will be responsible for the new
signage, the city that the “designated access point” is in, or the
owner of the channel?

As this program has been changed in focus from education to
inspection and enforcement, it should be moved to the ICID
program for ease of reference.

This sentence is unclear. Permittee shall require use of what by
businesses. It appears to mean require use of the program itself,
but that is not possible.

On it’s face, this requirement appears to include every industrial or
commercial business in the City. This is contradictory to the
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.

This item should be clarified to indicate who is required to do the
inspections. Is this intended for the County Health Department to
take over storm water inspections at restaurants? If so, who is
considered responsible if exceedances occur?

This table can be significantly simplified by just stating that any
business shall be inspected every 24 months, not less than twice
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Section 4.B.5.b

Part 4.B — Industrial Commercial
Inspections

Section 4.B.5.d

Part 4.B — Industrial Commercial
Inspections

Section 4.B.6.a

Part 4.B — Industrial Commercial
Inspections

Section 4.B.7.a

| during the permit (since all inspection requirements are identical).

How is the permittee to determine if the board has made an
inspection or not? This is indeed an irrelevant section, since even if
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 Cities best interest to
inspect it anyway.

Please specify what sanctions would satisfy this requirement
(financial, criminal, etc.).

This notification requirement is burdensome and confusing. If
there is a violation of a City ordinance, the City is the enforcing
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
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
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Part 4.C — Development Planning

Section 4.C.3.c

Part 4.C — Development Planning

Section 4.C.9

Part 4.C — Development Planning

Section 4.C.10

Part 4.C — Development Planning

Section 4.C.12

Part 4.C — Development Planning

Section 4.C.14

Part 4.D - Development
Construction

Section 4.D.1.a

" Part 4.D — Development
Construction

Section 4.D.1.c

Part 4.D - Development

Construction -

Section 4.D.2

Part 4.D - Development
Construction

Section 4.D.3

| dischargers with no exposure)

SUSMPs have been developed for each of the other types of
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.

It is unclear what authority the City has to regulate property
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?

This section is completely unclear as to its intent and specifics.

Most cities are on a set schedule to update general plans (5 years or
s0), as such the 540 day deadline should be changed to the next
scheduled general plan revision.

This should be assigned to the Principal Permittee, since it is
intended to be a countywide consistent document.

This should be clarified further. Is it intended that City personnel
attend all such meetings or workshops, or merely to provide
information for voluntary distribution during such meetings?

Several of the items listed in the “minimum BMPs” are not actually
BMPs. If a minimum list is envisioned, it should be spelled out
here.

The statement that a Local SWPPP can replace a State SWPPP
should be removed, as it is not relevant to the Local SWPPP
requirements.

Permittee inspectors additional actions must be limited to local
ordinances and codes, since they do not have the authority to
enforce state laws in this case.
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Part 4.D — Development
Construction

Section 4.D.4.b

Part 4.E - Public Agency Activities

Section 4.E.1

Part 4.E — Public Agency Activities

Section 4.E.2

Part 4.E - Public Agency Activities

Section 4.E.4.f

Part 4.E — Public Agency Activities

Section 4.E.5

Part 4.E -~ Public Agency Activities

Section 4.E.6.a

Part 4.E — Pubiic Agency Activities

Section 4.E.7

res 14

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.

Without additional rationale, the requirement of an “electronic
system” is not justified. Smaller cities may not have a number of
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.

Details for the sections on Parking Facilities Management, Public
Industrial Activities, and Dry Weather Diversions have been
omitted from this draft.

Does the Board intend for the CMOM provisions to take the place
of the Sewer section of the Public Agency program? If so, this
should be specified. -

A blanket requirement to reduce use, storage and handling is not
useful, some guidelines (i.e. reduction from what amounts?) must
be provided.

There is a numbering inconsistency in this section, and duplication
of at least one item.

No definition of “high” and “moderate” volumes of trash was
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.

A section should be inserted stating that the Permittees shall not be
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 likely exceed bacteria discharge limits. If
BMPs (such as containment) are delayed because of the emergency,
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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
Section 4.F.1.a | Of the SQMP as written, to avoid the additional paperwork of
creating an unnecessary document.

Part 4.F ~ICID Program | The tracking system should be developed by the Principal
Section 4.F.1.p | Permittee, since the goal is to have a consistent and countywide
system controlled by the Principal Permittee.

Part 4.F - ICID Program | What is the rational for specifying that the Permittees specifically
Section 4.F.2.b | consider the 1994 Northridge quake and the “civil unrest”?

Members;

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

HK 5/07/01
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:Dan Radulescu - Fwd:lfiv;_: New Permit comments 7 - Page 1

From: Xavier Swamikannu

To: Dan Radulescu

Date: 5/15/01 12:04PM

Subject: Fwd: Fw: New Permit comments

Electronic comments - Ballona Creek Watershed
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NEST Environment: Services

1040 Grant Road, Suite 155-323 Tel: 630-933-3012
Mountain View CA, 94040-3296 Fax: 630-968-6G33

Fax Cover Page 5-16-01

To: Xavier Swamikannu, Chief LA Long Beach Storm Water Unit
From: NEST Environmental Services, on Reh, tel: 330-823-1842
Consists of this page plus 2 pages. Call Z30-823-134Z if not received.
Subject: First Draft - LA County Municipal Storm Water NPDES Permit.

Xavier, please see my comments below.
Distribution List - Consultants, NEST Enuvir-nmental Services: currently
blank! add Don Reh as contact.
Fact Sheet/Staff Report:
Part Il
Recommend putting in an LA Count: map that shows by rectangles
and labels the six six watersheds msticned in Part Il
Part III
Isp’t there a Phase that covers curre=tly unpermitted industries and
activities such as auto body shops ard mall/strip parking lots?
Shouldn’t that be included, since tiie: . esp. parking lots contribute so
much to the polluted runoff?
Part V
Finally, someone acknowledging fror group monitoring data that
heavy metals, copper and zing, are mgjor polluting issues in storm
water runoff.
Part VI
A. Add (PIPP) after Public Information and Part... Program to
clarify the acronyvm PIPP in Background p.8
Justification: p.11 Spell out SQMP arid TMDL. Maybe evervone
doesn’t know those acronyms.
2. Programs for Business, p.11. [sn't it time to add auto body and
repair shops and shopping mall/strir parking lots as part of the
target?
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B. Industrial/Commercial Inspection “rogram, p. 1+. 2nd setof
bullets, Inspect and monitor industrial racilities.. add “to ensure”
that...

p.16 under the bullet “For all”. Mot “lear to me what the phrase
«Automotive services” includes: [ think it should specitically identify
what it includes: gas stations, autc b.dyv repairs, vehicle dismanters
etc., or mayvbe reference the Part 5 [=finiitions of the Draft Permit.

E. Public Agency Activities. p.23, Znd bullet: Permittee-onwned
parking lots shall be... Why can’tyou spell out this same level of
performance for shopping map/strit and emloyvee parking lots
elsewhere in this permit?

same page 3th bullet. “designated drcas” is 100 vague. NEST deals
with 16 ready mix concrete manufa turers and thev use impervious
rather than “designated” washout ar=as in which the water either
evaporates or gets recycled back in. process water. | think this
“impenvious” standard should be the same for public agency concrete
businesses.

F. New development and Significant - edevelopment, last para. p.24.,
8th line, should be (“vehicle” vs the »visting “autc” sahvage vards.

p.27, 3rd line down. New sentence < arts: The State of Marvland -
then text ends. Something missing:

p. 27, 1st para, it is not clear to me - hat the difference between
highest pollution concentration and rollutant load. The terminology
pollution concentration in terms of rig L1 understand: is pollutant
load something else?

A. Mass Emissions Monitoring. ® Nev Requirement. Acronyms NDL
and CTR. Spell out which MDL - the maximum dailyv load or the
method detection limit? Spell out CTR for thoise not familiar w ith it

p32. talks about TSS sampling. Are Sroup.Phase [ storm water

sampling parameters going to chang« to reflect SSC analytic methods
for the season 2001-2002*
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DRAFT LA RWQCB Order
Refers to Appendix A in various pla es. Appendix A not labeled or
found.

Part 4 Special Provisions,
A. Public Information and Participaticn Program. Add (PIPP) after
header.
B. Programs for Industrial/Commer il Inspections. Which Agency,
the NS4 or the RWB has the last sav in contflicts over whether an
industrial site is implementing adequate BMPs. For example if the
RWB Inspector inspects and facility wnd accepts the site
implemented BNPs and later, the M+ [nspector inspects and says
that a certain additional BNPs area required. Or a RWB inspector
comes after a NS4 Inspector and say s thata particlular BMP is not
necessary. Who has the final say7 [ industrial tacility operators
have the right to appeal a NS4 determination of non-compliance
with the RWB?

Part 6
E. Inspection and Entry. Should this also specifically include Permittee
authorized representatives since tiiey are not part ot the Regional
Board or USEPA?
Attachment 2
NMalibu Creek Lakes and Tributaries. [s ihere a consent decree date
associated with this TNDL?

Will the Phase 1 industrial permittees alsc: 1ave to send copies of their
monitoring results (visual and Stori. water sample) and Annual

Report to the Permittee (city in whith their business operates?

End of Comments/Questions----
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Xavier Swamikannu

FAX: 213 576-6640

FROM: NeST

PAGES: 4
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COUNTY SANITATION DISTRICTS
OF LOS ANGELES COUNTY

1955 Workman Mill Road. Whittier, CA 90601-1400
Mailing Address P C. Box 4998 Whittier, CA 90607-4958 JAMES F. STAHL
Telephone: {562) 997411 FAX (542! 69954722 Chief Engineer and General Marager

www iGcsd org

May 15, 2001 .
File No.: 31-370.10 - -.

Mr. Dennis Dickerson, Executive Officer

California Regional Water Quality Contrel Board
Los Angeles Region

320 West 4™ Street, Suite 200

Los Angeles, Ca 90013

.

~ert

Zh:z d L1 AYH 1002

“-“ 3

Dear Mr. Dickerson: _

Draft 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 and Santa Clarita

The County Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County (Districts) have reviewed 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
(Draft Permut).  After reviewing the proposed waste discharge requirements, we have several
comments/concerns which are discussed in detail below.

Numerical Design Criteria for Post-Construction Treatment Control BMP’s

The Regional Board proposes to add new numerical mitigation criteria for flow-based structural and
treatment control BMPs. At present, the Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plan (SUSMP)
already includes numerical design criteria for volumetric structural and treatment control BMPs; the
proposed criteria are unjustified and may also result in detriments that should be considered. For
example, the Districts are concerned that the proposed flow-based design criteria will result in more
requests for diversion projects of storm weather flow to treatment plants rather than the
implementation of practical structural and treatment control BMPs. Also, the high cost of real estate
and shortage of available open space land in Los Angeles County does not provide incentive for
installing post-construction treatment control BMPs that require large areas. As such, the Districts
do not feel that this is the result that the Regional Board intended with the proposed criteria.

Dry Weather Diversions

The Draft Permit requires each Permittee to implement a Public Agency program to minimize storm
water pollution impacts from public agency activities. The proposed program includes, among other

LANGUYEN\stormwater\municipal permif\050301.wpd:01.05.15
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Mr. Dennis Dickerson -2- May 15, 2001

components, dry weather diversions. The Districts support the implementation of programs to
minimize storm water pollution impacts and dry weather diversion projects for appropriate specific
cases; however, the Draft Permit does not provide guidance with regard to selection of storm drains
for diversion projects. For example, if a receiving water is determined to violate state bacteria
standards during wet weather events; the Regional Board should review its designated use(s) to make
sure that the standards were correctly set. The problem often arises because standards are primarily
based on dry weather data designed to allow primary contact recreation to occur; these standards
should not apply during wet weather when contact recreation does not take place. If people in a
particular community do not use a receiving water to swim in during storm events, a refined use (one
that excludes primary contact recreation) or refined water quality objectives (1.e., perhaps seasonal)
should be established. This will avoid unnecessary actions such as an impaired waters listing, the
development of a TMDL for bacteria, storm water control requirements, and the need for diversion.
Furthermore, the Draft Permit should also include proper guidance with respect to dry weather
diversion projects to minimize the risks of excessive accidental storm flows and/or spills of
pollutants reaching POTWSs and causing pass-through of pollutants to receiving waters.

Location of Monitoring Stations -

The Districts agree with the Regional Board that a comprehensive monitoring program can supply
a wealth of data that can be used in a wide range of applications for improving water quality.
However, we also believe that the storm water monitoring program should avoid duplicative or
unproductive monitoring and should ensure that the data collected are useful. Specifically, we are
concerned about the location of monitoring stations close to the Districts’ treatment plants. Because
the Districts” NPDES permits for the treatment plants include requirements for monitoring of
receiving waters, the Districts possess a large database containing water quality data on receiving
water stations close to the Districts’ plants. Coordinating the placement of monitoring sites (using
a regional watershed approach) between all direct dischargers and the municipalities will reduce
monitoring costs and result in saving existing resources. The Draft Permit provides no guidance or
detail on how this coordination will happen.

Mass Emission Monitoring

The Draft Permit requires that a sample be obtained during the first storm event and analyzed for all
constituents listed in Attachment 1, which includes more than 230 parameters. Even though the
Draft Permit allows for reduction of parameters to be analyzed, the entire list is required for the first
storm of each season. The Districts believe that this requirement is excessive, in that if a
constituents has not been detected in a receiving water over consecutive periods, there is no reason
to continue analyzing for that parameter. The resources would be better used for other purposes.
In addition, the Districts suggest that the Regional Board address safety concerns for receiving water
sampling during storm events. It makes sense to obtain a receiving water sample only when it is safe
to do so.

LANGUYENstormwater\municipal permit\050301.wpd:01.05.15
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Mr. Dennis Dickerson -3- May 15, 2001

Use of Collected Data

The Districts request that the Regional Board be more specific and include details in the Permit on
how monitoring data will be used in assessing the effectiveness of an urban runoff management
program. The Districts believe that some of the monitoring requirements are excessive, such as river
toxicity studies. The primary goal of collecting monitoring data should be to determine the
performance or effectiveness of the BMPs. The Districts are concerned that the Draft Permit fails
to include appropriate “safe harbor” language particularly for alleged exceedences of water quality
objectives. Thus, even if appropriate BMPs were implemented to control pollutants “to the
maximum extent practicable,” cities may still be subject to enforcement actions and/or fines.

The Districts appreciate the opportunity to comment on the Draft 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. If you have any questions or
concerns regarding the information, please contact June Nguyen at (562) 699-7411, extension 2830.

Very truly yours,
James F. Stahl

) / .

Tiidone & (oo
(O L (e
Victoria O. Conway
Head, Monitoring Section

Technical Services Department

VOC:JN:drm
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} INDEPENDENT CITIES ASSOCIATION

Post Office Box 750, Paimdale, CA 93590-1750 » {877) 906-0941 « FAX (661) 285-0481

OFFICERS VIA FACSIMILE - 3 Pages
First Vice President
Mark Paulsoa May 16, 2001
Alhambra
Third Vice President
Steve Napolitano
Manhattan Beach .
Secretary Mr. Dennis Dickerson
gxzﬁmmm California Regional Water Quality Control Board
sadena Los Angeles Region
”ﬁg?&ﬁ ' 320 West 4th Street, Suite 200
Lo Los Angeles, California 90013
ﬁﬁﬁgﬁﬁ;mo Re: Joint Request For Los .Angeles Storm Water
San Gabrie! Permit Facilitated Negotiation Process
BOARD OF Dear Mr. Dickerson:
DIRECTORS '
. A The Independent Cities Association (ICA), which is
Beverly DiTomaso comprised of fifty-one cities in the Southern California
San Fernando . .
' . area, supports a consensus building process to address
mgxx%;m concerns regarding the proposed Los Angeles Municipal
Storm Water NPDES Permit (Permit). The process proposed
Bob Hoibrook in the attached letter from The Coalition For Practical
wnta Monica . .
Al Lei Regulation is generally supported by ICA.
iga
Claremont

The Independent Cities Association stands ready to assist

Mike McCormick you in formulating an NPDES Permit that makes sense for

Vermnon
Los Angeles County.
Kelly McDowell )
El Segundo ' « «, s
) o , Thank you for considering the position of the Independent
E:ﬁégg“w*‘ Cities Association.

Mary Anne Saucedo
Montebello [

Bob Winningham :
Downey .

Mary mmarano, Chair
MANAGEMENT ICA Major Issues, Water
& Legislation Committee

Sincerely,

Executive Director

David Smith
ds
Management Consuitant
Ken Spiker And Associates, Inc. Attachment
General Legal Counsel
Burke, Williams & Sorensen LLP
MEMBER CITIES:
hambra . Chino Downey Hermosa Beach Long Beach Pasadena Santa Fe Springs Wexst Covina
.rcadia Claremont El Monte Huntington Park Los Angeles Pomona Santa Monica Whitticr
Azusa_ Colton El Segundo [ndio Lynwood Redondo Beach Sierra Madre
Baldwin Park ~ Commerce Fulterton Inglewood Manhattan Beach San Fernando Signal Hill -
Bell . Compton . Gardena {rwindale Monrovia San Gabricl South Gate
Beverty Hills Covina . ) Glendora La Habra Montebetlo San Marino Upland
Burbank Culver City Hawthorne Lawndalc Monterey Park Santa Clarita Vernon
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May 18, 2001

Mr. Dennis Dickerson

California Regional Water Quality Control Board
Los Angeles Region

320 W. 4™ Street, Suite 200

Los Angeles, CA 90013

JOINT REQUEST FOR LOS ANGELES ST ORM WATER PERMIT FACILITATED
- NEGOTIATION PROCESS

Dear Mr. Dickerson:

" This letter is to request that you join the undersigned in supporting a facilitated negotiation
process to help you, your staff, the public and your Board solicit and expeditiously address
concems from various stakeholders regarding the proposed Los Angeles Municipal Storm Water
NPDES Permit (Permit). The process proposed herein is designed to encourage consensus and
resolution of issues involving the proposed Permit, through a forum that allows for the
thoughtful exchange of concerns, ideas. and issues, on a real time basis, thereby reducing the
development time for a final Permit and resulting in a Permit that has broad support at all levels.
This process could and probably should employ a facilitator to bring regulatory, municipal,
business and environmental stakeholders together with the common goal of determining the most
practical and effective measures to include in the Permit to improve our water quality.

Since it is all of our desires to address water quality concerns in a timely manner, we believe this
process should begin no later than July and be completed in 60 days, and that it will result in an
NPDES Permit that will avoid continuing legal debates and disputes. This time period is
consistent with the time period you and your Board are proposing for Permit adoption, and in the
long run hopefully avoid ongoing challenges to the Permit terms, as it will decrease the
likelihood of administrative appeals and lawsuits and increase the effectiveness of the policies
adopted. : :

The facilitator for this process should be selected based on input from the various stakeholders
and would not require any funding from the Regional Water Quality Control Board. It should be
understood that this process would at best result in a draft permit, to be subject to further review
by the general public, and by the Regional Board itself for its ultimate approval. Moreover, the
information developed in the process should prove to be invaluable in compiling a consensus
approach to clean water, and should spill over into agreement on other issues such as the TMDL
process itself.
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Please join us in bringing stakeholders together during the development process of the Permit,
rather than waiting until adoption before your Board and help us help you formulate an NPDES
Permit that makes sense for Los Angeles County.

Organizations which have been identified for participation include:

The Building Industry Association, The California Restaurant Association, The City of Los
Angeles, The Coalition for Practical Regulation, The County of Los Angeles, The Economic
Development Council, The Executive Advisor Committee, Heal the Bay, The NRDC, The Santa
Monica Baykeeper, The Storm Water Quality Task Force, and The Western States Petroleum
Association.

Sincerely, -

cc. Art Baggett, State Water Resources Control Board
David Nahai, Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board
Listed Organizations’ -
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COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS

900 SOUTH FREMONT AVENUE
ALHAMBRA, CALIFORNIA 91803433k~ & 3 s - g%

Telephone: (626) 458-5100%58 wz? 1% B it
JAMES A. NOYES, Director o ADDRESS ALL CORRESPONDENCE TO:
P.0. BOX 1460

ALHAMBRA, CALIFORNIA 91802-1460

2000 MAY 21 P 1: 50

IN REPLY PLEASE
REFER TO FILE: WM-9

May 17, 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 80013-1105

Dear Mr. Dickerson:

WITHDRAWAL OF THE REPORT OF WASTE DISCHARGE
FOR SANTA CLARA RIVER WATERSHED

As discussed between Mustafa Ariki and Xavier Swamikannu, the purpose of this letter is
to rescind the Santa Clara River Watershed's Report of Waste Discharge (ROWD)
application, submitted to your office on January 31, 2001, and to add the Watershed as
part of the Los Angeles Basin' ROWD application. In our comments to your Los Angeles
Basin’s National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System First Draft Permit, submitted to
you on May 16, 2001, we included the necessary changes for the addition of the
Santa Clara Watershed to the Los Angeles Basin’s ROWD application.

If you have any 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

A~

ROD H. KUBOMOTO
Assistant Deputy Director
Watershed Management Division

MA:Kk

ANSANTA CLARA_WS.WPD

cc: All Permittees
City of Santa Clarita
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California Regional Water Quality Control Board

\(‘, Los Angeles Region

(50 Years Serving Coastal Los Angeles and Ventura Counties)

Winston H. Hickox

Secretary for 320 W. 4th Street, Suite 200, Los Angeles, California 90013
Environmental Phone (213) 576-6600 FAX (213) 576-6640
Protection Internet Address: http://www.swrcb.ca.gov/rwqcbd

Governor

May 18, 2001

Mr. David Fike, Director
Department of Public Works
City of Monrovia

415 South Ivy Avenue
Monrovia, CA 91016-2888

LOS ANGELES COUNTY MUNICIPAL NATIONAL POLLUTANT DISCHARGE
ELIMINATION SYSTEM (NPDES) STORM WATER PERMIT RENEWAL - NPDES PERMIT
No. CAS614001, CI 6948

Dear Mr. Fike:

Thank you for your letter dated April 18, 2001 expressing your to your concerns with the workshop of
April 24, 2001 and the public review schedule established for the Los Angeles County Municipal Storm
Water NPDES permit. [ appreciate that you took the time to relay your concemns and I value your
perspective.

The primary purpose of the public workshop held April 24, 2001 (eleven days following release of the
draft permit) was for Regional Board staff to explain the proposed changes in the draft permit to facilitate
subsequent public review and comment. The intent, in this case, was to begin the review and comment
process. Our sense was that this could be best initiated by holding a workshop to allow Regional Board
staff to explain the basis on which elements of the draft permit were developed. By so doing, interested
parties preparing comments would have the benefit of this perspective to assist them in developing their
comments on the draft permit. Secondarily, the workshop was an opportunity for interested parties to
offer preliminary comments on the draft, if they were prepared to do so, and as appropriate, exchange
information during the public forum. In this sense, the workshop was very well attended and successful. I
should note that during the public forum, Mr. Luis Salaya of the City of Monrovia did provide comments
to our staff.

Public comments on the draft were due May 16, 2001. This gave interested parties over 30 days to
comment on the first draft alone. Regional Board staff are carefully reviewing the comments and will
make changes as necessary to the draft. We also plan to send out a response to comments with the second
draft of the permit (tentative permit). At that time, interested parties will have an additional month to
provide written comments on the tentative permit.
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Mr. David Fike, Director -2- May 18, 2001
City of Monrovia :
Department of Public Works

Please note that the Regional Board will conduct a workshop where our Board members will ask
questions of staff and the public and hear comments from the public on the second draft of the permit.
This workshop is scheduled to take place on July 26, 2001. We will advise all interested parties regarding
the final location and time for the workshop.

Once again, thank you very much for your letter. If you have any questions please feel free to call me
directly at (213) 576-6605 or, please have your staff call Carlos Urrunaga at (213) 576-6655.

Sincerely,

Dennis A. Dickerson
Executive Officer

cc: H. David Nahai, Chairman, Regional Board
Mr. Desi Alvarez, Chairman, Executive Advisory Committee
Mr. Don Wolfe, Los Angeles County Department of Public Works

@
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Dan Radulescu - Monitoring Changes  Pagel

From: Megan Fisher

To: tikim@dpw.co.la.ca.us
Date: 5/23/01 4:44PM
Subject: Monitoring Changes
T4,

Attached is a summary of the changes to the monitoring program that we discussed earlier today. if you
send me your fax number, | will send over the Workplan for Wet Weather Modeling that | referred to. If
you are not familiar with the Source ID Monitoring section, ask Bill, | think you all are already participating.
We would still like you to present the analysis of land use data at next Wednesday's meeting.

| will be sending a preliminary second draft soon (hopefully tomorrow). If not, the main points of
discussion for the meeting are on the attached outline.

Let me know if you have any questions.

Megan

CC: bdepoto@dpw.co.la.ca.us; ctrevizo@dpw.co.la.ca.us; Dan Radulescy;
ghowe@dpw.co.la.ca.us; mariki@dpw.co.la.ca.us; Megan Fisher; Xavier Swamikannu
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Page‘l

Outline of Significant Changes to Monitoring Program (5-22-01)

Mass Emissions:
Purpose: The purpose of mass emission monitoring is to estimate the mass
emissions from the MS4, detect trends, and compare data to existing standards.

o First storm of each year shall be monitored for SIP minimum levels, if a
constituent is not detected, the current MDLs may be used for the rest of the
year. If SIP levels are detected, the lower MDLs (listed in Attachment 2 of
draft) shall continue to be used. This change is for cost-saving purposes.

e Due to the high variability of storm water, sampling all large storms would be the

most accurate way to determine an average mass emission load. However,
since this is cost-prohibitive, TSS data can be used as a load indicator (most
constituents correlate with TSS). Therefore, the Principal Permittee shalil
analyze all additional storms greater than .25 inch (in addition to the original
requirement) for TSS.

Estuary Monitoring:

Purpose: Sample estuaries to determine the spatial extent of sediment fate from
storm water, and the magnitude of its effects. Produce a map of each estuary
depicting the areas of degraded sediment.

e« Sample 25 sites in each estuary once during the permit cycle. One estuary can

be sampled each year, or they can be done concurrently.
* Analyze samples for sediment toxicity, chemistry and benthic community
e The resulting map and data will help determine appropriate iocations for
monitoring trends in sediment deposition and composition associated with
storm water (possibly in next permit)

s Stations outside of direct outfalls should also be monitored to assess cumulative

effects

e This effort should be undertaken in parallel to the Regional Monitoring (Bight-
wide 03), so it can be compared to other areas of Southern California to
determine regional patterns of distribution and fate of pollutants in storm
water

Source ID Monitoring:

Purpose: This requirement has been changed to support an on-going effort by
the County, the Regional Board, SCCWRP, etc... to develop a dynamic wet
weather runoff model. As an immediate purpose, the data collected will help
determine what proportion of the cumulative runoff load of various constituents is
generated from specific land uses (critical sources), sub-watersheds, or
municipal entities. The ultimate goal is to develop a model that can be regionally
applied to target locations or sources that contribute poliutants, prioritize
locations that need management actions, and assign load and waste load
allocations for TMDLs. Overall, this Source ID monitoring will more efficiently
achieve the goal of locating sources and needed management actions, and it will
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Dan Radulescu - 5-23 Changes to Monitoringdoe. .~ . . . Page2|

be more widely applicable than the tributary monitoring as it was written in the draft.

As part of the existing modeling effort, 21 specific land uses have been identified
(Table 1 of the General Workplan for Wet Weather Modeling of the Los Angeles
River). Water quality data collected to date consists largely of event mean
concentrations, but a dynamic model needs information throughout the course of
a storm. Therefore, time-concentration series should be obtained for the specific
land uses. Due to storm variability, time concentration information should be
collected during multiple storm events.

« Monitor 10 site events, this could be from 10 different critical sources, or 2
events from 5 critical sources (effort of participation consistent with that of the
Regional Board)

e Each site event includes 10 time-paced samples, to cover the entire range of the
storm. For example, samples should be taken every hour for a 10 hour
storm.

¢ Each site sample should be analyzed for constituents that exceed standards at
the respective mass emission station, TSS, bacteria, nutrients, trace metals,
organophosphorus pesticides, and PAHs

¢ Sampling and site selection should be consistent with the existing effort

+ County may reconfigure existing land use and/or critical source stations, if
appropriate

Bioassessment

Considering the status of bioassessment development in Southern California, it
may be more appropriate to focus this requirement on the need to develop a
bioassessment tool and Index of Biological Integrity (IBI) for this region. Instead
of the monitoring in the first draft, the County should focys on jointly developing
reference conditions, natural variability in this region, and an IBI with the
Southern California Stormwater Research/Monitoring Program, or other existing
regional efforts.
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Coalition for Practical Regulation

———————

Arcadia
Artesia
Bellflower
Bell Gardens
Burbank
Cerritos
Commerce
Compton
Diamond Bar
Downey
Hawaiian Gardens
Industry
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May 23, 2001

Mr. Dennis Dickerson

California Regional Water Quality Control Board
Los Angeles Region

320 W. 4" Strest, Suite 200

Los Angeles, CA 90013

ShZ o hZ WWH 1007

SUBJECT: Joint Request For Los Angeles Storm Water Permit
Facilitator

—

Dear Mr. Dickerson:

This letter is to request that you join the undersigned in supporting a
facilitated review or consensus building process to help you, your
staff, the public and your Board solicit and expeditiously address
concerns from various stakeholders regarding the proposed Los
Angeles Municipal Storm Water NPDES Permit (Permit). We
acknowledge that your staffing and resources are stretched and
divided between many priorities. The Permit process also places
great demands on the Board. The goal of the facilitated review
process is to assist all of the stakeholders, the staff and the Board in
understanding the issues and reaching consensus on the Draft Permit.

The proposed facilitation is designed to encourage consensus and
resolution of issues through a forum that allows for the thoughtful
exchange of concerns, ideas and issues, all on a real time basis. The
proposed process will reduce the development time for a final Permit
and will result in a Permit that presumably has broad support at all
levels. The facilitator will bring regulatory, municipal, business and
environmental stakeholders together with the common goal of
determining the most practical and effective measures to include in
the Permit to improve our water quality.

Since it is all of our desires to address water quality concerns in a
timely manner, we believe the facilitated review process should begin
no later than July and be completed in 60 days, and that it will result in
an NPDES Permit that will avoid continuing debates and disputes.

2175 Cherry Avenue # Signal Hill, CA 90806 ¢ (562) 989-7302 4 (562) 989-7393 Fax
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This time period is consistent with the time period you and your Board are proposing for
Permit adoption, and we believe that the process, in the long run will hopefully avoid
ongoing challenges to the Permit terms, as it will decrease the likelihood of
administrative appeals and litigation, and increase the effectiveness of the policies
adopted.

The facilitator should be selected based on input from the various participating
stakeholders and would not require any funding from the Regional Water Quality
Control Board. The Coalition and other stakeholders have volunteered to provide the
financial support for the facilitator. It would then be our hope that the results of the
facilitated review process would be placed into the Final Permit, which would be subject
to further review by the general public, and by the Regional Board itself for its ultimate
approval. Moreover, the information and methods utilized and developed in the process
should prove to be invaluable in developing a similar consensus building approach in
other related storm water runoff issues, such as the TMDL process.

Please join us in bringing interested stakeholders together to develop a more effective
and efficient review process for the MS4 NPDES Permit for Los Angeles County. We
believe that a facilitated review process will ultimately help you and the Board in
formulating an NPDES Permit that makes sense for Los Angeles County.

By our forwarding a copy of this request to the following organizations, the Coalition for
Practical Regulation hereby invites all of these organizations to participate in this
proposed facilitated review process:

The Building Industry Association of Southern Califorina, the California Restaurant
Association, the City of Los Angeles, the County of Los Angeles, the Economic
Development Council, the Executive Advisor Committee, Heal the Bay, the NRDC, the
Santa Monica Baykeeper, the Storm Water Quality Task Force, and the Western States
Petroleum Association.

Sincerely,

e
! 7 4 . Y , e
TN Secieng T ¢ %/P&!

Larry Férester

Mayor

City of Signal Hill

CPR Steering Committee

cc. Art Baggett, State Water Resources Control Board
David Nahai, Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board
California Storm Water Quality Task Force
Southern California Coastal Water Research Project
Listed Organizations
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The Building Industry Association of Southern California L7 will [J will not
participate in a facilitated review process.

Dated: May , 2001 By:

Representative of the Building
Industry Association of Southern
California

The California Restaurant Association will  will not [J pam’cipate in a facilitated
review process.

Dated: May , 2001 By:

Representative of the California
Restaurant Association

The City of Los Angeles will O will not [ participate in a facilitated review process.

Dated: May , 2001 By:

Representative of the City of Los
Angeles

The County of Los Angeles will O will not [J participate in a facilitated review
process.

Dated: May , 2001 By:

Representative of the County of Los
Angeles

The Economic Development Council will Jwill not [J participate in a facilitated
review process.

Dated: May , 2001 By:

Representative of the Economic
Development Council
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The Executive Advisory Committee will 0 will not [ participate in a facilitated
review process.

Dated: May , 2001 By:

Representative of the Executive .
Advisory Committee

Heal the Bay will O will not [ participate in a facilitated review process.

Dated: May , 2001 By:

Representative of Heal the Bay

The NRDC will O will not [ participate in a facilitated review process.

Dated: May , 2001 By:

Representative of NRDC

Santa Monica Baykeeper will Jwill not O participate in a facilitated review
process.

Dated: May , 2001 By:

Representative of Santa Monica
Baykeeper

The Storm Water Quality Task Force will O will not [ participate in a facilitated
review process.

Dated: May , 2001 By:

Representative of the Storm Water
Quality Task Force

The Western State Petroleum Association will Jwill not [ participate in a
facilitated review process.

Dated: May , 2001 By:

Representative of the Western
State Petroleum Association
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/‘ -California Regional Water Quality Control Board
\v Los Angeles Region '

\ 4
Winston H. Hickox (51 Years Serving Coastal Los Angeles and Ventura Counties) Gray Davis
Secretary for Governor

320 W. 4th Street, Suite 200, Los Angeles, California 90013
Phone (213) 576-6600 FAX (213) 576-6640
Internet Address: http://www.swrcb.ca.gov/rwqeb4

Environmental
Protection

May 24, 2001

Ms. Ann E. Wessel
Stormwater Permit Manager
Water Quality Program
Department of Ecology

PO Box 47600

Olympia, WA 98504-7600

Dear Ms. Wessel:

REQUEST FOR INFORMATION ON RETAIL GASOLINE OUTLETS OR FUEL DISPENSING
FACILITIES ADDRESSED BY THE MUNICIPAL STORM WATER PERMIT IN THE STATE OF
WASHINGTON AND CITY OF SEATTLE

| am writing to request your assistance in providing information on the new development
requirements to treat storm water runoff from retail gasoline outlets (RGOs) or fuel dispensing
facilities in Western Washington State and the City of Seattle.

The California Regional Water Quality Control Board, Los Angeles Region is the responsible
State Agency to issue National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permits in the
Los Angeles Region. We are in the process of renewing the Municipal Separate Storm Sewer
System (MS4) permit for Los Angeles County and the incorporated cities.

We will greatly value your re'sponse to the following questions.
1. Why are RGOs specified as a development category that must treat storm water runoff?

2. What was the justification and basis for the categorization of RGOs as a priority category
or in other way as a contributor or potential contributor of pollutants in the storm water
runoff?

3. What are the pollutants of concern in untreated storm water runoff from RGOs in your
opinion?

4. s there a minimum size or area threshold for RGOs to be subject to the new development
requirements for storm water controls?

5. Do you use alternative thresholds (such as traffic volume, fuel dispensing volume, number
of nozzles etc) to trigger the requirement of storm water control measures at RGOs
(existing or new development)?

6. What types of storm water controls or treatment BMPs do RGOs most often select to
mitigate storm water pollution?

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:/f/www.swrcb.ca. gov/news/echallenge. html***
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7. Do you have different treatment requirements for storm water from the vehicle fueling
areas as opposed to the vehicle access areas? If so what are they?

8 What is the estimated economic cost of implementing storm water controls at RGOs
relative to project cost?

9. What percent approximately of the RGO area is taken up by treatment control BMPs?

10. When (year) did RGOs first become subject to new development requirements for storm
water treatment in your jurisdiction?

11. Has the implementation of treatment control BMPs at RGOs improved the quality of storm
water discharges in your jurisdiction?

12. What mechanism do you use to ensure that the treatment BMPs are properly maintained?

We appreciate your time and effort in responding to our questions. Please include any
additional materials (such as codes, guidelines, etc.) to supplement your response. Your
response will greatly assist us in our development of reguirements and justification for the
control of storm water runoff from RGOs and gas stations. [t would be most helpful if you
send your response to reach us on or before June 15.

If you have any questions, please do no hesitate to contact me at (213) 576-6668. Thank you
very much for your assistance in this matter.

Singerel

Dan Radulescu
Water Resources Control Engineer
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2N California Regional Water Quality Control Board
oy Los Angeles Region

Winston H. Hickox (51 Years Serving Coastal Los Angeles and Ventura Counties) Gray Davis

Secretary for
Environmental
Protection

Governor

320 W. 4th Street, Sui.le 200, Los Angeles, Califomia 90013
Phone (213) 576-6600 FAX (213) 576-6640
Intemnet Address: http://www.swrcb.ca.gov/rwqcb4

May 24, 2001

Mr. Kelly Hendrix

Water Pollution Control Lab, City of Portland
6543 North Burlington Avenue

Portland, OR 97203

Dear Mr. Hendrix:

REQUEST FOR INFORMATION ON RETAIL GASOLINE OUTLETS OR FUEL DISPENSING
FACILITIES ADDRESSED BY THE MUNICIPAL STORM WATER PERMIT IN THE STATE OF
OREGON AND CITY OF PORTLAND

| am writing to request your assistance in providing information on the new development
requirements to treat storm water runoff from retail gasoline outlets (RGOs) or fuel dispensing
facilities in the State of Oregon and the City of Portiand.

The California Regional Water Quality Control Board, Los Angeles Region is the responsible
State Agency to issue National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permits in the
Los Angeles Region. We are in the process of renewing the Municipal Separate Storm Sewer
System (MS4) permit for Los Angeles County and the incorporated cities.

We will greatly value your response to the following questions.
1. Why are RGOs specified as a devélopment category that must treat storm water runoff?

2. What was the justification and basis for the categorization of RGOs as a priority category

or in other way as a contributor or potential contributor of pollutants in the storm water
runoff?

3. What are the pollutants of concern in untreated storm water runoff from RGOs in your
opinion?

4. Is there a minimum size or area threshold for RGOs to be subject to the new development
requirements for storm water controls?

5. Do you use aiternative thresholds (such as traffic volume, fuel dispensing volume, number
of nozzles etc) to trigger the requirement of storm water control measures at RGOs
(existing or new development)?

6. What types of storm water controls or treatment BMPs do RGOs most often select to
mitigate storm water poliution?
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7. Do you have different treatment requirements for storm water from the vehicle fueling
areas as opposed to the vehicle access areas? If so what are they?

8. What is the estimated economic cost of implementing storm water controls at RGOs
relative to project cost?

9. What percent approximately of the RGO area is taken up by treatment control BMPs?

10. When (year) did RGOs first become subject to new development requirements for storm
water treatment in your jurisdiction?

11. Has the implementation of treatment control BMPs at RGOs improved the quality of storm
water discharges in your jurisdiction?

12. What mechanism do you use to ensure that the treatment BMPs are properly maintained?

We appreciate your time and effort in responding to our questions. Please include any
additional materials (such as codes, guidelines, etc.) to supplement your response. Your
response will greatly assist us in our development of requirements and justification for the
control of storm water runoff from RGOs and gas stations. It would be most helpful if you
send your response to reach us on or before June 15. ‘

If you have any questions, please do no hesitate to contact me at (213) 576-6668. Thank you
very much for your assistance in this matter.

Sincesel

Dan Radulescu
Water Resources Control Engineer
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May 24, 2001

Mr. Kelly Hendrix

Water Pollution Control Lab, City of Portland
6543 North Burlington Avenue
Portland, OR 97203

Dear Mr. Hendrix:

02 o 27 1Nr ol

REQUEST FOR INFORMATION ON RETAIL GASOLINE OUTLETS OR FUEL DISPENSING

FACILITIES ADDRESSED BY THE MUNICIPAL STORM WATER PERMIT IN THE STATE OF
OREGON AND CITY OF PORTLAND

| am writing to request your assistance in providing information on the new development

requirements to treat storm water runoff from retail gasoline outlets (RGOs) or fuel dispensing
facilities in the State of Oregon and the City of Portland.

The California Regional Water Quality Control Board, Los Angeles Region is the responsible
State Agency to issue National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permits in the

Los Angeles Region. We are in the process of renewing the Municipal Separate Storm Sewer
System (MS4) permit for Los Angeles County and the incorporated cities.

We will greatly value your response to the following questions.

1. Why are RGOs specified as a devélopment category that must treat storm water runoff?

2. What was the justification and basis for the categorization of RGOs as a priority category
or in other way as a contributor or potential contributor of pollutants in the storm water

runoff?

3. What are the pollutants of concern in untreated storm water runoff from RGOs in your
opinion?

4.

Is there a minimum size or area threshold for RGOs to be subject to the new development
requirements for storm water controls?

Do you use alternative thresholds (such as traffic volume, fuel dispensing volume, number

of nozzles etc) to trigger the requirement of storm water control measures at RGOs
(existing or new development)?

What types of storm water controls or treatment BMPs do RGOs most often select to
mitigate storm water pollution?
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7. Do you have different treatment requirements for storm water from the vehicle fueling
areas as opposed to the vehicle access areas? If so what are they?

8. What is the estimated economic cost of implementing storm water controls at RGOs
relative to project cost?

9. What percent approximately of the RGO area is taken up by treatment control BMPs?

10. When (year) did RGOs first become subject to new development requirements for storm
water treatment in your jurisdiction?

11. Has the implementation of treaiment controi BMPs at RGOs improved the quality of storm
water discharges in your jurisdiction?

12. What mechanism do you use to ensure that the treatment BMPs are properly maintained?

We appreciate your time and effort in responding to our questions. Please include any
additional materials (such as codes, guidelines, etc.) to supplement your response. Your
response will greatly assist us in our development of requirements and justification for the
control of storm water runoff from RGOs and gas stations. It would be most helpful if you
send your response to reach us on or before June 15.

If you have any questions, please do no hesitate to contact me at (213) 576-6668. Thank you
very much for your assistance in this matter.

Sincerel

Dan Radulescu
Water Resources Control Engineer
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TO: Dennis Dasker, Wendy Phillips, Xavier Swamikannu,

Melinda Becker, Megan Fisher

CC: Deborah Smith, Jon Bishop, Mark Pumford

FROM: Tracy Pa{terson J[’“@BD

DATE: May 24, 2001

SUBJECT: BIOASSESSMENT IN THE LA COUNTY STORM WATER PERMIT

Unfortunately, 1 will not be able to attend the meeting scheduled for May 30, 2001, to discuss
the monitoring requirements of the LA County Stormwater Permit because | will be attending a
conference on bioassessment in Tahoe. - Therefore, | am providing this as the basis for the
critical incorporation of a bioassessment monitoring program in the County’s permit.

Legal Requirement of the Clean Water Act

First, biological monitoring is required under the Clean Water Act, which states the primary goal
is to “restore and maintain the chemical, physical, and biological integrity of the Nation's
waters.” This mandate cannot be carried out without some measure of the biological integrity of
the State’'s/Nation’'s waters. One of the ways in which the Regional Boards control water quality
and protect beneficial uses is through the NPDES permit. In this permit, the Regional Board
requires the discharger to monitor the receiving waters of the discharge using various methods
that will prove that the discharge is not degrading the chemical, physical, and biological integrity
of the receiving waters (Harrington & Born, 1999-2000). Therefore, the municipal stormwater
permit is an appropriate place to require a biological assessment (bioassessment) monitoring
program. Section 303(c)(2)(B) of the Clean Water Act states that “States shall adopt criteria
based on biological monitoring or assessment methods” and Section 304(a)(1) states that
“States shall develop and publish criteria for water quality accurately reflecting the latest
scientific knowledge... on the effects of pollutants on biological community diversity, productivity
and stability” (Gibson, 1996 as referenced by Harrington & Born, 1999-2000). The Clean Water
Act goes further than protecting human health as many chemical analyses are designed to do,
by providing a mandate to protect aquaitic life of the rivers and streams. Bioassessment is the
only appropriate tool to use to monitor biological conditions of a waterway.

Historically, the biological component of monitoring has been overlooked, yet it seems that one
of the fundamental and critical goals of the Clean Water Act is to protect the biological integrity
of our streams and rivers. Yoder and Rankin believe “This narrow focus leads to an incomplete
foundation in water resource policy and legislation (e.g., an emphasis on point sources and
toxics) (1998)." Additionally, factors other than chemicals are now becoming responsible for the
various listings of our Nations waters on the 303(d) list. These factors can include modification

California Environmental Protection A gency
***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***
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or destruction of riparian and aquatic habitats, heavy sedimentation of the streambeds and
penthic substrates, increased concentrations of nutrients,” and the alteration of the natural
stream flows, none of which can be clearly assessed through traditional chemistry tests.
Bicassessment provides a tool by which to measure the health of the communities living within
the stream by looking at population diversity, population composition (% taxa poliution tolerant,
9%, taxa pollution intolerant), and other metrics that give us measures of the health and integrity
of the population. The process of conducting Bioassessment also includes a physical habitat
assessment, another component of stream health evaluation which is also overlooked in
traditional water chemistry and toxicity monitoring.

Uses of Bioassessmentin a Regulatory Framework

A Bioassessment program conducted by trained individuals is an unparalleled tool which
provides crucial information about the biological conditions of a water body. Historically and
mostly in Eastern States, the triad approach has peen used and is still used today in assessing
water quality. In this approach, water chemistry, physical habitat, and biological integrity are
measured to give a true picture of the health condition of a water body. Chemistry alone, while
valuable under some circumstances, s not adequate In measuring habitat or biological
condition degradation. in a regulatory framework, the Aquatic Life Use Designation Workgroup
of the US EPA, is working towards, and urging States, towards the development of biocriteria
and the designation of stream health pbased solely on whether the stream has biological integrity
or not. States such as Ohio have implemented this regulatory framework. Whether the state of
California follows suite or not, bioassessment should be a necessary requirement of major
NPDES permits.

The ultimate goal in developing statewide use of bioassessment is the development of
biocriteria, and must pe the direction our State is heading in. The development of biocriteria
begins with the gathering of data, standardized classification of streams, and with regional
geology, hydrology, etc. taken into consideration.  The ideal methodology includes the
identification of reference condition sites. in some cases, such as in the Los Angeles region,
these reference condition sites may be rare or very isolated. In such cases the development of
an Index of Biological Integrity (1Bl) involves collecting and compiling data from all
classifications of streams and then building 2 dose response curve to identify what the
reference condition should look like. Although agencies such as the State Water Resources
Control Board or California Department of Fish and Game would be the developers of IBls, the
data collected by other entities needs to be considered. State programs such as the Surface
Water Ambient Monitoring Program will collect some data, but essentially, biological monitoring
data collected as part of NPDES permits would provide essential supplemental data.

Other Uses Beneficial to the Permittee

In light of trying to assess each and every chemical component of stormwater runoff, a daunting
task, bioassessment can also provide benefits to the permittee. Interpretation of the metrics
discussed above can lend to trend analysis of the community. Many traits of the population can
be inferred from the composition of the community. Rather than looking at individual test

California En vironmental Protection Agency
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results, inferences could be made from trend analysis to can determine if the situation is getting
better or worse. This is very important as the Antidegradation Policy protects surface and
ground waters from degradation. |f surface waters of the State are continuing to be degraded,
this must be documented.

Bioassessment provides a useful and cost effective tool to show that actions such as
implemented Best Management Practices are working.  Bioassessment can document an
improvement of the biological integrity of the stream based on historical data and data collected
after the implementation of a BMP. There are various ways bioassessment can be used as an
adaptive management tool, including where to direct management dollars and identifying
whether management dollars are being spent effectively.

Use of Bioassessment Statewide
Many NPDES permits, both POTWs and MS4s, are incorporating bioassessment monitoring
into their water quality monitoring programs. The San Diego Region implemented a region-wide

municipal storm water permits, which contain very strong and elaborate bioassessment
monitoring programs. The Ventura County permit also has a bicassessment component
existing of 14-16 stations just in the Ventura River Watershed. This is an appropriate and legally
justified requirement for the LA County storm water permit.

In Conclusion :
Bioassessment is legally required by the Clean Water Act, although it has not been widely
implemented. It can provide useful trend and baseline information during the period in which

an opportunity to join other states that have already embarked in holistic assessment of water
body conditions.
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***The energy challenge facing California is real, E very Californian needs to take immediate action to reduce €nergy consumption™**
“**For a list of simple ways (o reduce demand and cut your energy costs, see the tips at: hup:/fwww.swreb. ca, govinews/echallenge. hitmi**+

o
RS> Recycled Paper
Our mission is to preserve and enhance the quality of California’s water resources Jor the benefit of present and Juture generations.

R0002767



B'\oassessment in the LA County - 4 - May 24, 2001
Murncipai stormwater Permit

the health of inland surface and coastal waters in Southern California and if piocriteria can be
developed, these issues have already been examined and answered. The next step would be
to requiré part'\cipat'\or\ ina bioassessment program as a condition of the municipal stormwater
permit.
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‘ California Environmental Protection Agency
»«xThe energy challenge facing California is real. Every Californian needs to take immediate action to reduce energy consumption*“
«ssFor a list of simple ways 10 reduce demand and cut your energy costs, see the 1ips at: Izttp://www.swrcb. ca. gov/news/echallenge.hlml""

>,
2D Recycled Paper
Our mission is 10 preserve and enhance the quality of Californid 's water resources for the benefit of present and future generations
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TMegan Fisher - RE: 6-4 Monitoring Meeting Agenda‘ ) - ' | Page 1 J

From: " Mark Gold <mgold@healthebay.org>

To: "Megan Fisher" <Mfisher@rb4.swrcb.ca.gov>, Melinda Becker
<mbecker@rb4.swrcb.ca.gov>, Tracy Patterson <tpatters@rb4.swrcb.ca.gov>, Xavier Swamikannu
<XSWAMI@rb4.swrcb.ca.gov>

Date: 5/31/01 10:31PM

Subject: RE: 6-4 Monitoring Meeting Agenda

HtB definitely has some major issues with the latest draft. We TOTALLY
disagree with the elimination of the tributary monitoring program and the
gutting of the biomonitoring requirements. Just what we need, another model
when no one ever field verified the county's model. As for the IBI effort -

the original monitoring language will get you there to help that effort. We
need to start biomonitoring in this region. We have other concerns as well.
On the benthic and sediment monitirng, we're ok with the concept but the
spatial distribution recommendation (every 0.5 Km is too big and 25 sites is
probably too many. Also, benthic monitoring needs to occur more than once
every five years. The tox. language and the TIE/TRE requirements seem
inconsistent with the mass emission station monitoring frequency (only one
dry weather sample per year). Should we meet at 9 or 9:30 on Monday or do
you just want to wing it?

----- QOriginal Message-----

From: Megan Fisher [mailto:Mfisher@rb4.swrcb.ca.gov]

Sent: Wednesday, May 30, 2001 4:46 PM

To: BDEPOTO@dpw.co.la.ca.us; bhua@dpw.co.la.ca.us;
CTREVIZO@dpw.co.la.ca.us; ghowe@dpw.co.la.ca.us; mariki@dpw.co.la.ca.us;
nwaiso@dpw.co.la.ca.us; TIKIM@dpw.co.la.ca.us, mgold@healthebay.org;
sluce@healthebay.org; Guangyu Wang; LB Nye; Melinda Becker; Michael
Lyons; Tracy Patterson; Xavier Swamikannu, jdorsey@san.lacity.org;
mmullin@san.lacity.org; kens@SCCWRP.ORG

Cc: Dan Radulescu; Megan Fisher

Subject: 6-4 Monitoring Meeting Agenda

The draft agenda for Monday's meeting is attached. Let me know if anything
needs to be added.

Megan Fisher

Environmental Specialist Hi

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™**

**Eor 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 b
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JAMES A. NOYES, Director

COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS

900 SOUTH FREMONT AVENUE
ALHAMBRA, CALIFORNIA 91803-1331
Telephone: (626) 458-5100

ADDRESS ALL CORRESPONDENCE TO:
P.O. BOX 1460
ALHAMBRA, CALIFORNIA 91802-1460

June 4, 2001

IN REPLY PLEASE

REFER TO FILE: WM‘g

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:

RESPONSE TO PROPOSED ADDITION OF SHORELINE MONITORING PROGRAM TO

THE MUNICIPAL NATIONAL POLLUTANT DISCHARGE ELIMINATION SYSTEM
STORMWATER PERMIT

This is in response to Ms. Judith A. Wilson’s letter (copy enclosed) regarding the City of
Los Angeles’ proposal to shift the Water Quality Shoreline Monitoring Program from the
Hyperion National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Discharge Permit to
the Municipal NPDES Stormwater Permit. The County of Los Angeles is supportive of this
proposal provided data collection and analyses and monitoring costs continue to be the
sole responsibility of the City of Los Angeles as a condition of the Permit.

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.

Rl

Very truly yours,

JAMES A. NOYES
Director of Public Wecrks

DONALD L. WOLFE
Assistant Director

qg o\ i iL- w0

CT:kk

PAWMPUB\WPDES\Unit1\Trevizo\2001 permit\1 draftiette\RB_CityLA_monitor.wpd

Enc.

cc: City of Los Angeles (Judith A. Wilson, Gary Lee Moore)
R0002770



. CITY OF LOS ANGELES
BOARD QF CALIFORNIA
PUBLIC WORKS

COMMISSIONERS

ELLEN STEIN
PRESIDENT

VALERIE LYNNE SHAW
VICE PRESIDENT RICHARD J. RIORDAN
MAYOR

MARIBEL MARIN
PRESIDENT PRO-TEMPORE

STEVEN CARMONA
WOODY FLEMING

Mr. Dennis Dickerson

California Regional Water Quality control Board
Los Angeles Region

320 W. 4" St., Suite 200

Los Angeles, CA 90013

Attention: Dr. Swamikanmu:

DEPARTMENT OF
PUBLIC WORKS

BUREAU OF SANITATION

JUDITH A, WILSON
DIRECTOR

JAMES F. LANGLEY
JOSEPH MUNDINE
OREW SONES

VINCENT J. VARSH
ASSISTANT DIRECTORS

433 SOUTH SPRING ST., SUITE 400
LOS ANGELES, CA 90013
(213) 473-7999
FAX: (213) 473-8100
TTY: (213) 473-7978

Enclosed is a proposal to shift the water quality shoreline monitoring program from the
Hyperion NPDES discharge permit to the NPDES Municipal Stormwater permit now
being written by your staff. This request was discussed and tentatively agreed upon
during meetings on April 25" and 27", 2001, with staff from the County of Los Angeles,

City of Los Angeles, the RWQCB, and Heal The Bay.

If you have any questions, please contact Dr. John Dorsey of our staff at (213) 847-

6347.
Sincerely,
Judith A. Wilson, 6irector
Bureau of Sanitation

cc: Don Woilfe, County of Los Angeles

Gary Lee Moore, City of Los Angeles
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PROPOSAL TO SHIFT LOS ANGELES CITY SHORELINE MONITORING FROM
HYPERION TO MUNICIPAL NPDES STORMWATER PROGRAM

BACKGROUND

The City of Los Angeles presently conducts daily water quality monitoring at 18 stations
along the Santa Monica Bay shoreline see (map-figure). Samples are tested for total
and fecal coliforms, and enterococci bacteria. This monitoring is required as part of the
receiving water program for the Hyperion Treatment Plant, and was implemented
decades ago to warn of effluent plumes reaching shoreline recreational waters.

Extensive shoreline and nearshore water quality monitoring since the 1960’s
demonstrated that effiluent from Hyperion's 5-Mile Outfall does not impinge the
shoreline. Rather, elevated bacterial counts are associated with runoff from storm
drains, and discharges from piers. This situation was acknowledged by the RWQCB,
EPA, and Heal The Bay when, in 1994, all agencies agreed to change the location of
Hyperion's shoreline stations to implement a bay-wide, shoreline monitoring program
under the auspices of the Santa Monica Bay Restoration Project. These stations,
shown on the map below, continue to be monitored today under Hyperion's NPDES
permit.

Malibu S2
S1

Pulga Canyon
0m Santa Monica
60m Santa Monica Pier
100 m Pico

Ashiand
Windward

S$13
—~aS14
Ma /
nhattan Beach Pler

Santa Monica Bay Hermosa Beach Pler

Shoreline Microbiology Stations Redando Beach Pler
s17
e  Shoreline stations Avenue | S18
—  Storm drains Palos
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The shoreline monitoring conducted today is a program associated with storm drain
runoff and geographically covers beaches in six municipalities — the cities of Malibu, Los
Angeles, Manhattan Beach, Hermosa Beach, Redondo Beach, and Palos Verdes
Estates, and the County of Los Angeles. As such, it nghtfully belongs as a monitoring
program element in the Municipal Stormwater Permit now being developed for the
County of Los Angeles and Co-permittees.

PROPOSAL

We propose shifting the Santa Monica Bay shoreline monitoring program, now
performed under the City of Los Angeles’ NPDES permit for the Hyperion Treatment
Plant (Permit No. CA0109991), to the municipal NPDES stormwater monitoring program
now baing developed by the RWQCB. The City of Los Angeles would continue
performing the following monitoring, testing, and data transferring actions as part of the
SMBRP regional program for the Bay:

e collect daily water samples at 18 stations,

« test samples for total and fecal coliforms, and enterococci bacteria,

o transfer data electronically to the Los Angeles County Department of Health
Services (daily) and Heal The Bay (weekly), and

« provide County Public Works with an analysis of the data in electronic form for
insertion into the Annual Stormwater Monitoring Report.

In the spirit of regional monitoring, the County will pursue cost-sharing arrangements for
this program with the City and other municipalities on whose beaches monitoring is
done.

LANGUAGE

We propose that the following language be inserted into the draft Municipal Stormwater
permit to add a regional shoreline monitoring component. This language is similar to
that used in the Hyperion permit.

A Shoreline water quality monitoring for Santa Monica Bay.

A water quality monitoring program will be established along the shoreline of Santa
Monica Bay to determine compliance with the State of California’s bathing water
standards for public beaches and ocean water-conttact sport areas. These regulations
were developed by the California Department of Health Services in responsé to
requirements of Health and Safety Code §115880 (Assembly Bill 411, Statutes of 1997,
Chapter 765).

1. Eightéen shoreline water quality stations shall be established along the shoreline
of the Pacific Ocean within Santa Monica Bay. The stations shall be designated
and located as follows:
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| Station

Location'

Latitude | Longitude
[ S1 Surfrider Beach, Malibu, 50 yds E. of breech 34.03500 | 118.67833
| S2 Topanga Point, Malibu, seaward of lifeguard station | 34.03833 | 118.58083
S3 Pulga storm drain, Pacific Palisades, 50 yds E. of 34.03361 | 118.53417
drain
‘@4 Santa Monica Canyon storm drain, Pacific 34.02639 | 118.51861
Palisades, 50 yds E. of drain
| S5 Santa Monica Pier, Santa Monica, 50 yds S. of pier | 34.00833 118.49667
FSG Pico-Kenter storm drain, Santa Monica, 50 yds S. of | 34.00583 118.49250
i drain
\ s7 Ashland storm drain, Santa Monica, 50 yds S. of 33.99639 | 118.48472
drain ‘
| S8 Windward storm drain, Los Angeles, 50 yds S. of 33.98778 | 118.47750
drain
S9 Marina Del Rey Beach, Marina Del Rey, at lifeguard | 33.98139 | 118.45833
tower.
S10 Baliona Creek, Playa Del Rey, 50 yds S. of south 33.96083 | 118.45611
jetty
| S11 Culver Blvd., extended, Playa Del Rey, N side of 33.95639 | 118.45167
Culver storm drain
F12 Imperial Hwy. Storm drain, Playa Del Rey, 50 yds 33.93028 | 118.43722
S. of drain
S13 El Porto, Manhattan Beach, 40™ St. extended 33.90389 | 118.42250
S14 Manhattan Beach Pier, Manhattan Beach, 50 yds S. | 33.88360 118.41278
of pier
S156 Hermosa Beach Pier, Hermosa Beach, 50 yds S. of | 33.86111 118.40278
pier
S16 Redondo Pier, Redondo Beach, 50 yds S. of pier 33.83833 | 118.39111
S17 Ave. | storm drain, Redondo Beach, Ave. | 32.81889 | 118.39111
| extended, 50 yds S. of drain
S18 Maiaga Cove, Paics Verdes Estates, Arrovo Circle | 33.802C0 118.39467
extended

T Station locations from Ocean Water Regulatory & Monitoring Protocol, County of Los
Angeles, Department of Health Services, May 5, 1998.
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2. Type and Frequency of Sampling

The following tests will be performed on surface water collected at ankle depth from

each location:

(

Parameter

Units

Sample Frequency

Total coliforms

CFU or MPN/100 mi

Daily

Fecal coliforms

CFU or MPN/100 mi

Daily

Enterococcus

CFU or MPN/100 mi

5 times/month’

' Samples shall be taken at least once per week.

Shoreline sampling stations shal! be occupied at the specified frequenrcy during daylight
hours. These samples can be omitted in the event of stormy weather that makes

sampling hazardous.

3. Data assessment

Data collected shall be transmitted daily to the Los Angeles County Department of

Health Services.

Stormwater Monitoring Report produced by the Principal Permittee.

Data shall be assessed annually and presented in the Annual
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LA MS4 Monitoring Agenda
Pacific Ocean Room
Monday, June 4, 2001 10-noon

Discuss Significant Changes from First Draft (Justifications and Questions)
a) Mass Emissions
i) SIP minimum levels for 1% storm of year
ii.)  Sample all storms (>.25 inch) for TSS
iii.) 2 stations in Santa Clara
b) Sediment Monitoring
i) Discuss objective: determine sediment fate and effect, allows for
- more accurate monitoring in future

ii.) Discuss fit with regional monitoring - Bight-wide study components
and objectives (Ken Schiff)

c) Source ID Monitoring
i) Replaced Tributary Monitoring because it is an on-going effort that
more clearly meets the objective of locating sources throughout
the region
d) Bioassessment
i) Justify change: need for index and reference conditions before

data can be used to meet the objectives of the storm water
monitoring program

ii.) Explain development of regional effort - So. Cal. SW
Research/Monitoring Program (Ken Schiff)

iii.) Discuss index development (Ken Schiff)
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Workplan for Pollutant Source Identification

Objectives

A WN

. ldentify pollutant source locations.

. Prioritize locations that need management actions.

. Provide baseline information for TMDL development.
. Allocate pollutant loads for TMDL.

Approach

1.
2.

3.

o R

7.

Identify tributary areas that drain into a major stream in each watershed.
Compute pollutant loads in each tributary area using the land use model,
water quality and rainfall data.

Rank tributary areas by total loads and total loads per acre and select
locations for the monitoring.

Monitor flow rate and water quality in selected tributary areas.

Calibrate the model using tributary flow and water quality data, then validate it
with Mass Emission data.

Prepare poliutographs that show the pollutant loads on a seasonal and/or
daily basis at each tributary area to provide necessary information for TMDL
development.

Allocate pollutant loads among tributary areas.

Achievements

1.

2.
3. Selected 6 sampling locations that have high priority and flow measurement

Computed total loads of metals in Ballona Ck., LA River, and SG River for
1994-2000.
Prioritized tributary areas by total loads and total loads per acre.

device.

Created a monitoring program. (6 stations (two of them are ME stations) + 5
storm events + 5 storm seasons = $600,000)

Performed source identification study and identified that three land use types
produced approximately 60% loads. (Light Industrial: 26%,
Retail/Commercial and Educational: 32%)
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GENERAL WORKPLAN FOR
WET WEATHER MODELING OF THE LOS ANGELES RIVER AND
SANTA MONICA BAY WATERSHEDS

INTRODUCTION

The goal of this study is to develop a dynamic wet weather runoff model for the Los
Angeles River and Santa Monica Bay watersheds. The objective of developing the wet
weather runoff model is two-fold. The first objective is to evaluate what proportion of
the cumulative runoff load of various constituents is generated from specific land uses,
sub-watersheds, or municipal entities. This is important for prioritizing which locations
may need management actions, targeting locations or sources that contribute sediments or
sediment contaminants that impair dredging activities, or for assigning load and waste
load allocations for total maximum daily loads (TMDLs). The second objective for
developing a dynamic water quality model is to create a more sophisticated tool for
assessing the effectiveness of different management actions.

Existing wet weather models in the Los Angeles region are static, which are too
inflexible to assess the effects of potential management actions. Static models assume
steady-state conditions and are most effective for estimating runoff loads on an annual or
seasonal basis. However, flow and water quality during storm events is far from steady
state and concentrations often range orders of magnitude within a single event. Dynamic
models are time-variable and can incorporate these changes in water quality and flow
over the course of a single storm event enabling a more accurate estimate of runoff mass
emissions. Dynamic models use this time-variable interaction to assess complex
processes and evaluate within storm management actions such as on-site stormwater
retention strategies (e.g. SUSMPs).

A dynamic wet weather model uses rainfall, watershed hydrography, and runoff water
quality data to predict the concentrations and loads of pollutants that runoff at the mouth
of a sub-watershed. Both calibration and validation data need to be collected to develop
the wet weather model. Three different types of calibration data are necessary: (1)
physical data (i.e. elevation, storm drain piping, land use and soil tvpe); (2) rainfall and
flow data; and (3) water quality data. Of these, the water quality data is the biggest
missing piece of information. Water quality data collected to date consists largely of
event mean concentrations whereas a dynamic model needs information throughout the
course of the storm. Time-concentration series are needed to show how constituents are
mobilized from different urban surfaces and transported to receiving waters. Hence, the
time-concentration series may vary from land use to land use and, depending upon local
critical sources, may vary within land use types. Verification data, including flow and
water quality, will be collected from selected sites along the mainstem of the river/creek
and compared to the modeled estimates.
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APPROACH

This document is meant to briefly outline the approach and data needed to develop the
dynamic wet weather model. Since water quality data is the one piece of information
most needed to develop the wet weather model, this document focuses on the strategy for
obtaining time-concentration series at a variety of land use types.

Physical Data

Physical data are required to describe the model domain and set boundaries, route flow
during storm events, and estimate runoff volumes. Elevation data and storm drain maps
are used to define the watershed boundaries. Land use and soil data are used to help
estimate the runoff volumes. Different land uses and soil types have different levels of
imperviousness, which directly affect the amount of rain that will runoff into storm drain
channels. GIS data layers for elevation, storm drain maps, soil type, and land use already
exists and will be used for this portion of the model. The watershed boundaries will be
compared to existing estimates of watershed boundaries used by other agencies.

Rainfall and Flow Data

Rainfall is the forcing function in the wet weather model. Fortunately, a relatively good
array of rain gages exists in the Los Angeles region. There are over 70 rain gages (12
automatic) in the Los Angeles River watershed and more than 30 rain gages (3 automatic)
in the Santa Monica Bay watershed. Two types of flow data are needed. The first type of
flow data is from smaller areas of homogeneous land uses. Land use flow data will be
used to generate runoff coefficients. Much of this data already exists and has been used
to generate realistic runoff coefficients for this area. The second type of flow data is
along the main stem of large rivers and creeks that represent the cumulative runoff from
large, multiple land use areas. Much of this information has also been collected and used
to verify runoff coefficients. However, the time-steps for rainfall and flow calibration
have always been on a per-storm or per-wet year basis. The current dynamic model
development will require rainfall, runoff, and flow at much finer time-steps (i.e. 15 min).
Model calibration and validation for flow and volume will utilize existing data, but will
model the rainfall-runoff relationships at the increased time step frequency.

Water Quality

Similar to flow, water quality will be collected at two different types of sites. The first
are land use sites and the second are mainstem sites. Two mainstem sites already exist
(LA River at Wardlow and Ballona Ck at Sawtelle) and we intend to collect time-
concentration series at these historical sites. Land use sites are more numerous and most
are not currently established.
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Selection of Land Use Sampling Sites

There are eight basic land use types that need to be characterized for model development
(Table 1). These include high density residential, low density residential, commercial,
industrial, agriculture, transportation, recreational, and open lands. However, the
concentrations of pollutants that are generated from each land use are a function of the
critical sources within that land use. , Therefore, we have adapted a sampling design that
evaluates time-concentration series at replicate land use sites, which represents a range of
sources within land use categories (Table 1). The range in time- concentration series will
be used for model sensitivity analysis.

There are likely many factors that will influence a time-concentration series at a single
site. This may include antecedent rainfall, intensity, and duration of rainfall, etc.
Therefore, at a selected subset of sites we will be collecting time-concentration series
during multiple storm events (Table 1). The range in time- concentration series during
multiple storms will be used for model calibration.

Criteria for Site Selection

There are three categories of criteria that will be used for site selection. The first
category focuses on sampling safety of field crew and includes access, protection from
flooding, free from dangers such as traffic, enclosed space, and height. The second
category of selection criteria focuses on flow measurements. Each site must have a well-
defined drainage area and be hydrologically rateable for flow, which means that some
flow control structure or device exists or can be deployed (i.e. cement lined open channel,
pipe, weir, flume, etc.). The third category of criteria focuses on representativeness.
Representativeness varies by site type. Mixed land uses will be considered representative
if the plot size is greater than 10 acres and consists of more than 60% of the targeted land
use within the drainage area. For critical source sites, no minimum size is designated
since this will vary from source to source, but more than 90% of the drainage area must
consist of the targeted land use. Where possible, use of existing monitoring locations is
preferred.

Sample Collection

Ten time-paced samples are targeted at each site per storm event that should cover the
entire range of a storm. For example, samples should be taken every hour for a 10 hr
storm. It is recognized that rainfall and subsequent runoff flows are inherently
unpredictable. Therefore, sample timing may not be precise and decisions in the field
may be necessary. Flow measurements should be collected more frequently, preferably
at 15 min intervals.
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Target Constituents

The list of target constituents includes suspended solids, bacteria, nutrients, trace metals,
organophosphorus pesticides, and polynuclear aromatic hydrocarbons (Table 2).

MODEL SELECTION

The Hydraulic Simulation Program — Fortran (HSPF) runoff model is the preferred model
to dynamically simulate stormwater runoff. This model was chosen because of its
complex time-variable rainfall-flow capabilities. This will enable varying stream flows
and pollutant concentrations/loads during an event allowing evaluation of within storm
management actions (e.g. stormwater retention). HSPF was originally developed by the
US Geological Survey and has been widely tested in other watersheds. For example,
HSPF is the runoff model that supports EPA’s BASINS program. HSPF can also be
linked with other receiving water fate and transport models. For example, HSPF can be
easily linked to the Effluent Fluid Dynamics CODE (EFDC) that is being developed for
the mainstem of the Los Angeles River and in Santa Monica Bay. HSPF supports the
rapid time-variable steps used by EFDC.

PRODUCTS

A dynamic wet weather model will be used to create three different products for both the
Los Angeles River and Santa Monica Bay watersheds. The first product will be a
modeled estimate of cumulative mass emissions of suspended solids, bacteria, trace
metals, organophosphorous pesticides, and polynuclear aromatic hydrocarbons for the
various subwatersheds defined in the model. The proportion of the cumulative mass
emissions from each of the eight different land use categories by subwatershed will also
be generated. The second product will be a model sensitivity analysis based on the
ranges in water quality information. The ranges of water quality information will be
generated from the monitoring of different critical sources during this project. The third
product will be an evaluation of three separate management actions. All three
management actions will focus on stormwater retention strategies; on site retention of the
first 0.25 in rain, the first 0.50 in rain, the first 0.75 in rain from all land uses. The
differences in loads will be illustrated. Alternative management strategies, once
designed, can be included in the model runs.
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TABLE 1. List of land uses for sampling.

Critical Sources Number of
Within Land Use Site-Events
~High Density Residential mixed 2
high pet density
Low Density Residential sewered
g unsewered
~Ccommercial mixed, homeless absent
mixed, homeless present
restaurant, homeless absent
shopping mall, homeless absent
Andustrial mixed
food industry
auto salvage
metal plating
oil extraction
Agriculture mixed
nursery
Recreational golf course
horse stable
Transportation freeway
parking lot
gas station
Ipen Space open

Land Use Category

PO m= =t = B = R = e o B e = e B — PO

TOTAL ' 21

[\
o0
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TABLE 2. Target analytes.

Total Suspended Solids

Bacteria
Total Coliform

Fecal Coliform or E. Coli
Enterococcus

Nutrients
Nitrate + Nitrite
Ammonia
Total Kjedhal Nitrogen
Total Phosphorus
Phosphate

Trace Metals
Arsenic
Cadmium
Chromium
Copper
Iron
Lead
Nickel
Silver
Zinc

OP Pesticides
Chlorpyrifos

Diazinon

Polynuclear Aromatic Hydrocarbons
1-Methylnaphthalene
1-Methylphenanthrene
2,6-DimethylNaphthalene
2,3,5-Trimethylnaphthalene
2-Methylphenanthrene
Acenaphthene
Acenaphthylene
Anthracene
Benz[a]anthracene
Benzo[a]pyrene
Benzo[g,h,i]perylene
Benzo([k]fluoranthene
Biphenyl
Biphenyl
Chrysene
Dibenz[a,h]anthracene
Fluoranthene
Fluorene
Methylanthracene
Indeno[1,2,3-c,d]pyrene
Naphthalene
Perylene
Phenanthrene
Pyrene
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l. Monitoring Requirements

The primary objectives of the Los Angeles County Storm Water Quality Monitoring
Program include, but are not limited to: 1) assessing compliance with this Order; 2)
measuring and improving the effectiveness of the SQMPs; 3) assessing the chemical,
physical, and biological impacts of receiving waters resulting from urban runoff; 4)
characterization of storm water discharges; 5) identifying sources of pollutants; and 6)
assessing the overall health and evaluating long-term trends in receiving water quality.
Ultimately, the results of the monitoring requirements outlined below should be used to
refine the SQMPs for the reduction of pollutant loadings and the protection and
enhancement of the beneficial uses of the receiving waters in Los Angeles County.

The Principal Permittee shall implement the Countywide Storm Water Monitoring
Program as follows:

A. Mass Emissions

The Principal Permittee shall monitor mass emissions to accomplish the
following objectives: 1) estimate the mass emissions from the MS4; 2)
assess trends in the mass emissions over time; and 3) determine if the
MS4 is contributing to exceedances of water quality objectives by
comparing results to objectives in the Basin Plan, Ocean Plan, and with
emissions from other dischargers.

1. The Principal Permittee shall monitor mass emissions from the
following eight mass emission stations: Ballona Creek, Malibu
Creek, Los Angeles River, San Gabriel River, Coyote Creek,
Dominguez Channel, the two stations in the Santa Clara River
(one immediately upstream from the Ventura County line, and one
upstream of the confluence with Castaic Creek. The Principal
Permittee shall monitor the first storm event and a minimum of 3
additional storm events for each season. One dry weather sample
per year at each mass emission station shall also be analyzed.

2. Samples for mass emission station monitoring may be taken with
the same type of automatic sampler used under Order 96-054.
Grab samples shall be taken for pathogen indicators and oil and
grease. The samplers shail 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. For the first storm of each year, method detection limits (MDLs)
lower than or equal to the minimum levels identified in the State
Board Policy for Implementation of Toxics Standards for Inland
Surface Waters, Enclosed Bays, and Estuaries of California, 2000
(SIP) shall be used. These levels are listed in column A in
Attachment 1. Where SIP minimum levels are detected, those
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MDLs shall continue to be used. For constituents that are either
not detected or detected at a concentration higher than the MDLs
listed in column B in Attachment 1, the higher MDLs may be used
for the remaining sampling events of that year. 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 MDLs listed in column B until the constituent is not detected,
afterwhich, the method detection limits shall be lowered to those in
column A.

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.

All storms, in addition to those required above, totaling at least
0.25 inches of rainfall shall be sampled and analyzed for TSS.
Results shall be used to assess the variability of storm water
constituents (metals and PAHs are positively correlated with TSS).

Water Column Toxicity Monitoring

The Principal Permittee shall analyze mass emission samples for toxicity
to evaluate the extent and causes of toxicity in receiving waters and to
modify and utilize the SQMP to implement practices that eliminate or
reduce sources of toxicity in storm water.

1.

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 Strongylocentrotus purpuratus (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 of
the wet season per year at that station.

Toxicity Identification Evaluations (TIE)

The Principal Permittee shall conduct Phase | 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.
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3. Toxicity Reduction Evaluations (TRE)

The Principal Permittee shall perform a TRE for each pollutant or
pollutant class that is identified as toxic. TREs shall include
procedures for investigating the causes and identifying corrective
actions to eliminate toxicity. Specifically, the following activities
shall be included in each TRE:

o lIdentify 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 or pollutant class in
different watersheds.

After the Principai Permittee has isolated the sources of
toxicity and identified appropriate BMPs, each Permittee
shall be responsible for implementing the appropriate
BMPs to reduce toxicity. The Principal Permittee shall
submit an implementation plan for each TRE to the
Regional Board Executive Officer for approval.

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 BMPs have been
implemented, , 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. TRE performance shali be prioritized
according to the TMDL schedule’ 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 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

' Current TMDL schedule can be found on the Regional Board website at
www.swrcb.ca.gov/rwacb4/docs/table7? wmi appdx.pdf
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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 (2 wet and 2 dry weather on both species)

Coyote Creek Toxicity monitoring (2 wet and 2 dry weather on both species)

The Principal Permittee shall report on the development,
implementation, and results for each TRE in the Annual
Reports, beginning the year following the identification of
each pollutant or pollutant class causing toxicity.

C. Sediment Monitoring

The Principal Permittee shall monitor estuaries for sediment chemistry,
sediment toxicity, and benthic macroinvertibrate communitiy to determine
the spatial extent of sediment fate from storm water, and the magnitude of
its effects. A map of each estuary depicting the impacted areas shall be
produced.

1. The Principal Permittee shall sample 25 sites in each
estuary/mouth (Ballona Creek, Malibu Creek, Los Angeles River,
San Gabriel River, and Dominguez Channel) once during the
permit cycle. Sediment samples shall be taken at each station by
means of a 0.1m2 (1.1 ft 2) modified Van Veen sediment grab
sampler. Sample sites shall be placed at approximately 1/2
kilometer intervals.

2. The Principal Permittee shall also sample 25 sites outside of each
direct outfall to assess cumulative effects.

3. All samples shall be analyzed for the following:
a) Sediment Chemistry (priority pollutants)
b) Total Organic Carbon (TOC)
c) Grain size
d) Sediment Toxicity

) Amphipod survival bioassays shall be conducted on
each sediment sample. Toxicity shall be indicated
by an amphipod survival rate of 70% or less in a
single test.

(2) Phase | TIEs of interstitial water, using
Ceriodaphnia dubia and Strongylocentrotus
purpuratus (sea urchin) fertilization, shall be
conducted for samples from stations identified to be
toxic in a single amphipod survival bioassay.
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e) Benthic Macroinvertibrates

(1) All sediment sampies shall be passed through a
1.0mm (0.039 in) screen to retrieve the benthic
organisms. Benthic epifauna and infauna shall be
analyzed to determine the structure of the benthic
community.

(2) The Principal Permittee shall identify all organisms
to lowest possible taxon.

(3) The Principal Permittee shall determine the Total
Biomass of:
0] Mollusks

(ii Echinoderms

(iii) Annelids/polychaetes

(

(

~

iv) Crustaceans
V) All other macroinvertebrates

(4) The Principal Permittee shall determine the
community structure analysis , including wet weight
of each taxonomic group (listed above), number of
species, number of individuals per species, total
numerical abundance, species abundance per
grab, species richness, species diversity, species
evenness and dominance, similarity analysis,
cluster analyses, or other appropriate multivariate
statistical techniques approved by the Regional
Board Executive Officer, and the Infaunal Index”.

4, The Principal Permittee shall create a map of each estuary
depicting degraded areas and the spatial distribution of sediment
from storm water. The Principal Permittee is encouraged to
undertake this requirement in paraliel with the Regional Monitoring
(Bight-wide 03 study, conducted by SCCWRP).

D. Source Identification Monitoring

The Principal Permittee shall participate in an on-going effort® to develop
a dynamic wet weather runoff model using time-concentration series.

The immediate goal of the monitoring is to determine the proportion of the
cumulative runoff load of various constituents generated from specific
land uses (critical sources), sub-watersheds, or municipal entities. The
ultimate goal is to jointly develop a model that can be regionally applied to

? Benthic Response Index for Assessing Infaunal Communities on the Mainland Shelf of
Southern California, the Southern California Coastal Water Research Project

® General Workplan for Wet Weather Modeling of the Los Angeles River and Santa
Monica Bay Watersheds, DPW, SCCWRP. Regionai Board
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target locations or sources that contribute pollutants, prioritize locations
that need management actions, and assign loads and waste load
allocations for TMDLs

1. The Principal Permittee shall develop and impiement a source
identification monitoring program that will provide data for the
development of the dynamic wet weather runoff model. Specific
land use or critical source sites shall be chosen consistent with
those listed in Table 1 of the General Workplan for Wet Weather
Modeling of the Los Angeles River (Attachment 47). Site selection
shall be coordinated with the existing effort. The Principal
Permittee may reconfigure existing land use and/or critical source
stations for use, where appropriate.

2. The Principal Permittee shall monitor a minimum of any 10 site
events. For example, 1 event from 10 different critical source
sites, or 5 events from 2 different sources may be monitored.

- Each site event shall include10 time-paced samples to cover the
entire range of the storm. For example, samples should be taken
every hour for a 10 hour storm.

3. Each sample shall be analyzed for constituents that exceed
standards at the respective mass emission station, TSS, bacteria,
nutrients, trace metals, organophosphorus pesticides, and PAHs

4. The Principal Permittee shall submit the data to the appropriate
agency for use in development of the model. Data, results, and
analysis shall also be submitted to the Regionai Board Executive
Officer with Annual Reports.

E. Shoreline Monitoring

The Principal Permittee shall monitor shoreline stations to evaluate the
impacts to coastal receiving waters and the loss of recreational beneficial
uses resulting from urban runoff. This component should be integrated
and coordinated with simitar monitoring programs in the region.
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1. The City of Los Angeles shall monitor eighteen water quality
sampling stations along the shoreline of the Pacific Ocean within
the Santa Monica Bay to determine compliance with the State of
California's bathing water standards for public beaches and ocean
water-contact sport areas®, and the related impacts of discharges
from storm drains and piers. The shoreline monitoring program

shall be implemented as follows:

a)

b)

c)

d)

e)

f)

9)

The eighteen established shoreline water quality stations
listed in Attachment 2 shall be monitored;

Monitoring shall include the following types and

frequencies of sampling:

Parameter

Units

Sample Frequency

Total coliforms | CFU or MPN/100 mi

Daily

Fecal coliforms | CFU or MPN/100 ml

Daily

Enterococcus CFU or MPN/100 mi

5 times/month

Shoreline monitoring shall occur during daylight hours.
Samples may be omitted in the event of hazardous

weather;

Shoreline monitoring frequencies at certain stations may
be modified based on the use of the adjacent beaches, as
approved by the Los Angeles County Department of

Health Services (DHS).

Data collected shall be transmitted daily to the Los Angeles
County DHS. Data shall be assessed annually and

presented in the Annual Report;

\When exceedances of public healith standards for bacteria
occur, the Principal Permittee shall notify the appropriate
Permittees. Permittees shall initiate an investigation to
determine the source, as required in the Program to
Eliminate lllicit Connections and Discharges (Part 4.F.2.c.).

The City of Los Angeles will continue to conduct all
monitoring, testing, and data transferring actions as part of
the Santa Monica Bay Restoration Project regional

program for the Santa Monica Bay.

F. Regional Monitoring

The Principal Permittee shall participate on Regional Monitoring
committees to help establish on-going regional programs that address
public health concerns, monitor trends in natural resources and nearshore
habitats, and assess regional impacts from all pollutant sources.

4 California Department of Health Services, Health and Safety Code §115880 {Assembly

Bill 411, Statutes of 1997, Chapter 765
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The Southern California Coastal Waters Research Project (SCCWRP), in
conjunction with the USEPA, the State Board, three Regional Boards, and
participating dischargers, has organized an effort to implement a regional
monitoring program for the Southern California Bight. Previous studies
(in 1994 and 1998) included microbiology, water quality, sediment
chemistry, sediment toxicity testing, benthic infauna, demersal fish, and
bioaccumulation. Many of these components correspond to parameters
required to be measured under this Order. A similar Bight-wide
monitoring effort is planned to be conducted in 2003. The Principal
Permittee shall participate on the Steering Committee for this Bight-wide
monitoring project. The sampling and analytical efforts and data collected
may be substituted for equivalent requirements of this Monitoring
Program for that year, such as the sediment mapping (Section C.4).

G. Bioassessment

The Principal Permittee shall participate in a regional effort to develop an
Index of Biological integrity (I1BI) for Southern California streams,
including determining reference conditions and natural variability in this
region. The Regional Board anticipates that the Southern California
Stormwater Research/Monitoring Program (coordinated by SCCWRP) will
organize a regional effort to evaluate the biological index approach for
Southern California and to design a research project for developing an 1Bl
by 2003. The ultimate goal is to have a bioassessment tool sufficiently
developed so that data can be used to measure stream health, identify
biological responses to pollution and probable causes of impairment by
the end of this Order.

H. Trash Monitoring

The Principal Permittee and the Permittees listed in Attachement 3 shall
develop and implement a trash monitoring program for the Los Angeles
River and Ballona Creek watersheds. At a minimum, Permittees shall
determine the annual trash load in cubic feet per year. The Principal
Permittee is encouraged to implement the program in the watersheds that
are not presently listed on the 303(d) list for impairment for trash.

Peak Discharge Impact Study

The Principal Permittee shall participate in a study to evaluate peak storm
water discharge rate (PDR) control and to determine numeric criteria to
prevent or minimize erosion of natural stream channels and banks caused
by urbanization (Part 4.C.2.). The Principal Permittee may partner with the
Ventura County Flood Control District to extend their stream erosion study
to a watershed in Los Angeles County that contains primarily natural
drainage systems, specifically the Santa Clara River.

J. 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:
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¢ 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 five or more different types of 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.

K. 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 or equal to the
Minimum Levels in the State Water Resources Control Board
Policy for Implementation of Toxics Standards for Inland Surface
Waters, Enclosed Bays, and Estuaries of California, 2000. If this
is not feasible, the Principal Permittee shall use analytical
methods with the lowest MDL.

7. 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 Princigal 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 METHOD DETECTION LIMITS (MDLs)

CONSTITUENTS USEPA MDL A® MDL B°
METHOD
Conventional Pollutants mg/L mg/L
Oil and Grease 413.2 1 1
Total Phenols 420.1 0.1 0.1
Cyanide 335.2 0.01 0.01
pH 150.1 0-14 0-14
Temperature None None
Dissolved Oxygen Sensitivity to 5§ mg/L | Sensitivity to 5 mg/L
Bacteria
Total Coliform 9221B <20mpn/100ml <20mpn/100m!
Fecal Coliform 9221B <20mpn/100mi <20mpn/100mi
Fecal Streptococcus 92218 <20mpn/100mi <20mpn/100m|
General mg/L mg/l
Dissolved Phosphorus 300 0.05 0.05
Total Phosphorus 300 0.05 0.05
Turbidity 180.1 0.1NTU 0.1INTU
Total Suspended Solids 160.2 2 2
Total Dissolved Solids 160.1 2 2
Volatile Suspended Solids 160.4 2 2
Total Organic Carbon 4151 1 1
Total Petroleum Hydrocarbon 418.1 1 1
Biochemical Oxygen Demand 405.1 2 2
Chemical Oxygen Demand 410.4 20-900 20-900
Total Ammonia-Nitrogen 350.2 0.1 0.1
Total Kjeldahl Nitrogen 351.2 0.1 0.1
Nitrate-Nitrite 4110 0.1 0.1
Alkalinity 3101 2 2
Specific Conductance 120.1 1umho/cm 1umho/cm
Total Hardness 130.2 2 2
MBAS 4251 <0.5 <0.5
Chloride 4110 2 2
Fluoride 4110 0.1 0.1
Sulfate 4110 2 2

® Detection limits lower than or equal to the Minimum Levels identified in the State Board
Policy for Implementation of Toxics Standards for Inland Surface Waters, Enclosed

Bays, and Estuaries of California

® Detection limits from Order 96-054
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Metals ug/L ug/L
Aluminum 202.1 100 100
Antimony 204.2 0.5 10
Arsenic 206.2 1 10
Barium 208.2 100 100
Beryllium 210.2 0.5 5
Boron 212.3 250 250
Cadnium 213.2 0.25 10
Calcium 215.2 200 200
Chromium 218.2 0.5 10
Copper 219.2 0.5 10
Hex. Chromium 7196 5 <10
Iron 236.2 100 100
Lead 239.2 0.5 10
Magnesium 2421 200 200
Manganese 243.2 30 30
Mercury 2451 0.2 1
Nickel 249.2 1 10
Potassium 258.1 100 100
Selenium 270.2 1 5
Silver 272.2 0.25 10
Sodium 273.1 50 50
Thallium 279.2 1 10
Zinc 289.2 1 50
Semivolatile Organic ng/L ug/L
Compounds '

Acids 8250

Benzoic Acid 8250 <5 <5
Benzyl Alcohol 8250 <5 <5
2-Chlorophenol 8250 <2 <2
2, 4-Dichlorophenol 8250 1 <2
2, 6-Dichicrophenol 8250 <2 <2
4-Dimetylphenol 8250 <2 <2
4, 6-Dinitro-2-metylphenol 8250 <3 <3
2, 4-Dinitrophenol 8250 <3 <3
2-Methyiphenol 8250 <3 <3
4-Methylphenol 8250 <3 <3
2-Nitrophenol 8250 <3 <3
4-Nitrophenol 8250 <3 <3
4-Chloro-3-methylphenol 8250 1 <3
Pentachlorophenol 8250 1 <2
Phenol 8250 <1 <1
2,3,4,6-Tetrachlorophenol 8250 <1 <1
2.,4,5-Trichlorophenol 8250 <1 <1
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2,4,6-Trichlorophenol 8250 <1 <1
Base/Neutral 8250 ug/L ug/L
Acenapthene <0.5 <0.5
Acenapthylene 0.2 <0.5
Acetophenone- <3 <3
Aniline <3 <3
Anthracene 2.0 <0.5
4-Aminobiphenyl <3 <3
Benzidine <3 <3
Benzo(a)anthracene <1 <1
4-Chloroaniline <1 <1
1-Chloronapthalene <1 <1
p-Dimethylaminoazobenzene <3 <3
7,12-Dimethylbenz(a)- <1 <1
anthracene

a-,a-Dimethylphenethylamine <3 <3
Benzo(a)pyrene <1 <1
Benzo(b)flouranthene <1 <1
Benzo(k)flouranthene <1 <1
Chlordane <1 <1
Bis(2-chloroethoxy)methane <1 <1
Bis(2-chlorisopropyl)ether <1 <1
Bis(2-chloroethylether <1 <1
Bis(2-ethylhexi)phtalate <3 <3
4-Bromophenyl pheny! ether <1 <1
Butyl benzyl phthalate | <3 <3
2-Chloronapthalene <1 <1
4-Chlorophenyl phenyl ether <1 <1
Chrysene <1 <1
Dibenz(a,j)acridine <3 <3
Dibenz(a,h)anthracene 0.1 <1
1,3-Dichlorobenzene <0.5 <0.5
1,4-Dichlorobenzene <0.5 <0.5
1,2-Dichlorobenzene <0.5 <0.5
3,3-Dichlorobenzidine <3 <3
Diethylphthalate <0.5 <0.5 ]
Dimethylphthalate <0.5 <0.5
Di-n-butylphthalate <3 <3
2,4-Dinitrotoluene <0.5 <0.5
2,6-Dinitrotoluene <0.5 <0.5
Diphenylamine <3 <3
1,2-Diphenylhydrazine 1 <3
Di-n-octylphtalate <3 <3
Ethyl methanesulfonate <3 <3
Fluoranthene 0.05 <1
Fluorene 0.1 <1
Hexachlorobenzene <0.5 <0.5
Hexachlorobutadiene <1 <1
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Hexochlorocyclopentadiene <3 <3
Hexochloroethane <1 <1
Indeno(1,2,3-cd)pyrene 0.05 <1
Isophorone <0.5 <0.5
3-Methylcholanthrene <3 <3
Methyl methanesesulfonate <3 <3
Napthalene 0.2 <0.5
1-Napthylamine <3 <3
2-Napthalamine <3 <3
2-Nitroaniline <3 <3
3-Nitroaniline <3 <3
4-Nitroaniline <3 <3
Nitrobenzene <0.5 <0.5
N-Nitroso-di-n-butylamine <3 <3
N-Nitrosodimethylamine <3 <3
N-Nitrosodiphenylamine 1 <3
N-Nitroso-di-N-propylamine <1 <1
N-Nitrosopiperidine <3 <3
Pentachlorobenzene <3 <3
Phenacitin <3 <3
Phenanthrene 0.05 <0.5
2-Picoline <3 <3
Pronamide <5 <5
Pyrene 0.05 <0.5
5-Tetrachlorobenzene <3 <3
1,2,4-Trichlorobenzene <0.5 <0.5
Pesticides 608 ug/L pg/L
Aldrin 608 0.005 0.05
alpha-BHC 608 0.05 0.05
beta-BHC 608 0.05 0.05
delta-BHC 608 0.05 0.05
gamma-BHC (lindane 608 0.05 0.05
Carbofuran 531.1 <5 <5
Chlordane 608 0.05 0.05
4,4'-DDD 608 0.05 <0.1
4,4'-DDE £08 0.05 <0.1
4,4'-DDT 608 0.01 <0.1
Benzaton 515.1 <2 <2
Dieldron 608 0.01 <0.1
Endosulfan | 608 <0.1 <0.1
Endosuifan Il 608 <0.1 <0.1
Endosulfan sulfate 608 0.05 <0.1
Endrin 608 0.01 <0.1
Endrin aldehyde 608 0.01 <0.1
Glyphosate 547 <0.5 <0.5
Heptachlor 608 0.01 0.05
Heptachlor epoxide 608 0.01 0.05

5-29-01
DRAFT (for discussion only)

R0002807



Methoxychlor 608 <0.5 <0.5
Toxaphene 608 0.5 <1.0
2,4-D 515.1 <0.02 <0.02
2,4 5-TP-SILVEX 515.1 <0.2 <0.2
Polychlorinated Biphenyls 608 pg/L pg/L
Arocior-1016 608 0.5 <1
Aroclor-1221 608 0.5 <1
Aroclor-1232 608 0.5 <1
Aroclor-1242 608 0.5 <1
Aroclor-1248 608 0.5 <1
Aroclor-1254 608 0.5 <1
Aroclor-1260 608 0.5 <1
Herbicides pg/L ug/L
Diazinon 0.01 0.01
Chlorpyrifos 0.05 0.05
Diuron 1 1
Malathion 1 1
Prometryn 507 2 2
Atrazine 507 2 2
Simazine 507 <2 <2
Cyanazine 507 2 2
Molinate 507 <0.01 <0.01
Thiobencarb 507 <0.1 <0.1
Volatile Organic Compounds | 8240A pg/L ug/L
Acetonitrile 10.0 10.0
Acrolein 2 10.0
Acrylonitrile 0.5 0.5
Benzene 0.5 0.5
Bromoform 0.5 0.5
2-Butanone 10.0 10.0
Carbon Disulfide 10.0 10.0
Carbon Tetrachloride 0.5 0.5
Chlorobenzene 0.5 0.5
Chlorodibronmethane 0.5 0.5
Chloroethane 0.5 0.5
2-Chloroethyl vinyl ether 1.0 1.0
Chloroform 0.5 0.5
Dibromomethane 0.5 0.5
1,2-Dibromo-3Chioropropane <0.01 <0.01
1,4-Dichloro-2-butene 10.0 10.0
Dichlorobromomethane 0.5 0.5
Dichlorodiflucromethane 0.5 0.5
1,1-Dichloroethane 0.5 0.5
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1,2-Dichloroethane 0.5 0.5
1,1-Dichloroethene 0.5 0.5
trans-1,2-Dichloroethene 0.5 0.5
1,2-Dichloropropane 0.5 0.5
cis-1,3-Dichloropropene 0.5 0.5
Trans-1,3-Dichloropropene 0.5 0.5
Ethanol 10.0 10.0
Ethylbenzene 0.5 1.0
Ethylene Dibromide <0.01 <0.01
Ethylene Oxide 10.0 10.0
Ethyl Metcrylate 0.5 0.5
2-Hexanone 5.0 5.0
lodomethane 0.5 0.5
Methyl Bromide 5.0 5.0
Methy! Chloride 5.0 5.0
Methylene Chloride 1.0 1.0
4-Methyl-2-pentanone 5.0 5.0
Styrene 0.5 0.5
1,1,2,2-Tetrachloroethane 0.5 0.5
Tetrachloroethane 0.5 0.5
Toluene 0.5 1.0
Trichlorofluoromethane 1.0 1.0
1,2,3-Trichloropropane 0.5 0.5
Trichloroethene 0.5 0.5
1,1,1-Trichloroethane 1.0 1.0
1,1,2-Trichloroethane 1.0 1.0
1.2,2-Trifluoroethane <0.5 <0.5
Vinyl acetate 5.0 5.0
Vinyl chloride 0.5 0.5
Xylene (Total) 0.5 0.5
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ATTACHMENT 2
SHORELINE MONITORING STATIONS

Station Location’ Latitude | Longitude

S1 Surfrider Beach, Malibu, 50 yds E. of breech 34.03500 | 118.67833

S2 Topanga Point, Malibu, seaward of lifeguard station | 34.03833 | 118.58083

S3 Pulga storm drain, Pacific Palisades, 50 yds E. of 34.03361 | 118.53417
drain

S4 Santa Monica Canyon storm drain, Pacific 34.02639 | 118.51861
Palisades, 50 yds E. of drain

S5 Santa Monica Pier, Santa Monica, 50 yds S. of pier | 34.00833 | 118.49667

S6 Pico-Kenter storm drain, Santa Monica, 50 yds S. of | 34.00583 | 118.49250
drain

S7 Ashland storm drain, Santa Monica, 50 yds S. of 33.99639 | 118.48472
drain

S8 Windward storm drain, Los Angeles, 50 yds S. of 33.98778 | 118.47750
drain

S9 Marina Del Rey Beach, Marina Del Rey, at lifequard | 33.98139 | 118.45833
tower.

S10 Ballona Creek, Playa Del Rey, 50 yds S. of south 33.96083 | 118.45611
jetty

S11 Culver Blvd., extended, Playa Del Rey, N side of 33.95639 | 118.45167
Culver storm drain

S12 Imperial Hwy. Storm drain, Playa Del Rey, 50 yds 33.93028 | 118.43722
S. of drain

S13 El Porto, Manhattan Beach, 40" St. extended 33.90389 | 118.42250

S14 Manhattan Beach Pier, Manhattan Beach, 50 yds S. | 33.88360 | 118.41278
of pier

S15 Hermosa Beach Pier, Hermosa Beach, 50 yds S. of | 33.86111 | 118.40278
pier

S16 Redondo Pier, Redondo Beach, 50 yds S. of pier 33.83833 | 118.39111

S17 Ave. | storm drain, Redondo Beach, Ave. | 33.81889 | 118.39111
extended, 50 yds S. of drain

S18 Malaga Cove, Palos Verdes Estates, Arroyo Circle | 33.80500 | 118.39467
extended

' Station locations from Ocean Water Regulatory & Monitoring Protocol, County of Los
Angeles, Department of Health Services, May 5, 1999.
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Callforn/a Storrmwater Quallty Task Force

5469 E. Olive Avenue Fresno, CA 93727
FPh (659) 456-3292 Fax (558) 456-3194

www.stormwalertaskiorce.org

File 510.1415
, .
June 4, 2001 , é
=
\ o
-
L . 0 :
Mr. Dennis Dickerson, Executive Officer _
California Regional Water Quality Control Board -
. o
Los Angeles Region -

320 West 4% Street, Suite 200
Los Angeles, CA 90013

Dear Mr. Dickerson.

Support for Stakeholder Consensus-Building Process, Los Angeles County Permit

The California Storm Water Quality Task Force is writin

g this letter to support the County of
Los Angel

es and municipal co-permittees' request to develop a census-building process to

LLLLLLLLL v address concerns surrounding the proposed Los Angeles municipal sterm water
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System permit.

The Storm Water Quality Task Force was formed in 1989 to provide guidance to the State Water
Resources Control Board on the development of NPDES permit and related regulatory guidelines
for storm water discharges. In this capacity, we have assisted the State Board in the development
and implementation of the storm water permitting process. Our membership is primarily
composed of storm water quality managers from cities, counties, and special districts throughout

California. We have representation from public agencies that serve approximately 22

million
people in California.

The Task Force believes forming a consensus-building format will not only assist the Regional
Board staff, the public, environmental groups and your Board in addressing contested and

sgb\melinda.m\storm water guality\200 I\dickerson-1tr
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Support for Stakeholder Consensus-Building Process
Los Angeles County Permit
Page 2

competing concerns within the community, but also assist the stakeholders in understanding all
the issues and concemns, of all the stakeholders.

A professional process facilitator should create a forum that will bring together regulatory,
municipal, business and environmental stakeholders with a common goal of finalizing a Storm
Water Quality Management Program and permit for the area to reduce pollutants in urban storm
-vater to the maximum extent practicable. The Task Force views this as an opportunity to create
a model approach in resolving the complicated issues presented in developing municipal storm
water permits and other related regulatory initiatives, such as Total Maximum Daily Load
implementation plans.

We have an interest in the proposed process and outcome of the Los Angeles County municipal
storm water permit to the extent it may provide a model or precedent for the development and
content of future permits in other areas. At the Regional Board’s request, the Task Force will
identify a representative from the proposed permit area, or from another region, to represent the
Task Force and provide a broader perspective of professional, municipal storm water quality
managers.

The Task Force believes that the proposed process will allow for openly and fairly resolving
complicated and far-reaching storm water permit issues. Storm water managers and regulators
must bring together all the stakeholders and work toward sensible solutions that will achieve
tangible storm water pollution reductions.

We would appreciate being kept apprised of progress in this matter and the time and location of
scheduled consensus-development sessions. Adequate lead-time will permit us to fully
participate. If you have any questions, please call me at (559) 456-3292.

Respectfully,
A (
AT Co<, .
\ . !\'v :\'\‘\‘t\\\; o C‘Q‘;}-{c\_, k‘i\f\\-.Q"“'‘L\./\jw-*m—MM‘
Melinda Marks
Chair
MM/sgb

c: Larry Forester, Mayor, City of Signal Hill
Coalition for Practical Regulation
Mustafa Ariki, County of Los Angeles Public Works
Storm Water Quality Task Force Executive Committee

sgb\melinda.m\storm water guality\2001\dickerson-ltr R000281 2
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From: "John Dorsey” <JDorsey@SAN.LACITY.ORG>
To: <Mfisher@rb4.swrcb.ca.gov>

Date: 6/5/01 1:23PM

Subject: Re: shoreline monitoring

Hi Megan: Mark told me that EMD would be willing to measure Enterococcus daily provided they would be
allowed to use test kits in lieu of membrane filtration. I'm checking with Ing-Yih Cheng about this. As
soon as | verify this info with him, I'l let you know.

John

>>> "Megan Fisher" <Mfisher@rb4.swrcb.ca.gov> 06/05/01 10:40AM >>>
Hi John,

At yesterday's meeting, Mark Gold made the comment that enterococcus needs to be monitored daily. |
think you mentioned that the City usually does it daily, anyway. Are you ok with "daily" instead of "5
times/month” in the permit?

Thanks,
Megan

R0002813



The NPDES Municipal Storm Water Permit — What's Next

Presentation to the
City and County Engineers Meeting

June 7, 2001
Monterey Park

by Wendy Phillips
Chief, Storm Water Section
Los Angeles Regional Board
320 West 4 Street, Suite 200
Los Angeles, California 90013

(213) 576-6618
wphillip@rb4.swre.bea.gov

for copies of documents, you may download from the Storm Water Home Page:

www,swrcb.ca.gov/rwgcb4/html/programs/Stormwater/renewal.

or call or email Weindy Abarquez (Storm Water secretary) at (213) 576-6802
wabarque(@rb4.swrcb.ca.gov
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Significant Permit Changes - draft dated May 29, 2001

Existing Permit

Proposed Permit

Receiving Limit set at MEP (maximum extent Limit set at MEP (maximum extent practicable). Should quality of
Water Limit practicable). receiving water fail to meet Basin Plan objectives, Permittees must revise
their Storm Water Quality Management Plan.
Structure Enforcement: Includes ‘NTMC’ provision Enforcement: NTMC provision deleted
TMDLs: No requirement TMDLs: Must implement, without reopening the permit
Implementation deadlines: vary Implementation: Must implement most new program requirements within
180 days (will consider exceptions, given just cause)
Monitoring Mass emissions (5 stations) Add 3 mass emissions stations; lower detection limits for comparison

Land uses

Receiving water studies in Ballona and Malibu
Creeks

Critical source identification

with CTR standards (first storm of each year only, assuming no
problems). '

Wet weather source Identification monitoring (to validate land use and
source model)

Add TSS sampling of 8 stations (every storm, to measure variability).
Participate in biomonitoring (a regional study, led by SCCCRP); also
participate in Southern CA bight, led by SCCWRP.

Shift shoreline monitoring from the Hyperion permit to this permit — City
of LA will be responsible

Trash monitoring




9182000

J Existing Permit

Proposed Permit

Special Provisions

--Public Info Relies on site visits to heavy and light Replaced by corporate outreach (RGOs) and small business assistance
industrial facilities and to RGOs (retail
gasoline outlets) and restaurants.
—Inspections Not required. [Under review]
-Land New SUSMP requirement, with a 100,000 i’ Lower SUSMP threshold to 1 acre in 2003 (consistent with Phase 2)
Development | threshold.
CEQA: Expand requirement to review discretionary projects to also
include ministerial projects
Add new categories:
H RGOs
B ESAs
--Construction Local SWPPPs for sites 2 to 5 acres Local SWPPPs required for sites 1 acre and above
Inspections — not required Wet weather inspections required for sites 1 acre and greater.
--Public Agency Except for street sweeping, performance Reduce trash through specified requirements for catch basin cleanout
Activities measures tend to be vague. (40%), open channel cleanout (100%), street sweeping (2x/month, but
increasing to 4x/month in high priority areas). LA and Ballona
watersheds must also meet TMDL requirements to reduce trash to zero.
Cities’ industrial and construction projects will no longer be covered
under the MS4; rather, such projects must obtain coverage under the
State’s general permits.
-1C/1D Passive inspection program. Not sure what or | Prioritize problem areas, and implement an active screening program to
Elimination how much of the storm drain system has been | eliminate illicit connections and discharges.

screened.




Proposed Renewal Schedule

http://www swrcb.ca.gov/rwqcb4/html...ms/Stormwater/renewal-schedule.html

Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Cemtrol Board ————— @ Home @Links © ContactUs

| EO Report

| LARWQCBPrograms | Meetings | Public Notices | News |

LA County MS4

Proposed Renewal Schedule * (Revised on May 29, 2001)

Thursday, April 12t
Tuesday, April 24!

Wednesday, May 16™
Friday, June 29t
Thursday, July 26"
Monday, August 6
Thursday, Sept 6t
Friday, Sept 28t
Friday, Oct 11t
Thursday, Oct 251

Issue first draft of permit/staff report (containing technical basis)

Conduct workshop at Los Angeles Central Library Auditorium,
630 W. 5t St., Los Angeles, from 9:30 - 12:30

® Workshop Notice
* Workshop Agenda

Comments due on first draft’

Issue second draft, staff report, and Response to Comments
Workshop at Board Meeting (location TBA)

Written comments on second draft due

Issue Tentative draft and Response to Comments

Written comments on final draft due

Issue Response to Comments

Propose adoption at Board Meeting (location TBA)

>>Storm Water Home<<

EO Report | LARWQCB Programs | Meetings | Public Notices | Board Members | Regional Maps | Staff
Directory | News | Mission Statement | Directions | Home

For questions or comments, please contact Webmaster
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| Megan Fisher - Santa Clara station

From: v Megan Fisher

To: ctrevizo@dpw.co.la.ca.us
Date: 6/7/01 1:56PM

Subject: Santa Clara station

Hi Carolina,

At our meeting yesterday, we discussed the need for further information about the Santa Clara River.
Here's what I've found out so far:

location is too far upstream to represent mass emissions. I'm still unclear on what the monitoring at the
upstream station consists of, but depending on the state of development up there, it could possibly provide
some baseline data (flow, if nothing else). | need to more thoroughly look at their monitoring report.

representative of mass emissions for long enough that it would be worth installation. Evidently, the USGS
will be installing a new gauging station near the 5 and Hwy 99. It sounds like an accessible place, but we
need to check into current and projected development to determine if it would-be far enough downstream.
According to the Ventura County FCD, there is an abandoned gauge near the County line, and there is a
pretty new USGS gauge installed on a bridge near Piru, in Ventura County. The bridge is on the Newhall
property. | don't know what your constraints are regarding private property, but this iocation would ideal
for characterizing mass emissions from LA County. | have the location, so we can check it out in the field.

That's ail for now. Let me know if you have any questions. Also let me know if anyone there is planning a
site visit. If it's next week, Monday and Thursday are best for me.

Thanks,
Megan

***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 o

CC: Carlos Urrunaga; Dan Radulescu; mariki@dpw.co.la.ca.us; Megan Fisher: Wendy
Phillips; Xavier Swamikannu
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| viegan Fisher - 6-8 Monitoring Draft e L

From: ) Megan Fisher

To: ctrevizo@dpw.co.Ia.ca.us; ghowe@dpw.co.la.ca.us; mariki@dpw.co.la.ca.us;
tjkim@dpw.co.!a.ca.us

Date: 6/8/01 3:35PM

Subject: 6-8 Monitoring Draft

Please do not distribute the attached draft outside of your office.

Thank you,

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 énergy costs, see the tips at:
http://www.swrcb.ca.gov/news/echallenge.htm! bl

CcC: Dan Radulescuy: Megan Fisher; Wendy Phillips; Xavier Swamikanny
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l. Monitoring Program

loadings and the protection and enhancement of the beneficial uses of the receiving waters in
Los Angeles County.

CORE MONITORING
=X0RE MUNITORING

| A. Mass Emissions

June 8, 2001 DRAFT
For Discussion Purposes Only- Do Not Distribute R0002820
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detected, those MDLs shall continue to be used. For constituents that
are either not detected or detected at a concentration higher than the
MDLs listed in column B in Attachment 1, the higher MDLs may be used
for the remaining sampiing events of that year. 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 MDLs listed in column B
until the constituent is not detected, afterwhich, the method detection
limits shall be lowered to those in column A.

4. 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.

5. All storms, in addition to those required above, totaling at least 0.25 inches of
rainfall shall be sampled and analyzed for TSS. Results shall be used to
assess the variability of storm water constituents and provide a more
accurate estimate of median mass emissions (metals and PAHs are
positively correlated with TSS). :

B. Water Column Toxicity Monitoring

The Principal Permittee shall analyze mass emission samples for toxicity to
evaluate the extent and causes of toxicity in receiving waters and to modify and
utilize the SQMP to implement practices that eliminate or reduce sources of
toxicity in storm water.

1. The Principal Permittee shall analyze two wet weather samples and two dry
weather samples from each mass emission station, except for the
reference station in the Santa Clara River, for toxicity per year. A
minimum of one freshwater and one marine species shall be used for
toxicity testing. Specifically, Ceriodaphnia dubia and Strongylocentrotus
purpuratus (sea urchin) fertilization shall be used. Only Ceriodaphnia
dubia shall be used for toxicity testing of samples from the Santa Clara
mass emission station. 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 of the wet season per
year at that station.

2. Toxicity Identification Evaluations (TIE)

The Principal Permittee shall conduct Phase | 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.

June 8, 2001 DRAFT
For Discussion Purposes Only- Do Not Distribute R0002821
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Toxicity Reduction Evaluations (TRE)

The Principal Permittee shall perform a TRE for each pollutant or
poliutant class that is identified as toxic. TREs shall include
procedures for investigating the causes and identifying corrective
actions to eliminate toxicity. 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 or pollutant class in different watersheds.

After the Principal Permittee has isolated the sources of toxicity
and identified appropriate BMPs, each Permittee shall be
responsible for implementing the appropriate BMPs to reduce
toxicity. The Principal Permittee shall submit an implementation
plan for each TRE to the Regional Board Executive Officer for
approvai.

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 BMPs have been implemented, , 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. TRE performance shall be prioritized according to the
TMDL schedule' 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
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

Santa Clara River

Toxicity Monitoring (Ceriodaphnia dubia)

Ballona Creek

Zinc TRE, Copper TRE, toxicity testing on Ceriodaphnia dubia

Malibu Creek

Toxicity testing on Ceriodaphnia dubia, reduced testing on sea urchins

' Current TMDL schedule can be found on the Regional Board website at wwwswrcb.ca.gov/rwqcb4/docs/tab(e?_wmi_appdx.pdf

June 8, 2001 DRAFT
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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 (2 wet and 2 dry weather on both species)

Coyote Creek

Toxicity monitoring (2 wet and 2 dry weather on both species)

The Principal Permittee shall report on the development,
implementation, and results for each TRE in the Annual Reports,
beginning the year following the identification of each poliutant or
pollutant class causing toxicity.

C. Tributary/Source |dentification Monitoring

The Principal Permittee shall monitor select tributaries to identify sources of
pollutants in subwatersheds, prioritize locations that need management actions,
provide baseline information for TMDL development and allocate pollutant loads
for TMDL development. A second purpose of this monitoring is to validate the
Land Use Model.

The Principal Permittee shall develop and implement a tributary/source
identification monitoring program, focusing on metals in the Los Angeles
River, San Gabriel River, and Ballona Creek Watersheds. The following
tributaries which have been identified as contributing the greatest loads of
metals per acre in each subwatershed (based on the last four years of
data for land use type, area, and rainfall) shall be monitored:

a) Centinela Creek (Ballona Creek WMA)

b) Kenter Canyon (Ballona Creek WMA)

c) Aliso Creek (Los Angeles River WMA)

d) Bull Creek {Los Angeles River WMA)

e) Compton Creek {Los Angeles River WMA)

f) Los Cerritos Channel (San Gabriel River WMA)
g) San Jose Creek (San Gabriel River WMA)

h) Coyote Creek (San Gabriel River WMA)?

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.

All samples for tributary stations may be taken as grab samples or with an
automatic sampler. Samples shall be taken just upstream of the
tributary's confluence with the mainstem. For each storm event, a
minimum of 5 samples, during the first 3 hours, shall be composited.
Constituents to be analyzed for each location shall include the following:

a) pH, dissolved oxygen, temperature, conductivity, and total suspended
solids

2 Mass emission data from Coyote Creek station can be used

June 8, 2001 DRAFT
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b) Metals: aluminum, arsenic, beryllium, cadmium, chromium, copper, iron,
lead, mercury, nickel, selenium, silver, and zinc.
c) Flow
4. For the first storm of each year, method detection limits (MDLs) lower than or

equal to the minimum levels identified in the SIP shall be used. These
levels are listed in column A in Attachment 1. Where SIP minimum levels
are detected, those MDLs shall continue to be used. For constituents
that are either not detected or detected at a concentration higher than the
MDLs listed in column B in Attachment 1, the higher MDLs may be used
for the remaining sampling events of that year.

5. 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, to be submitted in 2005. The
SQMP shall be modified to reflect the identified priority management
actions.

D. Shoreline Monitoring

The City of Los Angeles shall monitor shoreline stations to evaluate the impacts
to coastal receiving waters and the loss of recreational beneficial uses resulting
from urban runoff. This component should be integrated and coordinated with
similar monitoring programs in the region.

1. The City of Los Angeles shall monitor eighteen water quality sampling stations
along the shoreline of the Pacific Ocean within the Santa Monica Bay to
determine compliance with the State of California's bathing water
standards for public beaches and ocean water-contact sport areas?, and
the related impacts of discharges from storm drains and piers. The
shoreline monitoring program shall be implemented as follows:

a) The eighteen established shoreline water quality stations listed in
Attachment 2 shall be monitored;
b) Monitoring shall include the following types and frequencies of sampling:
Parameter Units Sample Frequency

Total coliforms | CFU or MPN/100 ml | Daily
Fecal coliforms | CFU or MPN/100 ml | Daily
Enterococcus | CFU or MPN/100 ml | Daily

c) Shoreline monitoring shall occur during daylight hours. Samples may be
omitted in the event of hazardous weather;

d) Shoreline monitoring frequencies at certain stations may be modified
based on the use of the adjacent beaches, as approved by the
Los Angeles County Department of Health Services (DHS).

e) Data collected shall be transmitted daily to the Los Angeles County DHS.

? California Department of Health Services, Health and Safety Code §115880 (Assembly Bill 411, Statutes of 1997, Chapter 765
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Data shall be assessed annually and presented in the Annual
Report;

f) When exceedances of public health standards for bacteria occur, the
Principal Permittee shall notify the appropriate Permittees.
Permittees shall initiate an investigation to determine the source,
as required in the Program to Eliminate lllicit Connections and
Discharges.(Part 4.F.2.c.).

g) The City of Los Angeles will continue to conduct all monitoring, testing,
and data transferring actions as part of the Santa Monica Bay
Restoration Project regional program for the Santa Monica Bay.

Trash Monitoring

The Principal Permittee and the Permittees listed in Attachment 3 shall develop
and implement a trash monitoring program for the Los Angeles River and
Ballona Creek watersheds.The Principal Permittee is encouraged to implement
the program in the watersheds that are not presently listed on the 303(d) list for
impairment for trash.

REGIONAL MONITORING

F.

G.

Regional Monitoring

The Principal Permittee shall participate on Regional Monitoring committees to
help establish on-going regional programs that address public health concerns,
monitor trends in natural resources and nearshore habitats, and assess regional
impacts from all pollutant sources.

The Southern California Coastal Waters Research Project (SCCWRP), in
conjunction with the USEPA, the State Board, three Regional Boards, and
participating dischargers, has organized an effort to implement a regional
monitoring program for the Southern California Bight. Previous studies (in 1994
and 1998) included microbiology, water quality, sediment chemistry, sediment
toxicity testing, benthic infauna, demersal fish, and bioaccumuiation. A similar
Bight-wide monitoring effort is planned to be conducted in 2003. The Principal
Permittee shall participate on the Steering Committee for this Bight-wide
monitoring project. The sampling and analytical efforts and data collected may
be used to complete the estuary sampling requirement described below in
Section G.

The Principal Permittee shall also continue participation on the Southern
California Stormwater Research/Monitoring Program committee (coordinated by
SCCWRP). The Regional board anticipates that this program will organize an
effort to evaluate the biological index approach for Southern California and to
design a research project for developing an Index of Biological Integrity (IBI) for
this region by 2003. The Principal Permittee shall participate in this regional
effort to complete the bioassessment monitoring requirement described below in
Section F.

Estuary Sampling
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The Principal Permittee shall sample estuaries for sediment chemistry, sediment
toxicity, and benthic macroinvertibrate communitiy to determine the spatial extent
of sediment fate from storm water, and the magnitude of its effects. A map of
each estuary which depicts the impacted areas shall be produced. The maps
shall provide the information necessary to conduct effective sediment monitoring
to determine trends and accumulation, as a future permit requirement.

1. The Principal Permittee shall sample a maximum of 25 sites in each
estuary/mouth (Ballona Creek, Malibu Creek, Los Angeles River, San
Gabriel River, and Dominguez Channel) once during the permit cycle.
Sediment samples shall be taken at each station by means of a 0.1m?
(1.1 ft 2) modified Van Veen sediment grab sampler.

2. The Principal Permittee shall also sample a total of 25 sites outside of the direct
outfalls to assess cumulative effects.

3. All samples shall be analyzed for the following:
a) Sediment Chemistry (priority pollutants)

b) Total Organic Carbon (TOC)
c) Grain size
d) Sediment Toxicity

(1) Amphipod survival bioassays shall be conducted on each
sediment sample. Toxicity shall be indicated by an
amphipod survival rate of 70% or less in a single test.

(2) Phase | TIEs of interstitial water, using Ceriodaphnia dubia and
Strongylocentrotus purpuratus (sea urchin) fertilization,
shall be conducted for samples from stations identified to
be toxic in a single amphipod survival bioassay.

e) Benthic Macroinvertibrates

1 All sediment samples shall be passed through a 1.0mm (0.039 in)
screen to retrieve the benthic organisms. Benthic
epifauna and infauna shall be analyzed to determine the
structure of the benthic community.

(2) The Principal Permittee shall identify all organisms to lowest
possibie taxon.

(3) The Principal Permittee shall determine the Total Biomass of:

(i) Mollusks

( Echinoderms

i) Annelids/polychaetes
(

(

~

iv)  Crustaceans
V) All other macroinvertebrates

(4) The Principal Permittee shall determine the community structure
analysis , including wet weight of each taxonomic group
(listed above), number of species, number of individuals
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per species, total numerical abundance, species
abundance per grab, species richness, species diversity,
species evenness and dominance, similarity analysis,
cluster analyses, or other appropriate mulitivariate

, statistical techniques approved by the Regional Board

: Executive Officer, and the Infaunal Index®.

4. The Principal Permittee shall create a map of each estuary depicting degraded 1
areas and the spatial distribution of sediment from storm water. The
Principal Permittee is encouraged to undertake this requirement in
parallel with the Regional Monitoring (Bight-wide 03 study, conducted by
SCCWRP),

H. Bioassessment

The Principal Permittee shall participate in a regional bioassessment effort,
including conducting bioassessment monitoring. The purpose of this :
requirement is to detect biological trends in receiving waters and to collect data

for the development of an IBI for Southern California. The ultimate goals of

bioassessment are to assess the biological integrity of receiving waters, to detect

biological responses to pollution, and identify probable causes of impairment not

detected by chemical and physical water quality analysis.

1. The Principal Permittee shall coordinate with regional efforts and with the
Surface Water Ambient Monitoring Program (SWAMP) being developed
! by the Regional Board to identify a total of 20 bioassessment stations
‘ within Los Angeles County.

2. Station selection shall be compiete within one year from the date this Crder is
adopted, and sampling shall begin in October of 2003.

3. Each bioassessment station shall be monitored annually, in October of each
year, beginning in October 2003. A minimum of three replicate samples :
: shall be collected at each station during each sampling event. !

4. Sampling, laboratory, quality assurance, and analysis procedures shall follow the
standardized "Non-point Source Bioassessment Sampling Procedures”
for professional bioassessment as set forth in the California Department
of Fish and Game California Stream Bioassessment Procedure (CSBP)S.
Results of the Bioassessment Monitoring shall be reported annually as
part of the Annual 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;

4 Benthic Response Index for Assessing Infaunal Communities on the Mainland Shelf of Southern Califomia, the Southem
California Coastal Water Research Project

3 California Stream Bioassessment Procedure (Protocol Brief for Biological and Physical/Habitat Assessment in Wadeable
Streams), Califomia Department of Fish and Game - Aguatic Bioassessment Laboratory, May 1999. Located at
www.dfg.ca.gov/cabw/protocols.html.
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d) Analysis that shall include calculation of the metrics used in the CSBP;

e) Comparison of mean biological and habitat assessment metric values
between stations and year-to-year trends;

f) Electronic data formatted to the California Department of Fish and Game
Aquatic Bioassessment Laboratory for inclusion in the Statewide
Access Bioassessment Database.

5. A professional environmental laboratory shall perform all sampling, laboratory,
quality assurance, and analytical procedures.

SPECIAL STUDIES

l. New Development Impacts Study in the Santa Clara Watershed

The Principal Permittee and the City of Santa Clarita shall monitor tributaries in
the Santa Clara watershed to determine impacts from new development and to
compare storm water quality between subwatersheds with and without SUSMPs.

1. The Principal Permittee and the City of Santa Clarita shall select one station that
is representative of a subwatershed in which the majority of development
has occurred without SUSMP implementation, and one station (SUSMP
station) in a subwatershed in which the majority of the development
has/will include SUSMP implementation. Other inputs to runoff, such as
septic systems, in the two subwatersheds should be similar. The
upstream mass emission station may serve as the SUSMP station, if it is
appropriate based on development projections in the Santa Clara
g watershed.

2. The Principal Permittee and the City of Santa Clarita 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.

3. All samples may be taken as grab samples or with an automatic sampler. For
each storm event, a minimum of 5 samples, during the first 3 hours, shall
be composited. Constituents to be analyzed for each location shail
include the following:

a) pH, dissolved oxygen, temperature, conductivity, chloride, nitrogen, and
TSS
b) Metals: aluminum, arsenic, beryllium, cadmium, chromium, copper, iron,
lead, mercury, nickel, selenium, silver, and zinc.
c) Pathogen Indicators (Coliform)
4. For the first storm of each year, method detection limits (MDLs) lower than or
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equal to the minimum levels identified in the SIP shall be used. These
levels are listed in column A in Attachment 1. Where SIP minimum levels
are detected, those MDLs shall continue to be used. For constituents
that are either not detected or detected at a concentration higher than the
MDLs listed in column B in Attachment 1, the higher MDLs may be used
for the remaining sampling events of that year.

5. The Principal Permittee and the City of Santa Clarita shail submit an analysis of

the data, including a description of each watershed, year-to-year changes
compared to the amount of development that occurred in each,
comparisons between stations, and an analysis of SUSMP effectiveness,
with the fifth year annual report.

Peak Discharge Impact Study

The Principal Permittee shall participate in a study to evaluate peak storm
water discharge rate (PDR) control and to determine numeric criteria to
prevent or minimize erosion of natural stream channels and banks caused
by urbanization (Part 4.C.2.). The Principal Permittee may partner with the
Ventura County Flood Control District to extend their stream erosion study
to a watershed in Los Angeles County that contains primarily natural
drainage systems, specifically the Santa Clara River.

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 five or

more different types of 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

poliutants 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 inciudes
collaboration and resource contribution to expand the scope of the
proposed study.

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
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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 shail include:

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 resuits 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 shail 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 or equal to the Minimum Leveis
in the State Water Resources Control Board Policy for Implementation of
Toxics Standards for Inland Surface Waters, Enclosed Bays, and
. Estuaries of California, 2000. If this is not feasible, the Principal
Permittee shall use analytical methods with the lowest MDL.

7. 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

1 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 METHOD DETECTION LIMITS (MDLs)

CONSTITUENTS USEPA MDL A' MDL B?
METHOD
Conventional Pollutants mg/L mg/L
QOil and Grease 413.2 1 1
Total Phenols 420.1 0.1 0.1
Cyanide 335.2 0.01 0.01
pH 150.1 0-14 0-14
Temperature None None
Dissolved Oxygen Sensitivity to 5 mg/L | Sensitivity to 5 mg/L
Bacteria
Total Coliform 92218 <20mpn/100mi <20mpn/100ml|
Fecal Coliform 92218 <20mpn/100ml <20mpn/100ml
Fecal Streptococcus 92218 <20mpn/100m! <20mpn/100ml
General mg/L mg/l
Dissolved Phosphorus 300 0.05 0.05
Total Phosphorus 300 0.05 0.05
Turbidity 180.1 0.1NTU 0.1NTU
Total Suspended Solids 160.2 2 2
Total Dissolved Solids 160.1 2 2
Volatile Suspended Solids 160.4 2 2
Total Organic Carbon 4151 1 1
Total Petroleum Hydrocarbon 418.1 1 1
Biochemical Oxygen Demand 405.1 2 2
Chemical Oxygen Demand 4104 20-900 20-900
Total Ammonia-Nitrogen 350.2 0.1 0.1
Total Kjeldah! Nitrogen 351.2 0.1 0.1
Nitrate-Nitrite 4110 0.1 0.1
Alkalinity 310.1 2 2
Specific Conductance 120.1 1umho/cm 1umho/cm
Total Hardness 130.2 2 2
MBAS 4251 <0.5 <0.5
Chioride 4110 2 2
Fluoride 4110 0.1 0.1
Sulfate 4110 2 2

! Detection limits lower than or equal to the Minimum Levels identified in the State Board Policy for
Implementation of Toxics Standards for Inland Surface Waters, Enclosed Bays, and Estuaries of California

2 Detection limits from Order 96-054
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Metals ug/l pg/l
Aluminum 2021 100 100
Antimony 204.2 0.5 10
Arsenic 206.2 1 10
Barium 208.2 100 100
Beryllium 210.2 0.5 5
Boron 212.3 250 250
Cadnium 213.2 0.25 10
Calcium 215.2 200 200
Chromium 218.2 0.5 10 :
Copper 219.2 0.5 10 |
Hex. Chromium 7196 5 <10 |
Iron 236.2 100 100
Lead 239.2 0.5 10
Magnesium 2421 200 200
Manganese 243.2 30 30
Mercury 245.1 0.2 1
Nickel 249.2 1 10
Potassium 258.1 100 100
Selenium 270.2 1 5
Silver 272.2 0.25 10
Sodium 273.1 50 50 |
Thallium 279.2 1 10 !
Zinc 289.2 1 50 ‘
Semivolatile Organic ug/L ug/L
Compounds
Acids 8250
Benzoic Acid 8250 <5 <5
Benzyl Alcohol 8250 <5 <5 |
2-Chlorophenol 8250 <2 <2 ‘
2, 4-Dichlorophenol 8250 1 <2 ;
2, 6-Dichlorophenol 8250 <2 <2 i
4-Dimetyiphenol 8250 <2 <2 ‘
4, 6-Dinitro-2-metyiphenol 8250 <3 <3
| 2, 4-Dinitrophenol 8250 <3 <3
2-Methylphenol 8250 <3 <3
4-Methylphenol 8250 <3 <3
2-Nitrophenoi 8250 <3 <3
4-Nitrophenol 8250 <3 <3
4-Chloro-3-methylphenol 8250 1 <3
Pentachlorophenol 8250 1 <2
Phenol 8250 <1 <1
2,3,4,6-Tetrachlorophenol 8250 <1 <1
2,4,5-Trichlorophenol 8250 <1 <1
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2,4,6-Trichlorophenol 8250 <1 <1
Base/Neutral 8250 pg/l ug/L
Acenapthene <0.5 <0.5
Acenapthylene 0.2 <0.5
Acetophenone- <3 <3
Aniline <3 <3
Anthracene 2.0 <0.5
4-Aminobiphenyl <3 <3
Benzidine <3 <3
Benzo(a)anthracene <1 <1
4-Chloroaniline <1 <1
1-Chloronapthalene <1 <1
p-Dimethylaminoazobenzene <3 <3
7,12-Dimethylbenz(a)- <1 <1
anthracene

! a-,a-Dimethylphenethylamine <3 <3

; Benzo(a)pyrene <1 <1

} Benzo(b)flouranthene <1 <1

? Benzo(k)flouranthene <1 <1
Chiordane <1 <1
Bis(2-chloroethoxy)methane <1 <1
Bis(2-chlorisopropyl)ether <1 <1
Bis(2-chloroethyl)ether <1 <1
Bis(2-ethylhexl)phtalate <3 <3
4-Bromophenyl phenyl ether <1 <1
Butyl benzyi phthalate <3 <3
2-Chloronapthalene <1 <1
4-Chlorophenyl phenyl ether <1 <1
Chrysene <1 <1
Dibenz(a,j)acridine <3 <3
Dibenz(a,h)anthracene 0.1 <1
1,3-Dichlorobenzene <0.5 <0.5
1,4-Dichlorobenzene <0.5 <0.5
1,2-Dichlorobenzene <0.5 <0.5
3,3-Dichlorobenzidine <3 <3
Diethylphthalate <0.5 <0.5
Dimethylphthalate <0.5 <0.5

. Di-n-butylphthalate <3 <3

‘ 2,4-Dinitrotoluene <0.5 <0.5
2,6-Dinitrotoluene <0.5 <0.5
Diphenylamine <3 <3
1,2-Diphenythydrazine 1 <3
Di-n-octylphtalate <3 <3

] Ethyl methanesulfonate <3 <3

? Fluoranthene 0.05 <1

i Fluorene 0.1 <1

‘ Hexachlorobenzene <0.5 <0.5
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Hexachlorobutadiene <1 <1
Hexochiorocyclopentadiene <3 <3
Hexochioroethane <1 <1
Indeno(1,2,3-cd)pyrene 0.05 <1
isophorone <0.5 <0.5
3-Methylcholanthrene <3 <3
Methyl methanesesulfonate <3 <3
Napthalene 0.2 <0.5
1-Napthylamine <3 <3
2-Napthalamine <3 <3
2-Nitroaniline <3 <3
3-Nitroaniline <3 <3
4-Nitroaniline <3 <3
Nitrobenzene <0.5 <0.5
N-Nitroso-di-n-butylamine <3 <3
N-Nitrosodimethylamine <3 <3
N-Nitrosodiphenylamine 1 <3
N-Nitroso-di-N-propylamine <1 <1
N-Nitrosopiperidine <3 <3
Pentachlorobenzene <3 <3
Phenacitin <3 <3
Phenanthrene 0.05 <0.5
2-Picoline <3 <3
Pronamide <5 <5
Pyrene 0.05 <0.5
5-Tetrachlorobenzene <3 <3
1,2,4-Trichlorobenzene <0.5 <0.5
Pesticides 608 pg/L ug/L
Aldrin 608 0.005 0.05
alpha-BHC 608 0.05 0.05
beta-BHC 608 0.05 0.05
delta-BHC 608 0.05 0.05
gamma-BHC (lindane 608 0.05 0.05
Carbofuran 531.1 <5 <5
Chlordane 608 0.05 0.05
1 4,4'-DDD 608 0.05 <0.1
4,4'-DDE 608 0.05 <0.1
4,4'-DDT 608 0.01 <0.1
Benzaton 515.1 <2 <2
Dieldron 608 0.01 <0.1
Endosulfan | 608 <0.1 <0.1
Endosulfan [i 608 <0.1 <0.1
Endosulfan sulfate 608 0.05 <0.1
Endrin 608 0.01 <0.1
Endrin aldehyde 608 0.01 <0.1
Glyphosate 547 <0.5 <0.5
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Heptachlor 608 0.01 0.05
Heptachlor epoxide 608 0.01 0.05
Methoxychior 608 <0.5 <0.5

i Toxaphene 608 0.5 <1.0

; 2,4-D 515.1 <0.02 <0.02

‘ 2.4,5-TP-SILVEX 515.1 [ <0.2 <0.2
Polychlorinated Biphenyls 608 ugll ug/l
Aroclor-1016 608 0.5 <1
Aroclor-1221 608 0.5 <1
Aroclor-1232 608 0.5 <1
Aroclor-1242 608 0.5 <1
Aroclor-1248 608 0.5 <1
Aroclor-1254 608 0.5 <1
Aroclor-1260 608 0.5 <1
Herbicides ug/L ug/l
Diazinon 0.01 0.01 |
Chlorpyrifos 0.05 0.05 }
Diuron 1 1 ;
Malathion 1 1
Prometryn 507 2 2
Atrazine 507 2 2

; Simazine 507 <2 <2

| Cyanazine 507 2 2

i Molinate 507 <0.01 <0.01
Thiobencarb 507 <0.1 <0.1
Volatile Organic Compounds | 8240A puall ug/L
Acetonitrile 10.0 10.0
Acrolein 2 10.0
Acrylonitrile 0.5 0.5
Benzene 0.5 0.5
Bromoform 0.5 0.5
2-Butanone 10.0 10.0
Carbon Disulfide 10.0 10.0
Carbon Tetrachloride 0.5 0.5
Chlorobenzene 0.5 0.5
Chlorodibronmethane 0.5 0.5
Chloroethane 0.5 0.5
2-Chloroethyl vinyl ether 1.0 1.0
Chloroform 0.5 0.5
Dibromomethane 0.5 0.5
1,2-Dibromo-3Chloropropane i <0.01 <0.01
1,4-Dichloro-2-butene 1 10.0 10.0
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Dichlorobromomethane 0.5 0.5
Dichlorodifluoromethane 0.5 0.5
1,1-Dichloroethane 0.5 0.5
1,2-Dichloroethane 0.5 0.5
1,1-Dichloroethene 0.5 0.5
trans-1,2-Dichloroethene 0.5 0.5
1,2-Dichloropropane 0.5 0.5
cis-1,3-Dichloropropene 0.5 0.5
Trans-1,3-Dichloropropene 0.5 0.5
Ethanol 10.0 10.0
Ethylbenzene 0.5 1.0
Ethylene Dibromide <0.01 <0.01
Ethylene Oxide 10.0 10.0
Ethyl Metcrylate 0.5 0.5
2-Hexanone 5.0 5.0
lodomethane 0.5 0.5
Methyl Bromide 5.0 5.0
Methyl Chloride 5.0 5.0
Methylene Chloride 1.0 1.0
4-Methyl-2-pentanone 5.0 5.0
Styrene 0.5 0.5
1,1,2,2-Tetrachloroethane 0.5 0.5
Tetrachioroethane 0.5 0.5
Toluene 0.5 1.0
Trichlorofluoromethane 1.0 1.0
1,2,3-Trichloropropane 0.5 0.5
Trichloroethene 0.5 0.5
1,1,1-Trichloroethane 1.0 1.0
1,1,2-Trichloroethane 1.0 1.0
1,2,2-Trifluoroethane <0.5 <0.5
Vinyl acetate 5.0 5.0
Vinyl chloride 0.5 0.5
Xylene (Total) 0.5 0.5
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ATTACHMENT 2
SHORELINE MONITORING STATIONS

Station Location’ Latitude | Longitude

S1 Surfrider Beach, Malibu, 50 yds E. of breech 34.03500 | 118.67833

S2 Topanga Point, Malibu, seaward of lifeguard station | 34.03833 | 118.58083

S3 Pulga storm drain, Pacific Palisades, 50 yds E. of 34.03361 | 118.53417
drain

S4 Santa Monica Canyon storm drain, Pacific 34.02639 | 118.51861
Palisades, 50 yds E. of drain

S5 Santa Monica Pier, Santa Monica, 50 yds S. of pier | 34.00833 | 118.49667

S6 Pico-Kenter storm drain, Santa Monica, 50 yds S. 34.00583 | 118.49250
of drain

S7 Ashland storm drain, Santa Monica, 50 yds S. of 33.99639 | 118.48472
drain

S8 Windward storm drain, Los Angeies, 50 yds S. of 33.98778 | 118.47750
drain ‘

S9 Marina Del Rey Beach, Marina Del Rey, at lifeguard | 33.98139 | 118.45833
tower.

S10 Ballona Creek, Playa Del Rey, 50 yds S. of south 33.96083 | 118.45611
jetty

S11 Culver Blvd., extended, Playa Del Rey, N side of 33.95639 | 118.45167
Culver storm drain

512 Imperial Hwy. Storm drain, Playa Del Rey, 50 yds 33.93028 | 113.43722

' S. of drain

S13 El Porto, Manhattan Beach, 40" St. extended 33.90389 | 118.42250

S14 Manhattan Beach Pier, Manhattan Beach, 50 yds 33.88360 | 118.41278
S. of pier :

S15 Hermosa Beach Pier, Hermosa Beach, 50 yds S. of | 33.86111 | 118.40278
pier

S16 Redondo Pier, Redondo Beach, 50 yds S. of pier 33.83833 | 118.39111

S17 Ave. | storm drain, Redondo Beach, Ave. | 33.81889 | 118.39111
extended, 50 yds S. of drain

S18 Malaga Cove, Palos Verdes Estates, Arroyo Circle | 33.80500 | 118.39467

extended

' Station locations from Ocean Water Regulatory & Monitoring Protocol, County of Los

Angeles, Department of Health Services, May 5, 1999.
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! ATTACHMENT 3
i

Alhambra, Arcadia, Bell, Bell Gardens, Bradbury, Calabasas, Carson, Commerce,
Compton, Cudahy, Downey, Duarte, El Monte, Glendale, Hidden Hills, Huntington Park,
| Irwindale, La Canada Flintridge, Lakewood, Long Beach, Los Angeles, Lynwood,
‘ Maywood, Monrovia, Montebello, Monterey Park, Paramount, Pasadena, Pico Rivera, \
l Rosemead, San Fernando, San Gabriel, San Marino, Santa Clarita, Sierra Madre, ‘
1 Signal Hill, Simi Valley, South EI Monte, South Gate , South Pasadena, Temple City, ]
| Vernon

PERMITTEES IN THE BALLONA CREEK WATERSHED

Beverly Hills, Culver City, Inglewood, Los Angeles, Los Angeles County, Santa Monica,
| West Hollywood
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£
. June 11, 2001 =
Arcadia -
Artesia o =
Bellflower Mr. Dennis Dickerson _
Bell Gardens California Regional Water Quality Control Board had
Burbank Los Angeles Region T
cerntos 320 W. 4" Street, Suite 200 ro
Compton Los Angeles, CA 90013 S
Diamond Bar
Downey Re: Request for Facilitative Review Process
Hawaiian Gardens
Industry Dear Mr. Dickerson:
Irwindale
La Mirada ) : o
Lakewood We have received your correspondence of May 30, 2001, explaining
Lawndale your reasons for not accepting our joint request for a Los Angeles
Monrovia Storm Water Permit Facilitator. For your information, we have
'\N"grr\‘lb‘;tl’f”o received positive respcases regarding participating in the facilitative
Palos Verdes Estates '€View process from the following organizations:
Paramount
Pico Rivera The County of Los Angeles
Pomona The California Stormwater Quality Task Force
Sigg?noezglos Verdes The Executive Advisory Committee
Santa Fe Springs The Building Industry Association of Southern California.
San Gabriel
Sierra Madre Copies of letters confirming some of these organizations’ desire to
Signal Hill participate in the proposed process are enclosed. Also, please note,
South Gate the Caoalition has yet to receive a negative response to the proposal.
Temple City
Vernon . .
Walnut We were surprised that you were not receptive to the concept
Whittier described in our letter, especially in light of the dialogue at the recent

Board meeting over the lack of State resources needed to complete
the Board’s program in a timely manner and even more so given the
support our proposal has received in such a short period of time. In
light of this, we would ask that you reconsider your position and put it
in abeyance until a majority of the parties have had sufficient
opportunity to consider the concept. We do not see the logic of
holding numerous separate "sessions" with interested stakeholders,
as opposed to group sessions with an agreed-upon facilitator, if a
majority of the interested stakeholders support the proposal.

2175 Cherry Avenue 4 Signal Hill, CA 90806 ¢ (562) 989-7302 ¢ (562) 989-7393 Fax
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Your letter also indicated that a “significant number of public comments” had
been received on the Municipal NPDES Permit. Given this, the added workload
would lend itself to assistance. Our hope is that the facilitator would assist both
you and the Board in the NPDES Permit process.

Your letter indicated that the Second Draft of the Permit will be released on
June 29" and that the draft should resolve ‘many” of the current issues. We
would only hope this would be the case, but history has led us to believe that
your staff does not place a priority on resolving the issues of importance to the
cities and other members of the regulated community. A good example of what
we view as the “anti city” bias in the current process is the draft permit
requirement that cities implement an expensive GIS computer mapping system
for illicit discharges. We had two meetings with your staff to explain the high
costs of implementing the GIS system and to put forward viable alternatives, but
found that the GIS requirement is still contained in the latest draft permit.

Your letter stated that you intend to “participate in as many sessions” as
possible with the cities and other interested parties during the first three weeks
in July. Your desire is to “discuss any remaining areas where consensus has
not been achieved.” The Coalition certainly appreciates efforts that will result in
solving the problems and reaching consensus. However, again, we would ask
that you reconsider having a series of “sessions” with individual stakeholders in
favor of having several facilitated group sessions. In addition, we have three
concerns with the “sessions” as outlined in your letter. The first is the limited
amount of time devoted to these “sessions.” You only have two weeks to
physically meet with all interested parties, since many individuals plan vacations
around the July 4™ Holiday and the holiday falls midweek this year. This leaves
a very limited amount of time to reach consensus on the number of comments
received prior to the Board Workshop.

Our second concern is who will be participating in these “sessions.” Typically
you have met individually with the various groups, with no opportunity for any
of the interest groups to come together to understand each other's concerns
and to dialogue toward solutions. In the past, this was the case because the
environmental groups, for unknown reasons, refused to meet with other
interested stakeholders. Recall, that it was this very approach that led to the
petition on the SUSMP and the hearing before the State Board. At that time, in
the course of the hearing before the State Board, there was no reasonable
explanation given for the "shuttle diplomacy" you engaged in, and the Coalition
believes there should be nothing to hide and no reason to not have the issues
discussed openly in group facilitated sessions. We are willing to meet with the
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environmental groups and Regional Board staff, and would hope the
environmental groups are willing to do the same. If not, we would like an
explanation as to why the environmental groups are unwilling to meet jointly, in
order to avoid the same problems and questions that arose in connection with
the SUSMP.

Furthermore, often times in the past, we did not receive feedback on the
concerns from other stakeholders from your individual sessions. Further, the
feedback we do receive was “second” and “third hand”, perhaps not expressing
the exact concerns of the individual parties. Again, we believe it is important to
avoid miscommunication and to resolve the issues ahead of time, rather than
subsequently through litigation. Also, we would like to obtain a copy of your
proposed session schedule for calendaring purposes.

The third concern is the nature of staff “participation”. We have found in past
meetings that there is limited staff dialogue and discussion, and that there is no
consideration of the “pros” and “cons” of the permit requirements. For example,
the Draft Permit includes a series of staff recommended “enhancements’ to the
current permit. Yet, there have been nine meetings to discuss our concerns
with these “enhancements” already, and the cities spent countless hours
reviewing the merits and problems of these "enhancements” with your staff. In
every case, your staff decided to include these enhancements in the Draft
Permit. There was no dialogue or explanation of why these enhancements
were necessary. If we do not reach consensus on the issues, the next goal of
your sessions should be that all parties come away with a mutual understanding
of each party’s positions. Mutual understanding can only be forged with honest
and frank discussions, which the Coalition is committed to.

The Coalition hopes that your personal commitment and involvement will make
a difference on this permit. We feel the need to be honest and forthright about
our past concerns, so that the problems of the past can help guide the
deliberations into the future. The Coalition extends our facilitation offer to help
you and the Board throughout this permit process and over the next several
months. We look forward to working with you in this process, and to hearing
from you on the above.

Larry Forester
Mayor
CPR Steering Committee
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CC:

Arthur C. Baggett Jr., Chairman, SWRCB
Richard Katz, Board Member, SWRCB

Peter S. Silva, Board Member, SWRCB

H. David Nahai, Chairman, LARWQCB

CPR Steering Committee

CPR Members

Heal the Bay

Natural Resources Defense Council

Santa Monica Baykeeper

California Storm Water Quality Task Force
California Restaurant Association

Los Angeles County Economic Development Council
Southern California Building Industry Association
California Building Industry Association
Southern California Rock Products Association
Western States Petroleum Association

Alliance for Water Quality

Desi Alvarez, Executive Advisory Committee
Mary Cammarano, Indeperndent Cities Association
Joseph Esquivel, Contract Cities Association
Chris McKenzie, League of California Cities
Individual Permittees
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COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS

900 SOUTH FREMON1 AVENIE
ALHAMBRA. CALIFORNIA 9180).111)
Tekephone  (6G20) 435-3100
JAMES A NOYIES, Directer ADDRESS ALl CORRPSPONDIPNCT: TO
PO BOX 1460
ALHAMBRA. CALIFORNIA 9(802-)460

INREPLY PLEASE
ressrtorke  A-0

May 23, 2001

Mr. Dennis Dickerson, Executive Officer
California Regional Water Quality Control Board
Los Angeles Region

320 Waest 4th Street, Suite 200

Los Angeles, CA 90013

Dear Mr. Dickerson:
REQUEST FOR NPDES PERMIT FACILITATOR

The Coalition for Practical Regulations is proposing a facilitated consensus building
process in developing the final draft of the 2001 Los Angeles Municipal Storm Water
Permit. The Los Angeles County Flood Control District as Principal Permittee and the
County of Los Angeles as Permittee support that request.

The District and the County strongly support the Regional Board's goal of a permit which
will result in great strides being made to restore the benaficial uses of our water bodies.
We believe that, for the permit to be effactive, it must have the full support of all the
stakeholders. Appeals, lawsuits and lack of support, whether itis by municipalities, interest
groups or regulators, will only delay our efforts to implement on a comprehensive basis.

Should you agree to the Coalitions request, we will participate fully with the intent to
resolve all issues/concerns with the draft permit in a timely manner that does not delay
implementation.

Your consideration is appreciated. You may contact me at (626) 458-4014.
Very truly yours,

JAMES A. NOYES
Director of Public Works

i dmnts (B S

DONALD L. WOLF
Assistant Director

DLW:g!

C WYFILESWPDES PERMIT FACRLITATOR
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Callfornia Stormwater Guallty Tesk Force

5489 £. Onve Aenue  Fresnc, CA 83727
P (559) 455-3282 Fax (359) 456-3194
. storrmwalertaskioroe.ony

File 510 1415

June 4, 2001

Mr. Dennis Dickerson, Executive Officer
California Regional Water Quality Control Board
l.os Angeles Region

320 West 4™ Street, Suite 200

I os Angeles, CA 90013

Dcar Mr. Dickerson,
Support for Stakeholder Consensus-Building Process, Los Angeles County Permit

The California Storm Water Quality Task Force is writing this letter to support the County of
Los Angeles and municipal co-permittees’ request to develop a census-building process to
elticiently address conceins surrounding the proposed Los Angeles municipal stonn wate
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System permit.

The Storm Water Quality Task Force was formed in 1989 to provide guidance to the State Water
Resources Control Board on the development of NPDES permit and related regulatory guidclines
for storm water discharges In this capacity, we have assisted the State Board in the development
and umplementation of the storm water permitting process. Our membership is primarily
composed of storm water quality managers {rom cities, counties, and special districts throughout
California. We have representation from public agencies that serve approximately 22 million
people in California.

The Task Force believes forming a consensus-building format will not only assist the Regional
Board staft, the public. environmental groups and your Board in addressing contested and

seh inchada miatorm waicr guality' 2001 dickerson-ite
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Support for Stakeholder Consensus-Building Process
L.os Angeles County Permit
Page 2

competing concerns within the community, but also assist the stukeholders in understunding all
the issues and concerns. of all the stakeholders.

A professional process facilitator should creatc a forum that will bring together regulatory.
municipal, business and environmental stakcholders with a common goal of finalizing a Storm
Water Quality Management Program and permit for the area to reduce pollutants in urban storm
water to the maximum extent practicable. The Task Force views this as an opportunity 1o create

a model approach in resolving the complicated issues presented in developing municipal starm
water permits and other related regulatory initiatives, such as Total Maximum Daily Lead
implementation plans.

We have an interest in the proposed process and outcome of the 1 os Angeles County municipal
storm water permit to the extent it may provide a model or precedent for the development and
content of future permits in other areas. At the Regional Board's request, the Task Force will
\dentify a represcntative from the proposed permit area, or from another region, to represent the
Task Force and provide a broader perspective of professional, municipal storm water quality
MANAECTS.

The Task Force believes that the proposed process will allow for openly and fairly resolving
complicated and far-reaching storm water permit issues. Storm water managers and regulators
must bring together all the stakeholders and work toward sensible solutions that will achieve
tangible storm swater pollutiun reductions.

We would appreciate being kept apprised of progress in this matter and the time and location of
scheduled  consensus-development sessions. Adequate lead-time will permit us to fully
participate. If you have any questions, please call me at (559) 456-3292.

Respectfully,

4o <y O
‘,\ “"\.\\Q\/'_.J;-a..‘(\- i\’\s\- £

Meciinda Marks

Chair

MM/sgb

¢ Larry Forester, Mayor, City of Signal Hill
Coalition for Practical Regulation
Mustafa Ariki, County of Los Angeles Public Works
Storm Water Quality Task Force Executive Committec

srhomchnda mestorm water guahity SO0 dickerson-lts
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Executive Aclvisory Committee

Storm Water Program — Los Angeles County

June 11, 2001

Mr. Dennis Dickerson

Executive Officer

California Regional Water Quality Control Board
Los Angeles Region

320 West 4™ Street, Suite 200

Los Angeles, CA 90013-1105

REQUEST FOR LOS ANGELES STORM WATER PERMIT
Dear Mr. Dickerson.

This letter is to request that you approve a facilitation process to help the Reginal Water
Quality Contro! Board solicit and address concerns from various stakeholders regarding the
proposed Los Angeles Municipal Storm Water Permit (Permit). This facilitation process will
bring regulatory, municipa!, business and environmental stakeholders togethar with the
common goal of determining the most effective measures to include in the Permit to
address the region's storm water quality concerns.

The facilitator for this process should be selected based on input from the various
stakeholders and would not require any funding from the Regional Water Quality Control
Board. ltis aiso understood that this facilitation process will not necessarily be binding.
Your Board will still maintain all rulemaking authority. However, the information developed
in the process should prove to be invaluable in compiling a consensus permit.

We trust that you will look favorably on this proposal to bring stakeholders together during
Permit development. The facilitation process will accomplish bringing stakeholders together
earlier in the process resulting in a shorter, less contentious Permit adoption at the Board
meeting.

Desi Alvarez
Chairman
Executive Advisary Committee

c. Art Baggett, State Water Resources Control Board
David Nahai, Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Contro! Board
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From: Megan Fisher

To: ctrevizo@dpw.co.la.ca.us; mariki@dpw.co.la.ca.us; tikim@dpw.co.la.ca.us
Date: 6/12/01 12:30PM

Subject: June 25 Monitoring meeting

The meeting to discuss all outstanding issues regarding the monitoring program prior to the issuance of
the second draft has been scheduled for Monday, June 25 at 2pm, here in the Pacific Ocean Room.

Mustafa, Xavier has requested that we invite Don Wolfe, to make sure that all outstanding issues are
resolved.

Please let me know if you have any questions, or problems with the schedule. Also, feel free to propose
an agenda with the specific issues you'd like to discuss.

By the way, we have not invited other parties to this meeting.

Thanks,

Megan Fisher

Environmental Specialist ill

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.gov/news/echallenge.html ***

CC: Dan Radulescu; Megan Fisher; Wendy Phillips; Xavier Swamikannu
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ATTACHMENT 3
PERMITTEES IN THE LOS ANGELES RIVER WATERSHED

Alhambra, Arcadia, Bell, Bell Gardens, Bradbury, Calabasas, Carson, Commerce,
Compton, Cudahy, Downey, Duarte, El Monte, Glendale, Hidden Hills, Huntington Park,
Irwindale, La Canada Flintridge, Lakewood, Long Beach, Los Angeles, Lynwood,
Maywood, Monrovia, Montebello, Monterey Park, Paramount, Pasadena, Pico Rivera,
Rosemead, San Fernando, San Gabriel, San Marino, Santa Clarita, Sierra Madre, Signal
Hill, Simi Valley, South El Monte, South Gate , South Pasadena, Temple City, Vernon

PERMITTEES IN THE BALLONA CREEK WATERSHED

Beverly Hills, Culver City, Inglewood, Los Angeles, Los Angeles County, Santa Monica,
West Hollywood
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Table §-1
EXISTING LAND USE
19%0
Anoyo Verdugo  {CVAG Los Angeles City  [North LA County  [Orange County SANBAG San Gabriel Valley

Land Use (Acres) Area % Ares % Arca % Arca ¥. Arcy % Arca y Aica ¥ ]
Nun-Urban Residential (] 0 0 [§] 0 0 ¢]
Low Density Revidenual 2825 M4 20,966 1 13331s 32 42318 3 112370 22 184260 1 TW96S 3y
Medium o High Density Residential 4393 7 0 29611 7 2437 O 3l .53‘! 6 13.429 0 10,129 5
Commerciel 3957 .8 L8 e 5 2360 0. 2494k 5. 756 . 0 1074 -8
Industnial 248 e T mIe 4 26 0 mNET 4 IB208 " 0 gy s
Extraction 59 0 ¢ 2,568 i 4,538 ] 7018 I B.643 1 2724 1
Public Facilities & [nstilntions 2,142 3 g t 13.060) ] 55.51y 4 25987 s Y212 ] ¥242 5

1ansportation & Utilities 1418 5 18,098 | PAN . ¢ S 234030 1 15371 13 I4aK? N 9,672 b
Open Space & Recrealion 1.821 3 11,150 o 10,205 2 3435 0 14344 3 Y620 0O 6330 3
Agricaliure 174 0 72,426 2 2,740 i 62318 4 201y 4 62498 1] Jalde 2
Water & Floodways 12 0 21081 | 1,880 0 1425 ] 449 i 6,753 (34 1.2 I
Yucant 16969 27 5714029 18 IS7TH27 38 1355681 86 2223 44 2,182 867 1?7 55163 8-
STUDY AREA 63345 100 73658y 23 411785 Y9 1,562,464 X 7234 7 2568373 20 1727 9w
REMAINDER OF SUBREGION 200 0 2402724 T 2866 ] 70852 0 i3.847 3 100292429 K 1248 |
SUBREGIONAL TOTAL 63,545 100 3.1393i3 10 414651 100 1,569.515 1k SR N 2860803 10 200015 10

1 Pro;med land uses ay 'ndnfmed of the general plans of city aad county governments. I many insiances, these figures may reflect Joaal buitd- ow asumplions extending beyond the

SCAG RCP year 2010 hosizon. Thexefore, they should be considesed ilwtrative acd not indicative of RCP goals and policies.
2. "Nou-Urban " uses include residential deasities of less thar ome unit per gross acre.
3 “Tuansporsstion & Utilities™ gencrally includes freeways. other mujor roads and power lines. equipment siorage yagds, power plants, airports, harbuss. etc. Generally, 11 does not inchude
local siweets and anerizl boulevards.
4. Santa Clarita 15 sl & separaie subregion: it is part of the ¥COG subregion.
Nuoue:

ise Chagier.

Esisting 1990 land usc and local geaeral plas calegaries e 80t directly comparable. Scr caplanation under Subregionat Panerns va page 1 2, 50°AG State of the Region Repon. I.aad
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Table 1-1

EXISTING LAND USE

exicading beyond the SCAG RCP year 2010 honizon. Thesefore, they should be

"Veansporation & Linliues” generally includes freewsys, other ma
Generally, it does not indwle Jocal areets anf anerial boujevards,

Note: Exising 1990 tand wse and local general
the Regica Kepon, Land Use Chapiar.

(Continue)
7 SELAC South Bay Cities | Westside Summbi  |WRCOG vCOG Santa Cluwita®
Lund Use (Acres) Arcu K. Arca % Area % Arca “* Areu X Arca Y
HNm-Urbnn Residential y 0 i) 0 { i 1]
Lamv Density Residential M4653 41 3354 25 3 39 105,198 7 51,441 4 G68H 2
Medium o High Density Residential 13,400 9 8,553 7 3215 18 11419 7,174 1 693 27
|commerciat "I 8 6a0 S 238 13 s 1 A, 833
“|1ndustrial 2500 14T T w49y 21 4 TR t o 3
'[Extmaction 2712 2 3 0 gm s 4.594 1 722 3
Public Facilities & Insututions 10,023 & 661 3 13 6 13,453 | I a2 3
Transportation & Uilities 2 13,409 9 1120 3 567 3 17.577 | | 1,288 5
Open Space & Recreation 6,828 4 37 3 N2 5 10,475 1 | hihi 2
Agriculture 1811 1 845 H a 1704039 1 n 61) 2
Water & Floodways 1.726 1 321 0 3w 2 1.0 1 3] 8 0
Vacanl 1182 5 6,472 5 9356 5 MIRM 51 944689 RO 1728 as
STUDY AREA 155605 1 TATI6 o) 18,147 100 1148312 75 L ITRTIB 10 Joyia (20
REMAINDER OF SUBREGION 364 0 BRI 40 k1.1 Q0 384500 25 3613 ] 5074 .20
SUBREGIONAL TOTAL 155969 100 122411 100 IR IR 00 1LS3PR12 100 118239 1n 58»%
I Projecied jand ind} ; .
0| uses as indicsed on the generad plans of city aad couny governmeats. In many instances, these figures may reflect local bawsld- out assumprions

considered dlustiative and not indicative of kC P goals sad policics

2, "Non-Urban” uses inchude residentsal deasities of less that one unit per 8TUSS acre.

jor roads and power liges, equipment suwage yards, power plants. msports, harburs, etc.

Sana Qlwrita is not & scpmme subregion; it is pan of ihe VYOG subscgiun
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Draft SCAG Siate of the Ragien Report

‘4

000 - S1A0D JO DOSSV:Ad INIS

3
.

I -61-9

¢

<040 - SIA0D 40 JOSSV: €0:L1

VAT -+



|

Table 1-2

LOCAL GENERAL PLAN LAND USE

Aroyo Verdugo  [CVAG Los Angeles City  [Nonh LA County Orange County SANBAG San Gabriel Valley
General Plan (Acres) Arca ¥ Area 4. Arca % Area %. Area % Arca 5 Arca %
. 2
Non-Urban Residential 0 b1 i r R 46,500 1 o8, 161 4 18,208 4 301,726 2 0
Lawv Density Residentiul 30,681 48 113,458 4 148642 36 84,731 37 149,193 29 23213 2 91225 47
Medium 10 High Density Residential 4.864 B 12032 }] 41540 10 410 0 35,595 7 45,486 0 16,141 8
C%pwi 3 4. 7'3?2 : ,:'3 Izbﬁ‘/ . B l".ﬂfﬂj B o
;ngsu)al 6 8,768 BO6 T 362 (0
Extraction 0 0 0 39y4 0 O
Public Facilities & Institulivns 2353 4 Y.482 D 52086 I3 5,547 0 41,49 8 43,642 L} 11,634 7
[ ranspontation & Ulilities * 0 477% o 4054 ) 39676 3 2551 %o 4219 . ¢ 1419 |
(Open Space & Recreation 16758 26 443,227 14 75.547 '8 828330 53 192318 34 378,101 2 37150 19
Agnculivie 230 0 D) 74 ] { 1.667 ] | 883 0 43,137 ] 90 0
Water & Floodways 0 62,423 2 0 14,132 i {] 28,402 1] O
Speuific Plan { 0 1] 1 12,0713 2 17.549 (}} 0"
STUDY AREA 63,545 100 1305496 42 441 479 oy 1.569.827 100 506,558 w 1.119341 Y [ XL RRY
REMAINDER OF SUBREGION 0 0 1.833817 53 3,17n | s 0 4,523 I 11741462 9 466 2
SUBREGIONAL TOTAL 63,545 1 3.139313 100 414651 00 1,569,515 100 SUHRL 12860803 (e 2068 0Ky
I Projecied land uscs as indicated on the general dans of ciy and coumly goveramests. [n many jusiences. these figures may reflect locsl build- o assumptions exiendiag beyood the
SCAG RCP year 2040 honizan. Thercfore, they should be comsidered tlusraive and not indicaive of RCP goals and policies.
2 “Non-Urban™ uses include resideatisl densities of bess that Oohe unit per gross acre.
3 "Transporauos & Ulibithes™ semeraliy includes freeways, other majos romds and power lines, equipment storsge yards, power plants, airpurts, harbors, eic. Ccacrally, it does nod ineclude
lowal streets and anterial boulevards,
4 Santa (Tania is not a separate subregion; it is pat of the VOOG subre gion.
Nae: Exisiag 1990 isnd usc aad bocal #coevel plas cascgaries sre not directly cumparable. See explanation under Subregional Paterss on page 1-2, SCAL; Staie of the Region Repont, L.and
Use Chapter.
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Table 1.2

LOCAL GENERAL PLAN LAND USE

(Continued)
SELAC South Bay Cuties  [Weatside Summt WRCOG YCOG Sunta Clarita 4
General Plap (Acres) Aren y 2 Area % Area q Arca % Arca ¥ 1 Arca ‘X
Non-Urbun Residential2 o 0 0 289 14 6648 | 0
Low Density Residential 61239 3y 34583 28 8207 45 2. B 70,043 ) 14352 ss
Mestiqm w High Density Residential 22,546 14 8.657 7 asiT o 18,662 I 12,421 | 422 2
B e, 1220 8 4 6 asm 1, SR e BIA 1230
0BG g Bgy 1 37 5 40.780 16138 .. ) L2, 4
O ‘ i N 0 ] O
Publgc. Epﬁcmil\llies & Institutions 1y 8 5.514 5 1,223 ? 24,705 2 16,031) 1 66| k]
Tlmwxml(m & Wilities? 976 1 26 4] 261 1 5,642 Q0 i 284 0 ()
Open Spuce & Recreation 12,562 8 3,795 3 4 444719 9 S48014 w0 695 27
Agnriculiure 250 14 366 QO 0 ‘KN 6 Y7431 8 "
Water & Floudways O 0 an 2 15918 1 1,27 0 52 0
Specific Plan 1.62¢ 1 98 O Q ) 1,782 0 I
STUDY AREA 152514 98 74202 61 i8.184 100 1167024 76 1182905 o 2590 1K)
REMAINDER OF SUBREGION 3.455 2 44210 139 0 0 365,788 24 -S14 0 -1 i
SUBREGIONAL TOTAL 155969 w0 (22411 100 18,184 100 1.532812 10 LIR239| 10 25899 s
I Projected tand uses as indicaied on the gcecral plans of city and county gevemmens. lo many instances, these figuies may refley local build- ow assumgrions
exiending beyoad the SCAG RCP year 2010 harizon. Therefere, they should be considered illusuative and nut indicative of RE°P goals and policies.
2. “Noa-Urban" uses include residential deasities of less.that one unit Per gruss acre.
1 "Fransportation & Mliies” generally includes freeways, vther major roads and power lines, equipment storuge yards. puwes plants, airpons, hatburs, eve.
Genevally, it does ot inclode Local surcets and snerigl boulevards.
4 Sanpa (larvia is ot 0 sepasute subwegion; 1 is part of the V('OC subscgion.
Nutc: Laisting 19%0 laad use and local general plan categories are g direcly cumparable. See explanaisua under Subregional Parterns on page 1-2, SCAC Stae of
the Region Repon. land lse t hapees.
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